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    LEAVES FROM THE NOTEBOOK OF A TAMED CYNIC

  


  
    TO


    my friends


    and former coworkers


    in


    Bethel Evangelical Church


    Detroit, Michigan

  


  
    Preface and Apology


    MOST OF the reflections recorded in these pages were prompted by experiences of a local Christian pastorate. Some are derived from wider contacts with the churches and colleges of the country. For the sake of giving a better clue to the meaning of a few of them, it may be necessary to say that they have as their background a pastorate in an industrial community in which the natural growth of the city made the expansion of a small church into a congregation of considerable size, in a period of thirteen years, inevitable. By the time these lines reach the reader the author will have exchanged his pastoral activities for academic pursuits.


    It must be confessed in all candor that some of the notes, particularly the later ones, were written after it seemed fairly certain that they would reach the eye of the public in some form or other. It was therefore psychologically difficult to maintain the type of honesty which characterizes the self-revelations of a private diary. The reader must consequently be warned (though such a warning may be superfluous) to discount the unconscious insincerities which no amount of self-discipline can eliminate from words which are meant for the public.


    The notes which have been chosen for publication have been picked to illustrate the typical problems of a modern minister in an industrial and urban community and what seem to be more or less typical reactions of a young minister to such problems. Nothing new or startling was attempted in the pastorate out of which these reflections grew. If there is any justification for their publication, it must lie in the light they may throw upon the problems of the modern church and ministry rather than upon any possible solutions of these problems.


    The book is published with an uneasy conscience, the author half hoping that the publishers would make short shrift of his indiscretions by throttling the book. Some of the notes are really too inane to deserve inclusion in any published work, and they can be justified only as a background for those notes which deal critically with the problems of the modern ministry. The latter are unfortunately, in many instances, too impertinent to be in good taste, and I lacked the grace to rob them of their impertinence without destroying whatever critical value they might possess. I can only emphasize in extenuation of the spirit which prompted them, what is confessed in some of the criticisms, namely, that the author is not unconscious of what the critical reader will himself divine, a tendency to be most critical of that in other men to which he is most tempted himself.


    The modern ministry is in no easy position; for it is committed to the espousal of ideals (professionally, at that) which are in direct conflict with the dominant interests and prejudices of contemporary civilization. This conflict is nowhere more apparent than in America, where neither ancient sanctities nor new social insights tend to qualify, as they do in Europe, the heedless economic forces of an industrial era.


    Inevitably a compromise must be made, or is made, between the rigor of the ideal and the necessities of the day. That has always been the case, but the resulting compromises are more obvious to an astute observer in our own day than in other generations. We are a world-conscious generation, and we have the means at our disposal to see and to analyze the brutalities which characterize men’s larger social relationships and to note the dehumanizing effects of a civilization which unites men mechanically and isolates them spiritually.


    Our knowledge may ultimately be the means of our redemption, but for the moment it seems to rob us of self-respect and respect for one another. Every conscientious minister is easily tempted to a sense of futility because we live our lives microscopically while we are able to view the scene in which we labor telescopically. But the higher perspective has its advantages as well as its dangers. It saves us from too much self-deception. Men who are engaged in the espousal of ideals easily fall into sentimentality. From the outside and the disinterested perspective this sentimentality may seem like hypocrisy. If it is only sentimentality and self-deception, viewed at closer range, it may degenerate into real hypocrisy if no determined effort is made to reduce it to a minimum.


    It is no easy task to deal realistically with the moral confusion of our day, either in the pulpit or the pew, and avoid the appearance, and possibly the actual peril, of cynicism. An age which obscures the essentially unethical nature of its dominant interests by an undue preoccupation with the application of Christian principles in limited areas, may, as a matter of fact, deserve and profit by ruthless satire. Yet the pedagogical merits of satire are dubious, and in any event its weapons will be foresworn by an inside critic for both selfish and social reasons. For reasons of self-defense he will be very gentle in dealing with limitations which his own life illustrates.


    But he will be generous in judgment for another reason. His intimate view of the facts will help him to see that what an outside critic may call hypocrisy may really be honest, because unconscious, sentimentality and self-deception. When virtues are used to hide moral limitations the critic ought not to be too sure that the virtues are bogus. Sometimes they are. But sometimes they merely represent the effort of honest but short-sighted men to preserve the excellencies of another day long after these have ceased to have relevancy for the problems of our own day; or sometimes they spring from efforts to apply the Christian ideal to limited and immediate areas of conduct where application is fairly easy. In such cases no one can be absolutely sure whether it is want of perspective or want of courage which hinders the Christian idealist from applying his ideals and principles to the more remote and the more difficult relationships.


    That the ministry is particularly tempted to the self-deceptions which afflict the moral life of Christians today is obvious. If it is dangerous to entertain great moral ideals without attempting to realize them in life, it is even more perilous to proclaim them in abstract terms without bringing them into juxtaposition with the specific social and moral issues of the day. The minister’s premature satisfaction in the presentation of moral ideals is accentuated by the fact that he is a leader in a community in which appreciative attitudes are on the whole more prevalent than critical ones. The minister is therefore easily fooled by extravagant conceptions of his own moral stature, held by admiring parishioners. If he could realize how much of this appreciation represents transferred religious emotion he could be more realistic in analyzing himself. And if he could persuade himself to speak of moral ideals in terms of specific issues and contemporary situations, he would probably prompt currents of critical thought which would destroy the aura which invests his person with premature sanctity.


    If a minister wants to be a man among men he need only to stop creating devotion to abstract ideals which every one accepts in theory and denies in practice, and to agonize about their validity and practicability in the social issues which he and others face in our present civilization. That immediately gives his ministry a touch of reality and potency and robs it of an artificial prestige which it can afford to dispense with, and is bound to be stripped of, the kind of prestige which is the prerogative of priests and professional holy men.


    The number of ministers who are perfectly realistic about their tasks and who are sincerely anxious to help the modern generation find itself, not only in the intricate problems of the personal life but in the moral and social complexities of an industrial society, is much larger than the critics outside of the church are able to know and willing to concede. If I have any regrets, it is that these pages, preoccupied with criticism, deal inadequately with such men and fail to discharge my debt of gratitude to them. It is comparatively easy for professors, secretaries and even bishops to criticise the man in a local situation from the perspective and the safety (relative, of course) which an irresponsible itinerancy supplies.


    No amount of pressure from an itinerant “prophet” can change the fact that a minister is bound to be a statesman as much as a prophet, dealing with situations as well as principles. In specific situations, actions must be judged not only in terms of absolute standards but in consideration of available resources in the lives of those whom the minister leads.


    It may be well for the statesman to know that statesmanship easily degenerates into opportunism and that opportunism cannot be sharply distinguished from dishonesty. But the prophet ought to realize that his higher perspective and the uncompromising nature of his judgments always has a note of irresponsibility in it. Francis of Assisi may have been a better Christian than Pope Innocent III. But it may be questioned whether his moral superiority over the latter was as absolute as it seemed. Nor is there any reason to believe that Abraham Lincoln, the statesman and opportunist, was morally inferior to William Lloyd Garrison, the prophet. The moral achievement of statesmen must be judged in terms which take account of the limitations of human society which the statesman must, and the prophet need not, consider.


    Having both entered and left the parish ministry against my inclinations, I pay my tribute to the calling, firm in the conviction that it offers greater opportunities for both moral adventure and social usefulness than any other calling if it is entered with open eyes and a consciousness of the hazards to virtue which lurk in it. I make no apology for being critical of what I love. No one wants a love which is based upon illusions, and there is no reason why we should not love a profession and yet be critical of it.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR

  


  
    LEAVES FROM THE NOTEBOOK OF A TAMED CYNIC


    1915


    


    THERE IS something ludicrous about a callow young fool like myself standing up to preach a sermon to these good folks. I talk wisely about life and know little about life’s problems. I tell them of the need of sacrifice, although most of them could tell me something about what that really means. I preached a sermon the other day on “The Involuntary Cross,” using the text of Simon the Cyrene bearing the cross of Jesus. A good woman, a little bolder than the rest, asked me in going out whether I had borne many crosses. I think I know a little more about that than I would be willing to confess to her or to the congregation, but her question was justified.


    Many of the people insist that they can’t understand how a man so young as I could possibly be a preacher. Since I am twenty-three their reaction to my youth simply means that they find something incompatible even between the ripe age of twenty-three and the kind of seasoned wisdom which they expect from the pulpit. “Let no one despise thy youth,” said Paul to Timothy; but I doubt whether that advice stopped any of the old saints from wagging their heads. I found it hard the first few months to wear a pulpit gown. Now I am getting accustomed to it. At first I felt too much like a priest in it, and I abhor priestliness. I have become reconciled to it partly as a simple matter of habit, but I imagine that I am also beginning to like the gown as a kind of symbol of authority. It gives me the feeling that I am speaking not altogether in my own name and out of my own experience but by the authority of the experience of many Christian centuries.


    Difficult as the pulpit job is, it is easier than the work in the organizations of the congregation. Where did anyone ever learn in a seminary how to conduct or help with a Ladies’ Aid meeting? I am glad that mother has come to live with me and will take care of that part of the job. It is easier to speak sagely from the pulpit than to act wisely in the detailed tasks of the parish. A young preacher would do well to be heard more than he is seen.


    1915


    I am glad there are only eighteen families in this church. I have been visiting the members for six weeks and haven’t seen all of them yet. Usually I walk past a house two or three times before I summon the courage to go in. I am always very courteously received, so I don’t know exactly why I should not be able to overcome this curious timidity. I don’t know that very much comes of my visits except that I really get acquainted with the people.


    Usually after I have made a call I find some good excuse to quit for the afternoon. I used to do that in the days gone by when I was a book agent. But there was reason for it then. I needed the afternoon to regain my self-respect. Now it seems to be pure laziness and fear. The people are a little discouraged. Some of them seem to doubt whether the church will survive. But there are a few who are the salt of the earth, and if I make a go of this they will be more responsible than they will ever know.

  


  
    1915


    Now that I have preached about a dozen sermons I find I am repeating myself. A different text simply means a different pretext for saying the same thing over again. The few ideas that I had worked into sermons at the seminary have all been used, and now what? I suppose that as the years go by life and experience will prompt some new ideas and I will find some in the Bible that I have missed so far. They say a young preacher must catch his second wind before he can really preach. I’d better catch it pretty soon or the weekly sermon will become a terrible chore.


    You are supposed to stand before a congregation, brimming over with a great message. Here I am trying to find a new little message each Sunday. If I really had great convictions I suppose they would struggle for birth each week. As the matter stands, I struggle to find an idea worth presenting and I almost dread the approach of a new sabbath. I don’t know whether I can ever accustom myself to the task of bringing light and inspiration in regular weekly installments.


    How in the world can you reconcile the inevitability of Sunday and its task with the moods and caprices of the soul? The prophet speaks only when he is inspired. The parish preacher must speak whether he is inspired or not. I wonder whether it is possible to live on a high enough plane to do that without sinning against the Holy Spirit.

  


  
    1916


    Visited old Mrs. G. today and gave her communion. This was my first experience with communion at the sick bed. I think there is a good deal of superstition connected with the rite. It isn’t very much different in some of its aspects from the Catholic rite of extreme unction. Yet I will not be too critical. If the rite suggests and expresses the emotion of honest contrition it is more than superstition. But that is the difficulty of acting as priest. It is not in your power to determine the use of a symbol. Whether it is a blessing or a bit of superstition rests altogether with the recipient.


    I must admit that I am losing some of the aversion to the sacraments cultivated in my seminary days. There is something very beautiful about parents bringing their child to the altar with a prayer of thanksgiving and as an act of dedication. The trouble is that the old ritual in the book of forms does not express this idea clearly. I have to put the whole meaning of the sacrament as I see it into the prayer. Perhaps I can use my own form later on, if I get the confidence of the people.


    Incidentally Mrs. G. gave me a shock this afternoon. After the service was completed she fished around under her pillow and brought forth a five dollar bill. That was to pay me for my trouble. I never knew this fee business still existed in such a form in Protestantism. I knew they were still paying for baptism in some denominations, ours included. But this is a new one. The old lady was a little hurt, I think, by my refusal. I think she imagined that pity prompted my diffidence. She insisted that she was quite able to pay. I’d better get started on this whole fee question and make an announcement that I won’t accept any fees for anything. I think I’ll except weddings however. Every one takes fees for them. It will just make a scene when the groom or best man slyly crosses your palm with a bill and you make a righteous refusal. They never will understand. Marriage is not a sacrament anyway. Then, too, it’s fun getting a little extra money once in a while. But isn’t marriage a sacrament?

  


  
    1916


    Doesn’t this denominational business wear on one’s nerves? If I were a doctor people would consult me according to the skill I had and the reputation I could acquire. But being a minister I can appeal only to people who are labeled as I am. Yesterday that professor I met asked me what denomination I belonged to. Being told, he promptly pigeonholed me into my proper place and with a superior air assumed that my mind was as definitely set by my denominational background as is that of an African Hottentot by his peculiar environment.


    Perhaps if I belonged to a larger denomination this wouldn’t irk me so much. I suffer from an inferiority complex because of the very numerical weakness of my denomination. If I belonged to a large one I might strut about and claim its glory for myself. If I give myself to religion as a profession I must find some interdenominational outlet for my activities. But what? Secretaries and Y.M.C.A. workers are too inarticulate. They deal too much with machinery and too little with ideas. I don’t want to be a chauffeur. Does that mean that I am a minister merely because I am a fairly glib talker? Who knows?


    But let us not be too cynical and too morbidly introspective. I may find something worth saying in time and escape the fate of being a mere talker. At any rate I swear that I will never aspire to be a preacher of pretty sermons. I’ll keep them rough just to escape the temptation of degenerating into an elocutionist. Maybe I had better stop quoting so much poetry. But that is hardly the point. Plenty of sermons lack both beauty and meaning.

  


  
    1916


    The young fellows I am trying to teach in Sunday school don’t listen to me attentively. I don’t think I am getting very close to where they live. Or perhaps I just haven’t learned how to put my message across. I am constantly interrupted in my talk by the necessity of calling someone to order. It is a good thing that I have a class like that. I’ll venture that my sermons aren’t getting any nearer to the people, but the little group of adults I am speaking to in the morning service are naturally more patient or at least more polite than these honest youngsters, and so I have less chance to find out from them how futile I am. But that doesn’t solve the problem of how to reach those fellows.

  


  
    1916


    I had a letter from Professor L——— today suggesting that I return to college and prepare myself for the teaching profession. A year ago I was certain that I would do that. Now I am not so sure. Nevertheless the academic life has its allurements. It is really simpler than the ministry. As a teacher your only task is to discover the truth. As a preacher you must conserve other interests besides the truth. It is your business to deal circumspectly with the whole religious inheritance lest the virtues which are involved in the older traditions perish through your iconoclasm. That is a formidable task and a harassing one; for one can never be quite sure where pedagogical caution ends and dishonesty begins.


    What is particularly disquieting to a young man in the ministry is the fact that some of his fine old colleagues make such a virtue of their ignorance. They are sure that there is no Second Isaiah and have never heard that Deuteronomy represents a later development in the law. I can’t blame them for not having all the bright new knowledge of a recent seminarian (not quite as new as the seminarian imagines); but the ministry is the only profession in which you can make a virtue of ignorance. If you have read nothing but commentaries for twenty years, that is supposed to invest you with an aura of sanctity and piety. Every profession has its traditions and its traditionalists. But the traditionalists in the pulpit are much more certain than the others that the Lord is on their side.

  


  
    1917


    Next week we are going to hold our first every member canvass. They expect me to preach a sermon which will prepare the good people to give generously. I don’t mind that. Most people give little enough for the church or for anything else not connected with their own pleasures. But I don’t see how you can preach a sermon adequate to the needs of the moment without identifying the church with the kingdom of God too unqualifiedly. And meanwhile you are drawing your salary from the church and remembering that if the canvass is a success there may be an increase in salary next year. It isn’t easy to mix the business of preaching with the business of making a living and maintain your honesty and self-respect.


    Of course every laborer is worthy of his hire. But you notice that Paul, who insisted on that point, nevertheless prided himself on his independence. He wanted “not yours but you.” But let us not be too squeamish. There is old J.Q. It would do his soul good if he loosened up a bit. One might say to him, “I want yours so that I can get you.”

  


  
    1918


    (After a trip through the war training camps.)


    I hardly know how to bring order out of confusion in my mind in regard to this war. I think that if Wilson’s aims are realized the war will serve a good purpose. When I talk to the boys I make much of the Wilsonian program as against the kind of diplomacy which brought on the war. But it is easier to talk about the aims of the war than to justify its methods.


    Out at Funston I watched a bayonet practice. It was enough to make me feel like a brazen hypocrite for being in this thing, even in a rather indirect way. Yet I cannot bring myself to associate with the pacifists. Perhaps if I were not of German blood I could. That may be cowardly, but I do think that a new nation has a right to be pretty sensitive about its unity.


    Some of the good old Germans have a hard time hiding a sentiment which borders very closely on hatred for this nation. Anyone who dissociates himself from the cause of his nation in such a time as this ought to do it only on the basis of an unmistakably higher loyalty. If I dissociated myself only slightly I would inevitably be forced into the camp of those who romanticize about the Kaiser. And the Kaiser is certainly nothing to me. If we must have war I’ll certainly feel better on the side of Wilson than on the side of the Kaiser.


    What makes me angry is the way I kowtow to the chaplains as I visit the various camps. Here are ministers of the gospel just as I am. Just as I they are also, for the moment, priests of the great god Mars. As ministers of the Christian religion I have no particular respect for them. Yet I am overcome by a terrible inferiority complex when I deal with them. Such is the power of a uniform. Like myself, they have mixed the worship of the God of love and the God of battles. But unlike myself, they have adequate symbols of this double devotion. The little cross on the shoulder is the symbol of their Christian faith. The uniform itself is the symbol of their devotion to the God of battles. It is the uniform and not the cross which impresses me and others. I am impressed even when I know that I ought not be.


    What I dislike about most of the chaplains is that they assume a very officious and also a very masculine attitude. Ministers are not used to authority and revel in it when acquired. The rather too obvious masculinity which they try to suggest by word and action is meant to remove any possible taint which their Christian faith might be suspected to have left upon them in the minds of the he-men in the army. H——— is right. He tells me that he wants to go into the army as a private and not as a chaplain. He believes that the war is inevitable but he is not inclined to reconcile its necessities with the Christian ethic. He will merely forget about this difficulty during the war. That is much more honest than what I am doing.

  


  
    1918


    I can see one element in this strange fascination of war which men have not adequately noted. It reduces life to simple terms. The modern man lives in such a complex world that one wonders how his sanity is maintained as well as it is. Every moral venture, every social situation and every practical problem involves a whole series of conflicting loyalties, and a man may never be quite sure that he is right in giving himself to the one as against the other. Shall he be just and sacrifice love? Shall he strive for beauty and do it by gaining the social privileges which destroy his sense of fellowship with the underprivileged? Shall he serve his family and neglect the state? Or be patriotic to the detriment of the great family of mankind? Shall he be diligent at the expense of his health? Or keep healthy at the expense of the great cause in which he is interested? Shall he be truthful and therefore cruel? Or shall he be kind and therefore a little soft? Shall he strive for the amenities of life and make life less robust in the process? Or shall he make courage the ultimate virtue and brush aside the virtues which a stable and therefore soft society has cultivated?


    Out of this mesh of conflicting claims, interests, loyalties, ideals, values and communities he is rescued by the psychology of war which gives the state at least a momentary priority over all other communities and which makes courage the supreme virtue. I talked to a young captain at camp last week who told me how happy he was in the army because he had “found himself” in military service. Our further conversation led me to suspect that it was this simplification of life which had really brought him happiness; that and his love of authority.


    Unfortunately, all these momentary simplifications of the complexities of life cannot be finally satisfying, because they do violence to life. The imperiled community may for a moment claim a kind of unqualified loyalty which no community or cause has the right or ability to secure in normal times. But judgment returns to sobriety as events become less disjointed and the world is once more revealed in all its confusion of good in evil and evil in good. The imperiled community was threatened because of its vice as much as because of its virtue, and the diabolical foe reassumes the lineaments of our common humanity. Physical courage is proved unequal to the task of ennobling man without the aid of other virtues, and the same men who have been raised to great heights by the self-forgetfulness of war have been sunk into new depths of hatred. There is only momentary peace in an all-consuming passion, except it be a passion for what is indubitably the best. And what is the best?

  


  
    1919


    We had a great Easter service today. Mother made the little chapel look very pretty, working with a committee of young women. It takes real work to decorate such a little place, and make it really inviting. We received our largest class of new members into the church thus far, twenty-one in all. Most of them had no letters from other churches and yet had been reared in some church. We received them on reaffirmation of faith.


    This matter of recruiting a membership for the church is a real problem. Even the churches which once believed a very definite conversion to be the sine qua non of entrance into the fellowship of the church are going in for “decision days” as they lose confidence in the traditional assumption that one can become a Christian only through a crisis experience. But if one does not insist on that kind of an experience it is not so easy to set up tests of membership. Most of these “personal evangelism” campaigns mean little more than an ordinary recruiting effort with church membership rather than the Christian life as the real objective. They do not differ greatly from efforts of various clubs as they seek to expand their membership.


    Of course we make “acceptance of Jesus as your savior” the real door into the fellowship of the church. But the trouble is that this may mean everything or nothing. I see no way of making the Christian fellowship unique by any series of tests which precede admission. The only possibility lies in a winnowing process through the instrumentality of the preaching and teaching function of the church. Let them come in without great difficulty, but make it difficult for them to stay in. The trouble with this plan is that it is always easy to load up your membership with very immature Christians who will finally set the standard and make it impossible to preach and to teach the gospel in its full implications.

  


  
    1919


    What a picture that is of Wilson, Lloyd George and Clemenceau settling the fate of the world in Paris! Wilson is evidently losing his battle. He would have done better to stay at home and throw bolts from Olympus. If you have honest and important differences of opinion with others, it is better to write letters than to put your feet under the same table with them. Compromises are always more inevitable in personal contact than in long distance negotiation.


    What seems to be happening at Paris is that they will let Wilson label the transaction if the others can determine its true import. Thus realities are exchanged for words. There will be “no indemnities” but of course there will be reparations; and, since the damage was great, the reparations may be made larger than any so-called indemnity of the past. There will be “no annexations” but there will be mandates.


    Wilson is a typical son of the manse. He believes too much in words. The sly Clemenceau sneaks new meanings into these nice words, in which task he is probably ably helped by Mr. Lloyd George, who is an admirable go-between, being as worldly wise as M. Clemenceau and as evangelical as Mr. Wilson. Yet who knows? Time may yet give Mr. Wilson the victory. Words have certain meanings of which it is hard to rob them, and ideas may create reality in time. The League of Nations may be, for the time being, merely a league of victors but it will be difficult to destroy the redemptive idea at the heart of it completely. Realities are always defeating ideals, but ideals have a way of taking vengeance upon the facts which momentarily imprison them.


    On the other hand, it is always possible that diabolical facts will so discredit the idea which they ostensibly incarnate that they will necessitate the projection of a new idea before progress can be made.

  


  
    1919


    Visited Miss Z. at the hospital. I like to go now since she told me that it helps her to have me pray with her. I asked the doctor about her and he says her case is hopeless. Here faith seems really to be functioning in lifting the soul above physical circumstance. I have been so afraid of quackery that I have leaned over backwards trying to avoid the encouragement of false hopes. Sometimes when I compare myself with these efficient doctors and nurses hustling about I feel like an ancient medicine man dumped into the twentieth century. I think they have about the same feeling toward me that I have about myself.


    It must be very satisfying to deal as an exact scientist with known data upon which to base your conclusions. I have to work in the twilight zone where superstition is inextricably mixed up with something that is—well, not superstition. I do believe that Jesus healed people. I can’t help but note, however, that a large proportion of his cures were among the demented. If people ask me, I tell them that religion has more therapeutic value in functional than in organic diseases. But I don’t know whether I am altogether honest about this at the bedside. I am still praying for health with Miss Z. But of course I don’t leave it at that. I am trying to prepare her for the inevitable and I think I have helped her a little in that respect.

  


  
    1919


    This sickness of Miss Z.’s is getting on my nerves. I can’t think of anything for the rest of the day after coming from that bed of pain. If I had more patients I suppose I would get a little more hardened. Talk about professionalism! I suppose men get professional to save their emotional resources. Here I make one visit in an afternoon and get all done up. Meanwhile the doctor is making a dozen. He is less sentimental, but probably does more good.

  


  
    1920


    I am really beginning to like the ministry. I think since I have stopped worrying so much about the intellectual problems of religion and have begun to explore some of its ethical problems there is more of a thrill in preaching. The real meaning of the gospel is in conflict with most of the customs and attitudes of our day at so many places that there is adventure in the Christian message, even if you only play around with its ideas in a conventional world. I can’t say that I have done anything in my life to dramatize the conflict between the gospel and the world. But I find it increasingly interesting to set the two in juxtaposition at least in my mind and in the minds of others. And of course ideas may finally lead to action.


    A young woman came to me the other day in ——— and told me that my talk on forgiveness in the C——— Church of that town several months ago has brought about a reconciliation between her mother and sister after the two had been in a feud for five years. I accepted the news with more outward than inward composure. There is redemptive power in the message! I could go on the new courage that came out of that little victory for many a month.


    I think I am beginning to like the ministry also because it gives you a splendid opportunity to have all kinds of contacts with people in relationships in which they are at their best. You do get tired of human pettiness at times. But there is nevertheless something quite glorious about folks. That is particularly true when you find them bearing sorrow with real patience. Think of Mrs. ——— putting up with that drunkard of a husband for the sake of her children—and having such nice children. One can learn more from her quiet courage than from many a book.

  


  
    1920


    Good old Gordon came to me today to advise me that so-and-so might join the church but that he had been told that I talked considerably on political issues and he did not like politics in church. I told my friend that I did not like political lectures in a worship service myself, but that every religious problem had ethical implications and every ethical problem had some political and economic aspect. We had quite a nice chat about it, though my explanation did not seem altogether satisfactory. Gordon suggested that I seemed unable to get as many “prominent” people into the church as I ought. I told him that we had some very nice people in our church, but that I had no particular desire or ability to cater to “prominent” people, especially since there are plenty of churches who seem to serve this class quite well.


    This is as close as I have come to having the freedom of the pulpit challenged, except of course by the tacit challenge of an occasional defection from the ranks. The problem of the freedom of the pulpit is a real one. But I am convinced that the simplest way to get liberty is to take it. The liberty to speak on all vital questions of the day without qualifying the message in a half dozen ways adds sufficient interest to the otherwise stodgy sermon to attract two listeners for every one who is lost by having some pet prejudice disarranged. But that generalization is hardly justified by my meager experience.

  


  
    1920


    I had a great discussion in my young men’s class this morning. Gradually I am beginning to discover that my failure with the class was due to my talking too much. Now I let them talk and the thing is becoming interesting. Of course it isn’t so easy to keep the discussion steered on any track. Sometimes we talk in circles. But the fellows are at least getting at some of the vital problems of life and I am learning something from them. Disciplinary problems have disappeared. The only one left is the fellow who is always trying to say something foolish or smart in the discussion.

  


  
    1920


    I went to the funeral of Mrs. T. at St. Cecilia’s church. It must be a grateful task to deal as a priest with the definite symbols which the Catholic church uses and to dispense the absolute certainties with which she assures the faithful. Of course the requiem mass contains nothing that would be of obvious comfort to the sorrowing heart. But the implication of the whole transaction is that the soul is now taken up in another world in which the heartaches of this life are overcome.


    I don’t think the mass is so satisfying as a well conducted Protestant funeral service in which some cognizance is taken of the peculiar circumstances of a great sorrow and of the unique characteristics of the deceased. But it is certainly immeasurably superior to the average Protestant service with its banalities and sentimentalities. Religion is poetry. The truth in the poetry is vivified by adequate poetic symbols and is therefore more convincing than the poor prose with which the average preacher must attempt to grasp the ineffable.


    Yet one must not forget that the truth is not only vivified but also corrupted by the poetic symbol, for it is only one step from a vivid symbol to the touch of magic. The priest does, after all, deal with magic. When religion renounces magic it finds itself in the poor workaday world trying to discover the glimpses of the eternal in the common scene. That is not an easy task, but it is not an impossible one. Wherefore let us envy the priest, but pity him too, meanwhile. He has been betrayed by his magic. He has gained too easy a victory over life’s difficulties and he helps his people to find a premature peace. The rivers of life in Protestant religion are easily lost in the sand, but if they really run they carry more life than holy water.

  


  
    1921


    I spoke to the ——— club today and was introduced by the chairman as a pastor who had recently built a new church at “the impressive cost of $170,000.” While the figure was not quite correct it gave me somewhat of a start to find how much emphasis was placed upon what was regarded as a great business achievement. Here was a group of business men, and the chairman knew of no way to recommend me to them but by suggesting that I was myself a business man of no mean ability. That would have given the good men of my church council a laugh. Knowing how little I had to do with the raising of the money for the new church and how I have always failed to put on the kind of “pressure” they desired when we were raising money, they would certainly have smiled wryly at this eulogy.


    But it is all natural enough. America worships success and so does the world in general. And the only kind of success the average man can understand is obvious success. There must be


    


    “Things done that took the eye, that had the price;


    O’er which from level stand,


    The low world laid its hand,


    Found straightway to its mind, could value in a trice.”


    After all the real work of a minister is not easily gauged and the world may not be entirely wrong in using external progress as an outward sign of an inward grace. Even those who value the real work of the ministry sometimes express their appreciation in rather superficial phrases. I remember when dear old ——— celebrated his twenty-fifth anniversary the good toastmaster pathetically described his pastor’s successful ministry by explaining that under his leadership the congregation had “doubled its membership, installed a new organ, built a parsonage, decorated the church and wiped out its debt.” Not a word about the words of comfort the good pastor had spoken or the inspiration he had given to thirsting souls.


    Perhaps it is foolish to be too sensitive about these inevitable secularizations of religious values. Let us be thankful that there is no quarterly meeting in our denomination and no need of giving a district superintendent a bunch of statistics to prove that our ministry is successful.

  


  
    1921


    I visited Mrs. S. today. She is suffering from cancer and will not live long. Her young grandson E. came home from high school just as I was leaving. He had a question for me. The Jewish boys at school told him Jesus was a bastard and Joseph was not his father. He also reported that they accused him of having two Gods instead of one. That dissolution of the Trinity into a dualism by high school boys interested me. Even boys seem to sense that if orthodox trinitarianism makes for polytheism it really suggests two gods rather than three. I chided E. for remembering so poorly what he had learned in the preparatory class and for being so irregular in church school where these problems are discussed. I went over some of the ideas on the humanity and the uniqueness of Jesus which we had discussed in the class.


    Meanwhile I wished that I could talk to him alone without interference from grandma, who naïvely added her own theological mustard to the dish. It is no easy task to build up the faith of one generation and not destroy the supports of the religion of the other. But fortunately the old lady didn’t get what I was driving at and so didn’t interfere very seriously. She was thankful to me for straightening the young man out on his theology and seemed to think that I had settled all his difficulties by my few words. “Ich habe ihm gesagt, wart bis der Pastor kommt. Der wird dir alles erklaeren.” It isn’t a bad idea to find someone who has such confidence in you.

  


  
    1922


    When I sit in my study and meditate upon men and events I am critical and circumspect. Why is it that when I arise in the pulpit I try to be imaginative and am sometimes possessed by a kind of madness which makes my utterances extravagant and dogmatic? Perhaps this change of technique is due to my desire to move the audience. Audiences are not easily moved from their lethargy by cool and critical analyses. An appeal to the emotions is necessary and emotions are not aroused by a careful analysis of facts but by a presentation of ideal values. I do not mean that I disavow the critical method entirely in the pulpit. Indeed many of my friendly critics think I am too critical to be a good preacher. Nor am I ever very emotional. Nevertheless there is a distinct difference between my temper in the study and my spirit in the pulpit.


    Perhaps this is as it should be. Let the study serve to reveal the relativity of all things so that pulpit utterances do not become too extravagant, and let the pulpit save the student from sinking in the sea of relativities. However qualified every truth may be there is nevertheless a portion in every truth and value which is essentially absolute and which is therefore worth proclaiming. “All oratory,” declares a Greek scholar, “is based on half truths.” That is why one ought naturally to distrust and to discount the orator. On the other hand, oratory may be the result of the kind of poetic gift which sees a truth dissociated, for a moment at least, from all relativities of time and circumstance and lifted into the light of the absolute.


    I notice that the tendency of extravagance in the pulpit and on the platform increases with the size of the crowd. As my congregation increases in size I become more unguarded in my statements. Wherefore may the good Lord deliver me from ever being a popular preacher. “Why is it,” asked one of my elders the other day, “that your Sunday evening sermons are more pessimistic than your morning sermons?” I think what he really meant is that they were more critical in analyzing life’s problems. I told him that I tried to give inspiration in the morning and education in the evening.


    But the fact is that circumstance probably affects the quality of the message as much as purpose. A full church gives me the sense of fighting with a victorious host in the battles of the Lord. A half empty church immediately symbolizes the fact that Christianity is very much of a minority movement in a pagan world and that it can be victorious only by snatching victory out of defeat.

  


  
    1922


    Just received a pitiful letter from a young pastor who is losing his church because he has been “too liberal.” I suppose there are churches which will crucify a leader who tries to lead them into the modern world of thought and life. Yet here I have been all these years in a conservative communion and have never had a squabble about theology. I suppose that is partly due to the fact that there were so few people here when I came that no one had to listen to me if he didn’t like my approach. Those who have come have associated themselves with us because they were in general agreement with “our gospel.” They have come, however, from conservative communions and churches. But of course they have been mostly young people.


    If preachers get into trouble in pursuance of their task of reinterpreting religious affirmations in the light of modern knowledge I think it must be partly because they beat their drums too loudly when they make their retreats from untenable positions of ancient orthodoxy. The correct strategy is to advance at the center with beating drums and let your retreats at the wings follow as a matter of course and in the interest of the central strategy. You must be honest, of course, but you might just as well straighten and shorten your lines without mock heroics and a fanfare of trumpets.


    The beauty of this strategy is that there is enough power at the center for a real advance and enough opposition for a real conflict. If you set the message of a gospel of love against a society enmeshed in hatreds and bigotries and engulfed in greed, you have a real but not necessarily a futile conflict on your hands. There is enough natural grace in the human heart to respond to the challenge of the real message in the gospel—and enough original sin in human nature to create opposition to it. The sorriest preachers are those who preach a conventional morality while they try to be intellectually and theologically radical.


    Men will not make great intellectual readjustments for a gospel which does not greatly matter. If there is real adventure at the center of the line the reserves are drawn from the wings almost unconsciously.

  


  
    1923


    Gradually the whole horrible truth about the war is being revealed. Every new book destroys some further illusion. How can we ever again believe anything when we compare the solemn pretensions of statesmen with the cynically conceived secret treaties? Here was simply a tremendous contest for power between two great alliances of states in which the caprice of statesmen combined with basic economic conflicts to dictate the peculiar form of the alliances. Next time the cards will be shuffled in a different way and the “fellowship in arms” will consist of different fellows.


    As the truth becomes known there are however some compensations for the disillusionment. If the moral pretensions of the heroes were bogus, the iniquity of the villains was not as malicious as it once appeared. The Kaiser was evidently a boob who was puerile enough to permit the German navalists to force him into policies which he did not understand. Von Tirpitz and his crowd may have been the real villains but they probably did not want the war so much as they wanted to glorify the navy and themselves through it. If Poincaré was the villain, it was the limitations of a narrow and bigoted nationalism rather than the malice of an evil heart which prompted his policies. The poor little Czar was the victim of a neurotic wife, and she in turn the tool of religious fanatics and fear-tormented bureaucrats.


    There doesn’t seem to be very much malice in the world. There is simply not enough intelligence to conduct the intricate affairs of a complex civilization. All the chief actors in the war appear now in the light of children who played with dangerous toys. If they were criminal it was in the sense that the weal of millions was involved in their dangerous games and they didn’t let that fact dissuade them from their play. All human sin seems so much worse in its consequences than in its intentions.


    But that is not a fact which justifies moral nihilism. The consequences are obvious and inevitable enough to deter a sensitive soul from the course which leads to destruction. Not merely ignorance but callousness to human welfare is an ingredient in the compound of social and personal evil.


    In one sense modern civilization substitutes unconscious sins of more destructive consequences for conscious sins of less destructive consequences. Men try consciously to eliminate the atrocities of society, but meanwhile they unheedingly build a civilization which is more destructive of moral and personal values than anything intended in a more primitive society.

  


  
    1923


    I met a wonderful parson in the little village of ———. I went there to speak at a high school commencement. His church seemed to be an ordinary village church, but he was undeniably the real leader of the community. Broad sympathies had made it possible for him to transcend the usual denominational divisions which reduce most ministers to impotence in small communities, at least as far as wider community leadership is concerned. There were a few other churches in town, but he had developed so many types of cooperation between them that they were almost a unit in their enterprise.


    He had built a small church house which was a hive of activity throughout the week. He conducted his own weekday school of religion, spending three afternoons at the job. His influence upon the young people was evidently a fruit of this close contact with them. He was so happy in his work that he did not look upon big city churches as the natural goal of his ambition. His wife and he and two little kiddies live very modestly in a little parsonage, and the mistress of the manse seems to find time to mother the neighborhood as well as her children.


    Perhaps I am inclined to romanticize about village life. Sometimes it is very petty and mean, I know. But the absence of great class distinctions makes for a higher type of fellowship in church and community than is achieved in the metropolis, and the preacher is not tempted to placate the powerful. The modest stipend which the small church can afford makes for simple living and the absence of social pride. If more young fellows would be willing to go into churches like that and not suffer from inferiority complexes because they had not landed one of the “big pulpits,” we might put new power into the church.


    Fortunately, this young fellow has an astute intelligence without being an orator. If he were a more gifted speaker he would probably have been “promoted”—and spoiled—long ago. I have often observed that privilege and power tend to corrupt the simple Christian heart. I am now convinced that to these two must be added the kind of obvious success which the world knows how to measure. The simplicity which is preserved because it does not meet the temptation of success is innocence rather than virtue; but if we can’t have virtue, innocence is preferable to moral failure.


    There are successful men who have maintained a virtuous humility and sincerity in the day of success, but the achievement is very difficult.

  


  
    1923


    In Europe


    I have been spending a few days with S——— and P——— in the Ruhr district. Flew back to London from Cologne by aeroplane. The Ruhr cities are the closest thing to hell I have ever seen. I never knew that you could see hatred with the naked eye, but in the Ruhr one is under the illusion that this is possible. The atmosphere is charged with it. The streets are filled with French soldiers in their grey-blue uniforms. Schools have been turned into barracks. Germans turn anxious and furtive glances upon every stranger. French officers race their automobiles wildly through the streets with sirens blowing shrilly. If you can gain the confidence of Germans so that they will talk they will tell you horrible tales of atrocities, deportations, sex crimes, etc. Imagination fired by fear and hatred undoubtedly tends to elaborate upon the sober facts. But the facts are bad enough.


    When we arrived at Cologne after spending days in the French zone of occupation we felt as if we had come into a different world. The obvious reluctance of the British to make common cause with the French in the Ruhr adventure has accentuated the good will between the British troops and the native population. But a day in Cologne cannot erase the memory of Essen and Duesseldorf. It rests upon the mind like a horrible nightmare. One would like to send every sentimental spellbinder of war days into the Ruhr. This, then, is the glorious issue for which the war was fought! I didn’t know Europe in 1914, but I can’t imagine that the hatred between peoples could have been worse than it is now.


    This is as good a time as any to make up my mind that I am done with the war business. Of course, I wasn’t really in the last war. Would that I had been! Every soldier, fighting for his country in simplicity of heart without asking many questions, was superior to those of us who served no better purpose than to increase or perpetuate the moral obfuscation of nations. Of course, we really couldn’t know everything we know now. But now we know. The times of man’s ignorance God may wink at, but now he calls us all to repent. I am done with this business. I hope I can make that resolution stick.


    Talking about the possibility of the church renouncing war, as we came over on the boat, one of the cynics suggested that the present temper of the church against war was prompted by nausea rather than idealism. He insisted that the church would not be able to prove for some time that it is really sincere in this matter. I suppose he is right; though I do not know that one ought to be contemptuous of any experience which leads to the truth. A pain in the stomach may sometimes serve an ultimate purpose quite as well as an idea in the head. Yet it is probably true that nausea finally wears off and the question will then be whether there is a more fundamental force which will maintain a conviction in defiance of popular hysteria.


    For my own part I am not going to let my decision in regard to war stand alone. I am going to try to be a disciple of Christ, rather than a mere Christian, in all human relations and experiment with the potency of trust and love much more than I have in the past.

  


  
    1923


    This has been a wonderful Christmas season. The people have been splendid. It is fun to go into the homes and see the laughter and joy of the children. It is rewarding to see how the people respond to our call for Christmas giving among the poor. The church was piled high yesterday with groceries and toys of every description. There is so much that is good in human nature.


    Of course the cynics will say that it is easier to be charitable than to be just, and the astute social observers will note that what we give for the needy is but a small fraction of what we spend on ourselves. After all, the spirit of love is still pretty well isolated in the family life. If I had a family maybe that thought would never occur to me. The old Methodist preacher who told me some time ago that I was so cantankerous in my spirit of criticism about modern society because I am not married may be right. If I had about four children to love I might not care so much about insisting that the spirit of love shall dominate all human affairs. And there might be more value in loving the four children than in paying lip service to the spirit of love as I do.

  


  
    1924


    A revival meeting seems never to get under my skin. Perhaps I am too fish-blooded to enjoy them. But I object not so much to the emotionalism as to the lack of intellectual honesty of the average revival preacher. I do not mean to imply that the evangelists are necessarily consciously dishonest. They just don’t know enough about life and history to present the problem of the Christian life in its full meaning. They are always assuming that nothing but an emotional commitment to Christ is needed to save the soul from its sin and chaos. They seem never to realize how many of the miseries of mankind are due not to malice but to misdirected zeal and unbalanced virtue. They never help the people who corrupt family love by making the family a selfish unit in society or those who brutalize industry by excessive devotion to the prudential virtues.


    Of course that is all inevitable enough. If you don’t simplify issues you can’t arouse emotional crises. It’s the melodrama that captivates the crowd. Sober history is seldom melodramatic. God and the devil may be in conflict on the scene of life and history, but a victory follows every defeat and some kind of defeat every victory. The representatives of God are seldom divine and the minions of Satan are never quite diabolical.


    I wonder whether there is any way of being potent oratorically without over-simplifying truth. Or must power always be bought at the expense of truth? Perhaps some simplification of life is justified. Every artist does, after all, obscure some details in order to present others in bolder relief. The religious rhetorician has a right to count himself among, and take his standards from, the artists rather than the scientists. The trouble is that he is usually no better than a cartoonist.

  


  
    1924


    After preaching tonight at a union service in ——— the pastor loci took me about to show me his “plant” (industrialism has invaded even ecclesiastical terminology) and with obvious pride told me of all the progress that the church had made since his advent. One of the most disillusioning experiences which I have had with ministers is their invariable tendency to belittle or to be unappreciative of the work of their predecessors. If one were to take the implications of their remarks about their churches without a grain of salt one would imagine that every church was in an obvious state of spiritual and organic decay before the present generation of prophets took hold of the desperate situation. There are, of course, marked exceptions to this rule. But there is too much of this petty jealousy of former laborers in the vineyard of the Lord. Some of the men are probably victims of fawning parishioners and others are just naturally petty.

  


  
    1924


    I am not surprised that most prophets are itinerants. Critics of the church think we preachers are afraid to tell the truth because we are economically dependent upon the people of our church. There is something in that, but it does not quite get to the root of the matter. I certainly could easily enough get more money than I am securing now, and yet I catch myself weighing my words and gauging their possible effect upon this and that person. I think the real clue to the tameness of a preacher is the difficulty one finds in telling unpleasant truths to people whom one has learned to love.


    To speak the truth in love is a difficult, and sometimes an almost impossible, achievement. If you speak the truth unqualifiedly, that is usually because your ire has been aroused or because you have no personal attachment to the object of your strictures. Once personal contact is established you are very prone to temper your wind to the shorn sheep. It is certainly difficult to be human and honest at the same time. I’m not surprised that most budding prophets are tamed in time to become harmless parish priests.


    At that, I do not know what business I have carping at the good people who are doing the world’s work and who are inevitably enmeshed to a greater or less degree in the iniquities of society. Conscience, Goethe has observed, belongs to the observer rather than the doer, and it would be well for every preacher to realize that he is morally sensitive partly because he is observing and not acting. What is satisfying about the ministry is to note how far you can go in unfolding the full meaning of the Christian gospel provided you don’t present it with the implication that you have attained and are now laying it as an obligation upon others.


    If the Christian adventure is made a mutual search for truth in which the preacher is merely a leader among many searchers and is conscious of the same difficulties in his own experience which he notes in others, I do not see why he cannot be a prophet without being forced into itinerancy.

  


  
    1924


    In Europe


    We began the day with a visit to the York minster and ended it with a dinner at the Rowntree cocoa works. Some of the men thought there was more spirituality in the discussion of the ethical problems of modern industry in which we engaged at Rowntree’s than in the communion service we heard so atrociously read in the minster. Of course the dinner discussion was richer in ethical content, but there are nevertheless religious values in the cathedral which one cannot find in a discussion of ethical problems however vital.


    Religion is a reaction to life’s mysteries and a reverence before the infinitudes of the universe. Without ethical experience the infinite is never defined in ethical terms, but the soul which is reverent and morally vital at the same time learns how to apprehend the infinite in terms of holiness and worships a God who transcends both our knowledge and our conscience. The cathedral with its dim religious light, its vaulted ceiling, its altar screen, and its hushed whispers is symbolic of the element of mystery in religion.


    Without an adequate sermon no clue is given to the moral purpose at the heart of the mystery, and reverence remains without ethical content. But a religion which never goes beyond a sense of awe is no more complete (though perhaps less serviceable) than one which has reduced life’s ultimate and ineffable truth to a pat little formula which a proud little man expounds before a comfortable and complacent congregation. I am sorry that there is no more ethically vital preaching in the cathedral, though that wretched communion service this morning, which could help no one if he did not believe in magic, is hardly typical of everything which happens in a cathedral. But I am equally sorry that the sense of awe and reverence has departed from so many of our churches.


    The very appearance of many of our churches betrays the loss of one necessary element in religion. Everything suggests the secular rather than the religious, from the red hat of the rather too sensuously pretty soprano soloist and the frock coat of the rather too self-conscious parson to the comfortable pew cushions and the splendiferous pew holders. The morning sun shines brightly into the “auditorium” and the sun of worldly wisdom illumines the discourse of the preacher.


    Of course I know that the devotional attitude frequently destroys clear thinking, and we need clear thinking for ethical living in a complex civilization. But it ought not be impossible to preserve the poetic with the scientific attitude, the mystical with the analytical, to have both worship and instruction. I think that is what Heywood Broun was driving at some time ago when he expressed a preference for an “Episcopal church with an heretical sermon.” Unfortunately the heretical, i.e., the morally vital and contemporaneous religious instruction, does not seem to flourish in the liturgical church.


    But there are men here in England who preach prophetic sermons in cathedrals. There might be more. In America they are certainly not numerous. But that is no reason why we should dismiss religious awe and reverence as morally dangerous. After all, the prophetic preaching which we hear in our “church auditoriums” is not so vigorous as to give us any certainty that a secularized church is superior in its moral potency.

  


  
    1924


    While visiting at the home of Mr. and Mrs. ——— today little Ralph felt it incumbent upon himself to entertain me by putting the family dog through his tricks. I have already forgotten the breed of the dog, but his shaggy locks covered his eyes so completely that he seemed to be without eyesight. Ralph told me with great eagerness that the dog would go blind if his locks were cut to improve his eyesight. Thus nature adjusts herself to her own inadequacies, and women of the future may run the peril of deafness if they uncover their ears.


    Ralph’s dog gave me the clue to much of our irreligion. The eyes of so many people have been covered by superstitions and illusions that they are not strong enough to preserve their sight in the daylight of knowledge. Freed from their superstitions, they are blinded in the very moment that they are given an unhindered view. They could see beauty while they lived in twilight, but a brilliant light obscures life’s beauty and meaning.


    Of course the eye may ultimately adjust itself to the brilliance of the light, and as men grow accustomed to the concrete and specific objects which distract them on first sight, they will learn again to view the whole scene and to regard all things in their relationships.


    It is in relationships and in totalities that life’s meaning is revealed.

  


  
    1924


    Since spending the summer in Europe I have been devoting the entire fall to a development of our worship service. The various types of ritualistic services in non-conformist churches I heard over there appealed to me so much that I decided to imitate them. Of course the Anglican services have their own appeal, but the technique which makes them possible is beyond us. For some years I have been having a few prayer responses, but now I am developing a program with litanies, confessions, acts of praise and every other bit of liturgical beauty and meaning by which the service can be enriched.


    It’s a shame we have permitted our services to become so barren. My only regret is that I did not wake up in time to build our church properly for liturgical purposes. There could be much pleasure in conducting a richly elaborated liturgical service without the restraint of the rubrics to which the Anglicans must submit. I do not know whether the people like the added beauty in the service as much as I do, but many have expressed appreciation. It seems to me to make a great deal of difference in the spiritual value of a service to have some unison prayer with an authentic religious emotion expressed in a well turned phrase, to have choir responses for the prayers and moments of silence for quiet prayer.


    The idea that a formless service is more spontaneous and therefore more religious than a formal one is disproved in my own experience. Only a very few men have ever really put me in a mood of prayer by their “pastoral prayers.” On the other hand, a really beautiful worship service actually gives me a mystic sense of the divine.

  


  
    1924


    Arrived in ——— today and spoke this noon to a group of liberal people. The meeting was arranged by the secretary of the Y.W.C.A. I poked fun at them a little for enjoying their theological liberalism so much in this part of the country, while they were afraid of even the mildest economic and political heresy. Of course that didn’t quite apply to the people at the table, but it does apply to this whole section. There is no one quite so ridiculous as a preacher who prides himself upon his theological radicalism in a city where the theological battle was won a generation ago, while he meanwhile speaks his convictions on matters of economics only in anxious whispers.


    I was asked to visit ——— (leading preacher) and see whether I could not interest him in our organization. He was an interesting study. He told me of his important connections in the city, of his tremendous church program, of the way he had increased the budget of his church, of his building plans, of the necessity “of fighting on one front at a time,” of his theological battles; and he ended by declining to join the liberal group which sought his aid.


    He thought it would not be advisable, considering his heavy responsibilities, to imperil the many great “causes” to which he was devoting his life by identifying himself with a radical movement. I didn’t mind his cowardice so much, though he tried to hide it, as his vanity, which he took no pains to hide. I could just see him cavorting weekly before his crowd of doting admirers.


    Obviously one of his chief difficulties is that he is good looking. A minister has enough temptations to vanity without bearing the moral hazard of a handsome face. If this young fellow had only been half as homely as old Dr. Gordon he might have a chance of acquiring a portion of his grace. But I don’t want to drive that generalization too far. I know one or two saintly preachers who could pose for a collar ad.

  


  
    1924


    Had a letter today informing me that the First ——— church in ——— has called a new pastor. After trying futilely to find the right man, who was to have as much scholarship as his predecessor and more “punch,” they decided to raise the salary to $15,000. I don’t know whether that was the factor which finally solved their problem, but at any rate they have the man they want. I suppose it is not easy to get a combination of Aristotle and Demosthenes, and on the current market, that ought to be worth $15,000. Nevertheless there must be some limit to this matter of oversized salaries.


    There ought to be some questioning, too, about the growing tendency of churches to build their congregations around pulpit eloquence. What kind of fundamental ethical question can a man be eloquent about when he draws that much cash, particularly since a Croesus or two usually has to supply an undue proportion of it? I don’t know anything about the prophet of the Lord who accepted this call, but I venture to prophesy that no sinner in that pagan city will quake in his boots in anticipation of his coming.


    The idea of a professional good man is difficult enough for all of us who are professionally engaged as teachers of the moral ideal. Of course, “a man must live,” and it is promised that if we seek first the kingdom and its righteousness “all these things shall be added unto us.” But I doubt whether Jesus had a $15,000 salary in mind. If the things that are added become too numerous they distract your attention terribly. To try to keep your eye on the main purpose may only result in making you squint-eyed. I hope the new prophet won’t begin his pastorate with a sermon on the text, “I count all things but loss.”

  


  
    1924


    I was a little ashamed of what I wrote recently about ministers’ salaries, but today I was strangely justified in my criticism. Walking into a store to buy a hat I met an old friend who told me about his new preacher. His church had tried for a long while to secure the right man, and then by dint of a special campaign they raised the salary from $6,000 to $10,000. That is obviously more than most of the people in the congregation make. He said to me with considerable pride, “You ought to hear our new preacher. My, but he is a great talker!” Then he came close and whispered to me out of hearing of the other customers: “He ought to be. We are paying him ten thousand dollars.” The cynicism was quite unconscious.

  


  
    1924


    I begin to realize how little religious faith depends upon dialectical support. When called upon to bury some one whose life revealed spiritual charm and moral force I can preach the hope of immortality with conviction and power. But funerals of religious and moral nondescripts leave me enervated. I think I could bury a brazen sinner with more satisfaction. There is always a note of real tragedy in the life of an obvious reprobate that gives point to a sermon. But these Tomlinsons are a trial.


    Of course, there is a good deal of pride in such an attitude, and it is partly due to ignorance. As soon as I know the person whose death is mourned I can enter into the occasion sympathetically. There is hardly a soul so poor and flaccid but does not reveal some glimpse of the eternal in its life. If I happen to lack contact with the deceased I might well remind myself that his death is sincerely mourned by those who are near. It is after all a glorious tribute to the qualities of human nature that those who know us best love us most. Perhaps their love is occasionally no more than a natural attachment which men conceive for familiar objects.


    Funerals are a terrible trial to me, but I must admit that the stolid courage and quiet grief of most mourners is a real source of inspiration. Only occasionally does one meet with hysterical grief and theatrical and insincere sorrow. How desperately people brush up their little faith in times of sorrow! It is quite easy to see that religious faith prospers because of, and not in spite of, the tribulations of this world. It is because this mortal life is felt as an irrelevancy to the main purpose in life that men achieve the courage to hope for immortality.

  


  
    1924


    We had a union Thanksgiving service today. It would have been a nice service but for the fact that the leader could not get over the fact that four denominations had been able to achieve unity to undertake such a service. This was supposed to be a great advance. As a matter of fact the people in the church were long since united in dozens of community enterprises. The men, whatever church they belonged to, attended the same Rotary and Kiwanis clubs and the women were members of the same literary and review clubs.


    The church has lost the chance of becoming the unifying element in our American society. It is not anticipating any facts. It is merely catching up very slowly to the new social facts created by economic and other forces. The American melting pot is doing its work. The churches merely represent various European cultures, lost in the amalgam of American life and maintaining a separate existence only in religion.


    What we accomplish in the way of church unity ought to be accepted with humility and not hailed with pride. We are not creating. We are merely catching up with creation.

  


  
    1924


    Going to St. Louis today a portly and garrulous gentleman sat back of me and became very much interested in two nuns who were reading their prayerbooks. The man, who seemed the perfect type of successful drummer, felt very superior to the nuns. How can anyone “fall for that stuff” in this day and age, he wanted to know in a loud whisper. “They remind me of ghosts,” he said.


    I had to admit that there was something almost unearthly about these black figures with their white-rimmed hoods. But their faces were kindly and human, and the face of the drummer was sensuous and florid. Perhaps the difference between him and the nuns illustrates the quality of our “modernity,” though I don’t want to maintain that he is the perfect type of a modern man. But we do have a great many moderns who are emancipated from every kind of religious discipline without achieving any new loyalty which might qualify the brutal factors in human life.


    It is better that life incarnate some ideal value, even if mixed with illusion, (though anything which has the spirit of love in it is not wholly illusion) than that it should express nothing but the will to live. My drummer thinks of himself as a modern in comparison with those nuns. I looked at him squatting there and glanced again at the homely but beautiful faces of the nuns and said to myself: What is modern and what is ancient? Were there not toads before there were ghosts and fairies?

  


  
    1924


    Bishop Williams is dead. I sit and stare at the floor while I say that to myself and try to believe it. How strangely a vital personality defies the facts of death. Nowhere have I seen a personality more luminous with the Christ spirit than in this bishop who was also a prophet. Here was a man who knew how to interpret the Christian religion so that it meant something in terms of an industrial civilization. His fearless protagonism of the cause of democracy in industry won him the respect and love of the workers of the city as no other churchman possessed it.


    Yet I am afraid that it must be admitted that he didn’t change the prevailing attitude of Detroit industry by a hair’s breadth. He even had to offer his resignation in the face of increasing hostility to his social views. That letter of resignation was incidentally a gem of humble self-analysis and courageous insistence on the truth of his doctrine.


    He did not change Detroit industry but he left many of us holding our heads more upright because of his intelligent and courageous analysis of contemporary civilization from the perspective of a Christian conscience. If a bishop with all his prestige could make no bigger dent upon the prevailing mood of the city, what chance is there for the rest of us? Perhaps the best that any of us can do is to say:


    Charge once more then and be dumb,


    Let the victors when they come,


    When the forts of folly fall,


    Find thy body by the wall.


    Rejoice, said Jesus, not that the devils are subject unto you but that your names are written in heaven. One ought to strive for the reformation of society rather than one’s own perfection. But society resists every effort to bring its processes under ethical restraint so stubbornly that one must finally be satisfied with preserving one’s moral integrity in a necessary and yet futile struggle. Of course the struggle is never as futile as it seems from an immediate perspective. The bishop did not change Detroit industry, but if the church ever becomes a real agency of the kingdom of God in an industrial civilization, his voice, though he is dead, will be in its counsels.

  


  
    1925


    When I sit through a church conference I begin to see a little more clearly why religion is on the whole so impotent ethically, why the achievements of the church are so meager compared to its moral pretensions. Sermon after sermon, speech after speech is based upon the assumption that the people of the church are committed to the ethical ideals of Jesus and that they are the sole or at least chief agents of redemptive energy in society.


    It is very difficult to persuade people who are committed to a general ideal to consider the meaning of that ideal in specific situations. It is even more difficult to prompt them to consider specific ends of social and individual conduct and to evaluate them in the light of experience.


    The church conference begins and ends by attempting to arouse an emotion of the ideal, usually in terms of personal loyalty to the person of Jesus, but very little is done to attach the emotion to specific tasks and projects. Is the industrial life of our day unethical? Are nations imperialistic? Is the family disintegrating? Are young people losing their sense of values? If so, we are told over and over again that nothing will help but “a new baptism of the spirit,” a “new revival of religion,” a “great awakening of the religious consciousness.”


    But why not be specific? Why doesn’t the church offer specific suggestions for the application of a Christian ethic to the difficulties of our day? If that suggestion is made, the answer is that such a policy would breed contention. It certainly would. No moral project can be presented and no adventure made without resistance from the traditionalist and debate among experimentalists. But besides being more effective, such a course would be more interesting than this constant bathing in sentimentalities. If the church could only achieve schisms on ethical issues! They would represent life and reality. Its present schisms are not immoral as such. They are immoral only in the sense that they perpetuate issues which have no relevancy in our day.

  


  
    1925


    The reactions of a group of ministers to an address on the relation of religion to modern life are always interesting. Invariably there is one group of men who are pathetically eager to “do something about it,” to save civilization from its perils. I think the church will compare favorably with the university in the number of men who are not blinded to the defects of modern life and who are not enervated by a sense of futility. The university has plenty of men whose eyes are open, but they despair much more easily of finding a way out than the preachers. The ministers have not lost some of that saving grace, “the foolishness of faith.”


    Of course there is always a group of those who sit sullenly while you harangue them. I had my eye fixed on one portly and prosperous priest today who was obviously out of accord with what I was saying. Of course I have no right to judge him because he did not agree with me. But he seemed to me to be one of those satisfied and complacent chaplains who has fed so long at the flesh-pots of Egypt that he resents anything which disturbs his ease. A man like that reminds me of the eunuchs of old who were robbed of their virility that they might adorn without endangering their masters’ luxurious establishments.


    The old gentleman was there too who wanted to know whether I believed in the deity of Jesus. He is in every town. He seemed to be a nice sort, but he wanted to know how I could speak for an hour on the Christian church without once mentioning the atonement. Nothing, said he, but the blood of Jesus would save America from its perils. He made quite an impassioned speech. At first I was going to answer him but it seemed too useless. I finally told him I believed in blood atonement too, but since I hadn’t shed any of the blood of sacrifice which it demanded I felt unworthy to enlarge upon the idea.

  


  
    1925


    We went through one of the big automobile factories today. So artificial is life that these factories are like a strange world to me though I have lived close to them for many years. The foundry interested me particularly. The heat was terrific. The men seemed weary. Here manual labor is a drudgery and toil is slavery. The men cannot possibly find any satisfaction in their work. They simply work to make a living. Their sweat and their dull pain are part of the price paid for the fine cars we all run. And most of us run the cars without knowing what price is being paid for them.


    Looking at these men the words of Markham’s “The Man with the Hoe” came to me. A man with a hoe is a happy creature beside these suffering souls.


    “The emptiness of ages in his face”


    * * * * * * * * *


    “Who made him dead to rapture and despair,


    A thing that grieves not and that never hopes,


    Stolid and stunned, a brother to the ox?”


    We are all responsible. We all want the things which the factory produces and none of us is sensitive enough to care how much in human values the efficiency of the modern factory costs. Beside the brutal facts of modern industrial life, how futile are all our homiletical spoutings! The church is undoubtedly cultivating graces and preserving spiritual amenities in the more protected areas of society. But it isn’t changing the essential facts of modern industrial civilization by a hair’s breadth. It isn’t even thinking about them.


    The morality of the church is anachronistic. Will it ever develop a moral insight and courage sufficient to cope with the real problems of modern society? If it does it will require generations of effort and not a few martyrdoms. We ministers maintain our pride and self-respect and our sense of importance only through a vast and inclusive ignorance. If we knew the world in which we live a little better we would perish in shame or be overcome by a sense of futility.

  


  
    1925


    The new parish organization seems to be working splendidly. The congregation is divided into nine sections, each with a man and woman as parish leaders. Each section meets twice a year in cottage meetings, and meanwhile the leaders and their assistants visit the various families, particularly the new members and those who are sick. Some splendid new leaders have already been developed by this plan. Since I must be absent from the city so much, the plan is all the more valuable.


    Last Sunday we discussed in the class whether a church ought to develop fellowship for its own sake or whether fellowship ought to be the inevitable by-product of unifying convictions. I suppose a small church in a hostile environment would not have to worry about fellowship. If people fight shoulder to shoulder they will be brothers. But even the most heroic church is not so definitely in conflict with the society in which it lives that you can really count on that kind of fellowship. A local congregation is, after all, a social organism in which heroic idealism is expressed in an occasional adventure, if at all, rather than in a constant tension between its principles and the moral mediocrities of the world.


    Meanwhile, it seems to me to be worth while to cultivate the graces of neighborliness merely for their own sake. This is particularly true in the large city where life is so impersonal and where the church has a fine opportunity to personalize it a little. What surprises me is the readiness with which people give themselves to various forms of mutual aid once they are prompted to engage in them.


    Most people lack imagination much more than they lack good will. If someone points out what can be done and what ought to be done there is usually someone to do it.

  


  
    1925


    On a Western Trip


    Out here on the Pacific coast, particularly in Los Angeles, one is forcibly impressed with the influence of environment upon religion. Every kind of cult seems to flourish in Los Angeles, and most of them are pantheistic. Every sorry oriental religious nostrum is borrowed in the vain effort to give meaning to pointless lives and to impart a thrill to vacuous existences. The pantheism is partly due, no doubt, to the salubrious nature of the southern California climate. Wherever nature is unusually benignant, men tend to identify God and the natural world and to lose all moral vigor in the process.


    But that is hardly the whole explanation. There are too many retired people in Los Angeles. They left the communities where their personalities had some social significance in order to vegetate on these pleasant shores. In this sorry and monotonous existence they try to save their self-respect by grasping for some religious faith which will not disturb their ease by any too rigorous ethical demands. Of course Aimee Semple McPherson is more successful than the pantheistic cults. She fights the devil and gives the people a good show. She storms against the vices which flourish in this paradise without touching their roots. Furthermore she has the art of casting the glow of religious imagination over sensuality without changing its essential nature. In that art she seems to be typical rather than unique for this whole civilization. If she is unique it is only in her success.


    They are always telling me that Detroit is the most typically American of our cities. Perhaps Detroit is typical of the America which works feverishly to get what it wants, while Los Angeles is typical of the America which has secured what it wants. On the whole I prefer the former to the latter. An honest enthusiasm even for inadequate ends is better than a vacuous existence from which even the charm of an imperfect ambition has departed. Of course the paganism of power is more dangerous than the paganism of pleasure, but from the perspective of a mere observer it is more interesting. Who would not prefer Napoleon to his imbecile brothers who merely luxuriated in the prosperity created by his ambition?


    Only in the case of complete innocency, as that of a child’s, is life more beautiful in repose than in activity. Character is created by a balance of tensions, and is more lovely even when the balance is imperfect than in a state of complete relaxation.


    Of course Los Angeles has more culture than our midwestern cities. Culture flourishes in leisure and sometimes redeems it. But it will be a long time before this kind of leisure will produce more than dilettantism.

  


  
    1925


    We had a communion service tonight (Good Friday) and I preached on the text “We preach Christ crucified, to the Jews a stumbling block and to the Gentiles foolishness, but to them that are called the power of God and the wisdom of God.” I don’t think I ever felt greater joy in preaching a sermon. How experience and life change our perspectives! It was only a few years ago that I did not know what to make of the cross; at least I made no more of it than to recognize it as a historic fact which proved the necessity of paying a high price for our ideals. Now I see it as a symbol of ultimate reality.


    It seems pathetic to me that liberalism has too little appreciation of the tragedy of life to understand the cross and orthodoxy insists too much upon the absolute uniqueness of the sacrifice of Christ to make the preaching of the cross effective. How can anything be uniquely potent if it is absolutely unique? It is because the cross of Christ symbolizes something in the very heart of reality, something in universal experience that it has its central place in history. Life is tragic and the most perfect type of moral beauty inevitably has at least a touch of the tragic in it. Why? That is not so easy to explain. But love pays such a high price for its objectives and sets its objectives so high that they can never be attained. There is therefore always a foolish and a futile aspect to love’s quest which give it the note of tragedy.


    What makes this tragedy redemptive is that the foolishness of love is revealed as wisdom in the end and its futility becomes the occasion for new moral striving. About heroes, saints, and saviors it must always remain true “that they, without us should not be made perfect.”

  


  
    1925


    I wonder if the strong sense of frustration which comes over me so frequently on Sunday evening and to which many other parsons have confessed, is merely due to physical lassitude or whether it arises from the fact that every preacher is trying to do a bigger thing than he is equal to—and fails. I have an uneasy feeling that it may be native honesty of the soul asserting itself. Aren’t we preachers talking altogether too much about what can be proved and justified only in experience?

  


  
    1925


    Mr. ——— spoke at a luncheon meeting today. He made everyone writhe as he pictured the injustices and immoralities of our present industrial system. The tremendous effect of his powerful address was partially offset by the bitterness with which he spoke and by the ill-concealed assumption that his hearers would not care enough about what he said to change their attitudes. I suppose it is difficult to escape bitterness when you have the eyes to see and the heart to feel what others are too blind and too callous to notice. The mordant note in the discourse of the prophet may not only be inevitable but pedagogically effective.


    Perhaps there is no other way to arouse a people who are so oblivious to the real issues of modern civilization. Yet I am compelled to doubt the pedagogical benefits of this approach. While I use it myself, sometimes I don’t like to have it used on me. It freezes my soul. And there is usually some injustice, some insupportable generalization, involved in this method which obsesses my mind and makes it difficult for me to see the general truth with which the speaker wants to impress me.


    If I had to choose between this bitterness and the blandness of many pulpiteers I would, of course, choose the former. Better a warrior’s grimness than the childish sentimentalities of people who are too ignorant or too selfish to bear the burdens of the world. There are too many men in the pulpit who look and act for all the world like cute little altar boys who have no idea that the mass in which they are participating is a dramatization of tragedy.


    Yet there seems to be no reason why a warrior ought not maintain his effectiveness and yet overcome his bitterness, particularly if he is a warrior who is fighting “not against flesh and blood but against spiritual wickedness in high places.” The one certain cure for a bitter spirit seems to me a realization that the critic is himself involved in the sins which he castigates. Man is imperialistic and even parasitic in his nature. He lives his life at the expense of other lives. By both outer compulsion and inner restraint, his expansive desires are brought under sufficient discipline to make social life possible.


    But there is no social life, not even in the family, which does not illustrate this native imperialism in life. Look at all these professional people, preachers, professors and doctors! Even in the moment in which they declare their superiority over the commercial world, where life is more frankly selfish and more obviously brutal, they illustrate the common human frailty by some petty jockeying for position, or some jealous depreciation of the success of others, or some childish ego-assertion.


    The pessimist might draw the conclusion from this fact that we can make progress only by a reorganization of society and never by a reformation of human nature. But that conclusion does not seem to me to follow from the facts. We do need a constant reorganization of social processes and systems, so that society will not aggravate but mitigate the native imperialistic impulses of man. The greed of modern civilization is partly an expression of a universal human tendency and partly a vice peculiar to a civilization with our kind of productive process.


    But meanwhile we can not afford to leave the capacities of man out of the picture. There seems to me no reason why we can not cure people of greed by making them conscious of both the nature and the consequences of their expansive tendencies. Only we ought to realize, while we are doing it, that our own life reveals some refined form of the sin which we abhor. That will make it possible to undertake the task of world regeneration with a spirit of patience and humility.


    The modern pulpit does not face this problem because it is not really preaching repentance. Its estimate of human nature is too romantic to give people any appreciation of the brutalities of life which are frequently most real where they are most covert—in the lives of the respectable classes. But whenever a prophet is born, either inside or outside of the church, he does face the problem of preaching repentance without bitterness and of criticising without spiritual pride.


    It is a real problem. Mr. ——— is effective, after a fashion, because he is an itinerant. We only have to hear him once in so many years. But think of sitting Sunday after Sunday under some professional holy man who is constantly asserting his egotism by criticising yours. I would rebel if I were a layman. A spiritual leader who has too many illusions is useless. One who has lost his illusions about mankind and retains his illusions about himself is insufferable. Let the process of disillusionment continue until the self is included. At that point, of course, only religion can save from the enervation of despair. But it is at that point that true religion is born.

  


  
    1926


    Preachers who are in danger of degenerating into common scolds might learn a great deal from H———’s preaching style. I am not thinking now of the wealth of scholarship which enriches his utterances but of his technique in uniting religious emotion with aspiration rather than with duty. If he wants to convict Detroit of her sins he preaches a sermon on “the City of God,” and lets all the limitations of this get-rich-quick metropolis emerge by implication. If he wants to flay the denominationalism of the churches he speaks on some topic which gives him the chance to delineate the ideal and inclusive church.


    On the whole, people do not achieve great moral heights out of a sense of duty. You may be able to compel them to maintain certain minimum standards by stressing duty, but the highest moral and spiritual achievements depend not upon a push but upon a pull. People must be charmed into righteousness. The language of aspiration rather than that of criticism and command is the proper pulpit language. Of course it has its limitations. In every congregation there are a few perverse sinners who can go into emotional ecstasies about the “City of God” and yet not see how they are helping to make their city a hell-hole.


    It is not a good thing to convict sin only by implication. Sometimes the cruel word of censure must be uttered. “Woe unto you Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites” was spoken by one who incarnated tenderness. The language of aspiration is always in danger of becoming soft; but it is possible to avoid that pitfall and yet not sink into a habit of cheap scolding. I like the way H——— does it.

  


  
    1926


    Cynics sometimes insinuate that you can love people only if you don’t know them too well; that a too intimate contact with the foibles and idiosyncrasies of men will tempt one to be a misanthrope. I have not found it so. I save myself from cynicism by knowing individuals, and knowing them intimately. If I viewed humanity only from some distant and high perspective I could not save myself from misanthropy. I think the reason is simply that people are not as decent in their larger relationships as in their more intimate contacts.


    Look at the industrial enterprise anywhere and you find criminal indifference on the part of the strong to the fate of the weak. The lust for power and the greed for gain are the dominant note in business. An industrial overlord will not share his power with his workers until he is forced to do so by tremendous pressure. The middle classes, with the exception of a small minority of intelligentsia, do not aid the worker in exerting this pressure. He must fight alone.


    The middle classes are in fact quite incapable of any high degree of social imagination. Their experience is too limited to give them a clear picture of the real issues in modern industrial life. Non-union mines may organize in West Virginia and reduce miners to a starvation wage without challenging the conscience of a great middle class nation. If the children of strikers are starving it is more difficult to find support for them than to win contributors for the missions of the church. America may arouse the resentment of the world by its greed and all the good people of the American prairie will feel nothing but injured innocence from these European and Asiatic reactions to our greed.


    Men are clearly not very lovely in the mass. One can maintain confidence in them only by viewing them at close range. Then one may see the moral nobility of unselfish parenthood, the pathetic eagerness of father and mother to give their children more of life than they enjoyed; the faithfulness of wives to their erring husbands; the grateful respect of mature children for their old parents; the effort of this and that courageous soul to maintain personal integrity in a world which continually tempts to dishonesty, and the noble aspirations of hearts that must seem quite unheroic to the unheeding world.


    The same middle classes which seem so blind to the larger moral problems of society have, after all, the most wholesome family life of any group in society.

  


  
    1926


    Here is a preacher whom I have suspected of cowardice for years because he never deviated by a hair’s breadth from the economic prejudices of his wealthy congregation. I thought he knew better but was simply afraid to speak out and seek to qualify the arch-conservatism of his complacent crowd with a little Christian idealism. But I was mistaken. I have just heard that he recently included in his sermon a tirade against women who smoke cigarettes and lost almost a hundred of his fashionable parishioners. He is evidently not lacking courage in matters upon which he has deep convictions. Nobody, for that matter, lacks courage when convictions are strong. Courage is simply the rigorous devotion to one set of values against other values and interests.


    Protestantism’s present impotence in qualifying the economic and social life of the nation is due not so much to the pusillanimity of the clerical leaders as to its individualistic traditions. The church honestly regards it of greater moment to prevent women from smoking cigarettes than to establish more Christian standards in industrial enterprise. A minister who tries to prevent fashionable women from smoking cigarettes is simply trying to enforce a code of personal habit established in the middle classes of the nineteenth century upon the plutocratic classes of the twentieth century. The effort is not only vain but has little to do with essential Christianity.


    I would not deny that some real values may be at stake in such questions of personal habits. But they affect the dominant motives which determine the spirituality or sensuality of character but slightly. The church does not seem to realize how unethical a conventionally respectable life may be.

  


  
    1926


    Some of these young business men in the congregation would compare favorably with any leaders who grace the pulpits of our churches. Their family relations seem to be almost ideal. They are trying honestly to live a Christian life in their business relations. Lack of power sometimes means that they cannot go as far in experimenting with Christian values as they would like. But they are not complacent. They are eager to learn, and are fair and careful in their judgments. Their virtues are acquired with less self-conscious effort than those of more studious people. They think and plan, but they do not stop the adventure of life to meditate upon its difficulties and inadequacies.


    Extravert people are on the whole happier and more wholesome than the introverts. If they do not act too unreflectively, they are able to define their goals fairly accurately and they certainly pursue them with more robust energy than do the moody intellectuals.


    It is surprising, too, how considerate and generous they are in their relations with one another and with me. They take my impetuosities for granted and exhibit little pettiness in their dealings with one another. The women do not get along quite so well together. They are too new at playing the game of life with others. But I will not belabor that point. I may be exhibiting bachelor prejudices in making it. At any rate I am willing to compare this group of young men who bear the burdens of our church with any faculty group in the country. They can teach you nothing about philosophy, but they do teach you much about life and they reënforce your confidence in human nature.

  


  
    1926


    After Attending a Jewish-Christian Conference


    Fellowship with peoples of other religious groups always results in the grateful experience of discovering unsuspected treasuries of common sentiment and conviction. More contact between enlightened Jews and Christians would change the emphasis in many a Christian homily. This conference was rewarding in many ways. But at one point I fail absolutely to understand my Jewish friends. All of them, high and low, intelligent and those who are less so, insist that the story of the crucifixion is the real root of all or of most antisemitism, and they seem to have some vain hope that broadminded Christians will be able and willing to erase the story of the cross from the gospel record. The least they expect is that the odium of the cross be placed upon the Romans rather than the Jews.


    I can see that there would be some advantage in ascribing a historic sin to a people who live only in history and who can therefore not be victimized by belated vindictive prejudices. But would that be history? The record is pretty plain and the fact that the Jewish elders rather than Roman soldiers were the real crucifiers is supported not only by evidence but by logic. The prophets of religion are always martyred by the religious rather than by the irreligious. The Romans, being irreligious, were not sufficiently fanatical to initiate the crucifixion.


    It must be admitted that the phraseology of the Fourth Gospel may easily incite the prejudices of the ignorant. But the enlightened will find a better method to allay any antisemitic feeling which may result from the record than to ascribe the crucifixion to the Romans. They need only ascribe it to the general limitations of human nature and society. Jews are not the only people who martyr and who have martyred their prophets. The history of every nation and every people makes the crucifixion a perennial and a universal historical fact.


    That is the very reason why Christians can no more afford to eliminate the cross than they can ascribe it to the fortunately extinct Romans. Anyone who incarnates the strategy of love as Jesus did meets the resistance and incites the passions of human society. The respectabilities of any human society are based upon moral compromises and every community is as anxious to defend these compromises against the prophet who presents some higher moral logic as against the criminal who imperils the structure from below.


    The cross is central in the Christian religion, moreover, because it symbolizes a cosmic as well as an historic truth. Love conquers the world, but its victory is not an easy one. The price of all creativity and redemption is pain. Most modern religionists who understand the God of creation and not the God of redemption fail in understanding the latter precisely because they do not see how closely related creation and redemption are. Which simply means that they don’t understand that creation is a painful process in which the old does not give way to the new without trying to overcome it.


    The cross of Jesus is truly the most adequate symbol of both the strategy and the destiny of love not only in history but in the universe. We may grant our Jewish brethren that it is not the only possible symbol of eternal verities, but it is a true one, and it cannot therefore be sacrificed.


    Incidentally, I believe that Jewish people have a tendency to overestimate the religious bases of antisemitism. Racial rather than religious prejudice is the dominant factor in this social disease. All ignorant people hate or fear those who deviate from their type. Religious divergences may be as important as cultural and physical differences, but they are not dominant. The Jews could accept our religion and if they maintained their racial integrity they would still suffer from various types of social ostracism. After all the Negroes are Christian, but that hasn’t helped them much. Some Jews dislike this comparison very much. They do not like to be put upon the same basis with the Negroes. But that reveals unrealistic social analysis. The majority group is intolerant of minorities whether their culture is inferior, superior or equal.

  


  
    1926


    One is hardly tempted to lose confidence in the future after listening to a group of young people discussing the important problems of life. Of course the number who approach the future reflectively and with real appreciation for the issues involved in the readjustment of traditions to new situations is not large. There are not many such groups and even in these the number who really take part in the discussion is small.


    Nevertheless their wholesomeness is impressive. I can’t always withhold a sense of pity for them. With traditions crumbling and accepted standards inundated by a sea of moral relativity, they have a desperate task on their hands to construct new standards adequate for their happiness. There is always the temptation to be too rebellious or too traditional, to be scornful of the old standard even when it preserves obvious virtues, or to flee to it for fear of being lost in the confusion of new standards. Yet the best way of avoiding these dangers is to subject them to the scrutiny of a thoughtful group which knows how to discern the limitations of any position, old or new.


    On the whole the discussions of our young people at the church seem to be more wholesome than those in which I participate in the colleges. Most of these young folks have assumed responsibilities and are therefore not as inclined to be morbidly critical and sceptical as the college group. The cases cited from their own experience help to give vitality to their discussion, and they are not enervated by that extreme sophistication which imperils the college youth and tempts him to end every discussion and discount every discovery with the reflection, “This also is vanity.”


    I really wonder how we are going to build a civilization sufficiently intelligent to overcome dangerous prejudices and to emancipate itself from the inadequacies of conventional morality without creating the kind of sophistication which destroys all values by its scepticism and dampens every enthusiasm by its cynicism. In America that possibility is particularly dangerous because our intellectualism is of the sophomoric type. There is no generation, or only one generation, between the pioneers who conquered the prairies and these youngsters who are trying to absorb the whole of modern culture in four years. The traditions against which they react are less adequate, less modified by experience and culture, than those which inform the peoples of Europe.


    And the teachers who guide them into the world of new knowledge are frequently themselves so recently emancipated that they try to obscure their cultural, religious and moral heritages by extreme iconoclasm. It is difficult to be patient with one of these smart aleck Ph.D.s on a western campus who imagines that he can impress the world with his learning by being scornful of everything that was thought or done before this century.

  


  
    1926


    A letter from Hyde brings the sad news that C——— has lost his pastorate. I am not surprised. He is courageous but tactless. Undoubtedly he will regard himself as one of the Lord’s martyrs. Perhaps he is. Perhaps loyalty to principle will always appear as tactlessness from the perspective of those who don’t agree with you. But I agree with C——— and still think him wanting in common sense. At least he is pedagogically very awkward.


    You can’t rush into a congregation which has been fed from its very infancy on the individualistic ethic of Protestantism and which is immersed in a civilization where ethical individualism runs riot, and expect to develop a social conscience among the people in two weeks. Nor have you a right to insinuate that they are all hypocrites just because they don’t see what you see.


    Of course it is not easy to speak the truth in love without losing a part of the truth, and therefore one ought not be too critical of those who put their emphasis on the truth rather than on love. But if a man is not willing to try, at least, to be pedagogical, and if in addition he suffers from a martyr complex, he has no place in the ministry. Undoubtedly there are more ministers who violate their conscience than such as suffer for conscience’ sake. But that is no reason why those who have a robust conscience should not try to master the pedagogical art. Perhaps if they would learn nothing else but to be less emotional and challenging in the pulpit and more informative and educational not only in the pulpit but in their work with smaller groups, they could really begin to change the viewpoints and perspectives of their people.

  


  
    1926


    Spoke tonight to the Churchmen’s Club of ———. The good Bishop who introduced me was careful to disavow all my opinions before I uttered them. He assured the brethren, however, that I would make them think. I am getting tired of these introductions which are intended to impress the speaker with the Christian virtue of the audience and its willingness to listen to other than conventional opinions. The chairman declares in effect, “Here is a harebrained fellow who talks nonsense. But we are Christian gentlemen who can listen with patience and sympathy to even the most impossible opinions.” It is just a device to destroy the force of a message and to protect the sensitive souls who might be rudely shocked by a religious message which came in conflict with their interests and prejudices.


    There is something pathetic about the timidity of the religious leader who is always afraid of what an honest message on controversial issues might do to his organization. I often wonder when I read the eleventh chapter of Hebrews in which faith and courage are practically identified whether it is psychologically correct to assume that the one flows from the other. Courage is a rare human achievement. If it seems to me that preachers are more cowardly than other groups, that may be because I know myself. But I must confess that I haven’t discovered much courage in the ministry. The average parson is characterized by suavity and circumspection rather than by any robust fortitude. I do not intend to be mean in my criticism because I am a coward myself and find it tremendously difficult to run counter to general opinion. Yet religion has always produced some martyrs and heroes.


    I suppose religion in its most vital form does make men indifferent to popular approval. The apostle Paul averred that it was a small thing to be judged of men because he was seeking the approval of God. In a genuinely religious soul faith does seem to operate in that way. Issues are regarded sub specie aeternitatis and the judgment of contemporaries becomes insignificant. But the average man fashions his standards in the light of prevailing customs and opinions. It could hardly be expected that every religious leader would be filled with prophetic ardor and heedless courage. Many good men are naturally cautious. But it does seem that the unique resource of religion ought to give at least a touch of daring to the religious community and the religious leader.

  


  
    1926


    The excitement about the Federation of Labor convention in Detroit has subsided, but there are echoes of the event in various magazines. Several ministers have been commended for “courage” because they permitted labor leaders to speak in their churches who represented pretty much their own convictions and said pretty much what they had been saying for years.


    It does seem pretty bad to have the churches lined up so solidly against labor and for the open shop policy of the town. The ministers are hardly to blame, except if they are to be condemned for not bringing out the meaning of Christianity for industrial relations more clearly in their ministry previous to the moment of crisis. As it was, few of the churches were sufficiently liberal to be able to risk an heretical voice in their pulpits. The idea that these A. F. of L. leaders are dangerous heretics is itself a rather illuminating clue to the mind of Detroit. I attended several sessions of the convention and the men impressed me as having about the same amount of daring and imagination as a group of village bankers.


    The ministers of the country are by various methods dissociating themselves from the Detroit churches and are implying that they would have acted more generously in a like situation. Perhaps so. There are few cities in which wealth, suddenly acquired and proud of the mechanical efficiency which produced it, is so little mellowed by social intelligence. Detroit produces automobiles and is not yet willing to admit that the poor automata who are geared in on the production lines have any human problems.


    Yet we differ only in degree from the rest of the country. The churches of America are on the whole thoroughly committed to the interests and prejudices of the middle classes. I think it is a bit of unwarranted optimism to expect them to make any serious contribution to the reorganization of society. I still have hopes that they will become sufficiently intelligent and heroic to develop some qualifying considerations in the great industrial struggle, but I can no longer envisage them as really determining factors in the struggle. Neither am I able for this reason to regard them as totally useless, as some of the critics do.


    The ethical reconstruction of modern industrial society is, to be sure, a very important problem, but it is not the only concern of mankind. The spiritual amenities and moral decencies which the churches help to develop and preserve in the private lives of individuals are worth something for their own sake. Yet it must be obvious that if anyone is chosen by talent and destiny to put his life into the industrial struggle, the church is hardly his best vehicle.


    The church is like the Red Cross service in war time. It keeps life from degenerating into a consistent inhumanity, but it does not materially alter the fact of the struggle itself. The Red Cross neither wins the war nor abolishes it. Since the struggle between those who have and those who have not is a never-ending one, society will always be, in a sense, a battleground. It is therefore of some importance that human loveliness be preserved outside of the battle lines. But those who are engaged in this task ought to realize that the brutalities of the conflict may easily negate the most painstaking humanizing efforts behind the lines, and that these efforts may become a method for evading the dangers and risks of the battlefield.


    If religion is to contribute anything to the solution of the industrial problem, a more heroic type of religion than flourishes in the average church must be set to the task. I don’t believe that the men who are driven by that kind of religion need to dissociate themselves from the churches, but they must bind themselves together in more effective association than they now possess.

  


  
    1926


    After preaching at ——— University this morning I stopped off at ——— and dropped in at the Presbyterian church for the evening service. The service was well attended and the music was very good. The minister had a sermon which might best be described as a fulsome eulogy of Jesus Christ. I wonder whether sermons like that mean anything. He just piled up adjectives. Every hero of ancient and modern times was briefly described in order that he might be made to bow before the superior virtue of the Lord. But the whole thing left me completely cold. The superiority of Jesus was simply dogmatically asserted and never adequately analyzed. There was not a thing in the sermon that would give the people a clue to the distinctive genius of Jesus or that would help them to use the resources of his life for the solution of their own problems.


    Through the whole discourse there ran the erroneous assumption that Christians are real followers of Jesus and no effort was made to describe the wide chasm which yawns between the uncompromising idealism of the Galilean and the current morality. I wonder how many sermons of that type are still being preached. If that sermon is typical it would explain much of the conventional tameness of the church.


    How much easier it is to adore an ideal character than to emulate it.

  


  
    1926


    That resolution we passed in our pastors’ meeting, calling upon the police to be more rigorous in the enforcement of law, is a nice admission of defeat upon the part of the church. Every one of our cities has a crime problem, not so much because the police are not vigilant as because great masses of men in an urban community are undisciplined and chaotic souls, emancipated from the traditions which guided their fathers and incapable of forming new and equally potent cultural and moral restraints. The children of the puritans are in this respect no better than the children of the immigrants. Both have reacted against traditions which do not fit their new circumstances and both are unable to escape license by new and better standards.


    Perhaps the real reason that we live such chaotic lives in urban communities is because a city is not a society at all, and moral standards are formed only in societies and through the sense of mutual obligation which neighbors feel for one another. A big city is not a society held together by human bonds. It is a mass of individuals, held together by a productive process. Its people are spiritually isolated even though they are mechanically dependent upon one another. In such a situation it is difficult to create and preserve the moral and cultural traditions which each individual needs to save his life from anarchy.


    All of us do not live in moral chaos. But in so far as we escape it, it is due to our loyalty to religious, moral and cultural traditions which have come out of other ages and other circumstances. That is why churches, Protestant, Catholic and Jewish, however irrelevant their ethical idealism may be to the main facts of an industrial civilization, are nevertheless indispensable. It is enough that our society should be morally chaotic without also losing the kind of moral restraint which still determines the life of many individuals.


    There is something very pathetic about the efforts of almost every one of our large cities to restore by police coercion what has been lost by the decay of moral and cultural traditions. But of course we do have to save ourselves from anarchy, even if it must be done by force. Only I think the church would do well to leave the police problem alone. If violence must be used temporarily, let the state do so without undue encouragement from the church. The church must work in another field and if it has failed in that field, it cannot recoup its failures by giving advice to the police department. The priest as a sublimated policeman is a sorry spectacle.

  


  
    1926


    We were discussing the first commandment in the preparatory class today. The boys were trying to see whether “Thou shalt have no other Gods before me” meant anything in modern life. It is a constant source of surprise and delight to see with what profundity these boys and girls deal with the problems of life. They decided that anything that we loved more than God was in effect another god. But how do we love God, I asked. There were the usual answers which show how some children still identify religion with religious practices and customs, particularly Sunday observance. But one of the boys came through with this answer, “We love God by loving the best we know.” That seemed to me not bad at all.


    Now we put on the blackboard all those interests which threatened to become gods to us: money, clothes (volunteered by a girl, of course), automobiles, eating, playing. We took up each one of these interests and tried to determine when they were in danger of becoming too central in life. On automobiles the boys didn’t have much conscience except that they thought one ought not to clean them on Sunday. They take the cult of the automobile for granted as everyone else. The girls had quite a time defining the place where clothes cease to be a legitimate interest and become an obsession. I was probably a poor one to lead them in that discussion.


    On the matter of eating there was considerable difficulty. “We have to eat to grow,” said one of the boys. Correct answer. When then, is eating a form of idolatry? “When we eat all the time,” suggested another boy. That left Junior in a corner. “I like to eat most all the time,” he confessed ruefully. How can a hungry boy be anything but a sceptic about a philosophy of values which does not have eating at the center of it? Thus do the necessities of a robust organism defy the value schemes prompted by tradition or arrived at by reflection.


    Junior just about stopped our discussion of comparative values by that confession, “I like to eat most all the time,” and I couldn’t help but think that my pedagogical impotence before this demand of natural life was closely akin to the impotence of the church before a youthful and vigorous national life, immersed in physical values and intent upon physical satisfactions. Our youthful nation is also declaring, “I love to eat most all the time”; and the error in its judgment is not easily overcome by preachment and precept until time and experience will show it the limits of animal satisfactions and teach it that man does not live by bread alone.

  


  
    1926


    I had a letter from a young preacher today who told me how he was suffering for truth’s sake. He had merely been telling his congregation that Jesus was a great spiritual teacher, as was Confucius and Laotsze, and that the Christ idea was the product of Greek legend and ancient mythology. His good people were so ignorant, he thought, that they failed to show proper appreciation of his learning and resented his iconoclasm.


    I find myself reacting violently to the sophomoric cocksureness of this young fellow. I suppose I am getting old and have made those compromises with the devil of superstition against which the editor of the Christian Register warns so hysterically. But for the life of me I can no more reduce Jesus to the status of a mere Galilean dreamer and teacher than I can accept the orthodox Christologies. The person who can make no distinction between a necessary symbolism and mythology seems to me no better than the wooden-headed conservative who insists that every bit of religious symbolism and poetry must be accepted literally and metaphysically.


    It is not easy to define the God idea. Scientifically I suppose God is “the element of spirituality which is integral to reality,” but for all practical and religious purposes I find it both helpful and justified to define him by saying that “God is like Jesus.” The ultimate nature of reality cannot be grasped by science alone; poetic imagination is as necessary as scientific precision. Some of the supposedly ignorant peasants against whom my youthful friend is drawing his heroic sword may have more truth on their side than any fresh young theologue could possibly realize.

  


  
    1926


    In the young men’s class this morning we continued our discussion of the Sermon on the Mount. The boys have been making some interesting contributions. On the whole they are sceptical of the practicability of the demands which Jesus makes in the matter of trust and love and forgiveness. It is rather interesting to have this revelation of the basic cynicism of even the adolescent mind. They think that to follow Jesus “would put a business man out of business in no time,” as one expressed it today. Of course, it is better to see the difficulties than to engage in some kind of sentimental avowal of Christian faith without realizing how stubbornly life resists the ideal.


    After all, those boys are up against what St. Anthony saw when he was tempted by the vision of the young woman and the old woman. The one meant life but also lust, and the other meant faith but also death. At least that is the way Flaubert has it. It is certainly not easy to separate life from lust without destroying life. Yet Jesus came to give us a more abundant life.


    “Maybe it would work if we tried it hard enough,” thought one of the boys today when we discussed the practicability of trusting people. That may be the answer to the whole question.

  


  
    1926


    Bishop ——— and I shared the platform tonight. Fortunately, I spoke first so that I did not have to compete with his powerful eloquence. His sermon warmed the heart, but it was based upon the uncritical assumption that modern Christianity is an exact replica of primitive Christianity and is characterized by the same qualities of heroism and faith. There was a disquieting tendency to patronize in the good man’s demeanor. I should think it would be a very difficult achievement for a bishop to be a real Christian. The position is bound to aggravate the inclination to pride which all of us possess. I do not know many bishops intimately. The few that I have known well have been singularly free of arrogance; but they were unusual, for they were saved by a sense of humor which is not frequently found in the pulpit and certainly hardly ever in the episcopacy.


    “Be not ye called rabbi,” said Jesus, “and call no man father upon earth, for one is your father which is in heaven.” I am not interested in applying the words of Jesus literally, but it seems to me that the principle involved in these words would wipe out the episcopacy. It wouldn’t leave much justification either for “The Reverend Doctor.” Of course the Christian community cannot do without leaders. But it might learn to save them from pride and arrogance.


    The highest type of leadership maintains itself by its intrinsic worth, sans panoply, pomp and power. Of course, there are never enough real leaders to go around. Wherefore it becomes necessary to dress some men up and by other artificial means to give them a prestige and a power which they could not win by their own resources. But it would be well if the church realized how dangerous power and prestige are, and how easily they corrupt a man’s spiritual integrity.


    It is certainly not to the credit of the church that it is less eager than the democratic state to circumscribe the authority and socialize the power of the leader. The Methodists try to preserve the proper spirit of humility among the bishops by relegating them to parliamentary impotence once every four years. But who wouldn’t be willing to suffer for that brief period for the sake of the power and authority which the bishop exercises for the rest of the quadrennium?


    Somewhere I read the observation of an anthropologist that naked savages could never have evolved a priesthood or an hereditary monarchy. No one is so much superior to his fellows that he deserves the positions of authority which a complex society finally evolves. That is why the leader must be put over with the proper clothes and paraphernalia. The throne and the crown make the king. Even the President of the United States has impressive naval and military aids to offset the unimposing frock which the democratic tradition prescribes. As for the bishop, who could be more awe-inspiring than a hierarch sitting upon his “throne” in his full regalia? That does not apply to Methodist bishops. But they have so much power that they don’t need the panoply.


    Think how insufferable bishops might be if they had to be both worshiped and feared. I am afraid that is true of Catholic bishops. Perhaps that is why the Catholic saints are not frequently found in the hierarchy.

  


  
    1927


    An impertinent youngster at the forum (midwestern college) accused me today of being an authoritarian because I quoted several modern philosophers and scientists in my address in support of my theistic belief. I made a deep bow before him and congratulated him upon being so proficient in laboratory experiments in every science and so profound in his philosophical meditations that he could arrive at his conclusions without the help of anyone else, scientist or philosopher.


    His question did set me thinking on the problem of freedom. Why do we believe what we believe, and why do we do what we do? If the religion of my home had been harsh and unlovely I would probably be today where that young man is, in a position of rebellion against all religion. If I had not had the aid of this helpful professor and that illuminating book when my religious convictions were undergoing adjustment I might not have made the necessary adjustments but would have thrown religious convictions into the discard.


    If I were not in a position where human nature reveals itself in its more lovely characteristics would I be able to maintain confidence in the integrity of man, upon which so much of the confidence in God depends? Has the class-conscious worker not a right to dismiss both my political and my religious convictions as bourgeois prejudices? And could I not with equal justice condemn his as myopic views which his resentments against society explain but do not prove true?


    What we know as truth is determined by peculiar and individual perspectives. Pressures of environment, influences of heredity, and excellencies and deficiencies of teachers help to determine our life philosophies. We ought therefore to hold them with decent humility and a measure of scepticism. But if we permit ourselves to be tempted into a complete subjectivism and scepticism by these facts, we put an end to all philosophy and ultimately to civilization itself. For civilization depends upon the vigorous pursuit of the highest values by people who are intelligent enough to know that their values are qualified by their interests and corrupted by their prejudices.

  


  
    1927


    Perhaps there is no better illustration of the ethical impotence of the modern church than its failure to deal with the evils and the ethical problems of stock manipulation. Millions in property values are created by pure legerdemain. Stock dividends, watered stock and excessive rise in stock values, due to the productivity of the modern machine, are accepted by the church without a murmur if only a slight return is made by the beneficiaries through church philanthropies.


    Here is C——— recapitalizing his business and adding six million dollars in stock. At least five of these millions will not be invested in physical expansion but pocketed by the owner. They simply represent capitalization of expected profits. Once this added burden has been placed upon the industry any demands of the workers for a larger share in the profits will be met by conclusive proof that the stock is earning only a small dividend and that further increase in wages would be “suicidal” to the business.


    Meanwhile C——— has become quite philanthropic. He gives fifty thousand dollars here and a hundred thousand there. Since the good man is a “Christian,” religious organizations profit most by his benefactions. Every new donation is received with pæans of praise from church and press.


    What I wonder is whether the gentleman is deceiving himself and really imagines himself a Christian or whether he is really quite hard-boiled and harbors a secret contempt for the little men who buzz about his throne, singing their hallelujahs. One can never be sure how much we mortals are fooled by our own inadequate virtues and sanctified vices and how much we accept the world’s convenient tribute without being convinced by it. Nor do I know which interpretation of the facts is to be preferred, not as a matter of truth, but as a matter of charity. What is worse—to be honest with yourself while you are dishonest with the world, or to be dishonest with the world because you have deceived yourself?

  


  
    1927


    Dropped in on the First ——— Church of ——— on my way back from ——— University. Went into the young people’s meeting before the evening service and found a typical Endeavor meeting in progress. Some ninety wholesome youngsters were in attendance. All the various tricks of a good Endeavor meeting were used. Several little poems clipped from the Endeavor World were recited at the appropriate time and some of the members contributed quotations from Scripture and from well-known authors. The leader gave a good but platitudinous talk. There was no discussion. My impression was that this type of meeting, if still held, would be very poorly attended. But here the facts belied my theories. So much the worse for the young people of the church. Only a very inert type of youngster could be satisfied with such a meeting, and only a very uncritical mind would accept the pious platitudes which filled it, without uttering a protest or challenging a dozen assumptions.


    However much such meetings may cultivate habits of loyalty to the church among young people and preserve among them the traditional religious attitudes and customs, they do nothing to fit young people to live a Christian life amid the complexities of the modern world or to hold to the Christian faith in the perplexities of a scientific world view. What worries me particularly in regard to these meetings is the assumption which underlies them that nothing but moral good will is necessary to solve the problems of life. Almost every other meeting is a consecration meeting. No one seems to introduce the young people to the idea that an ethical life requires honest and searching intelligence. Nothing is done to discover to their eyes the tremendous chasm between the ideals of their faith and the social realities in which they live.


    Under such circumstances we can expect no new vitality in the Christian life as the new generation takes hold. Old virtues and respectabilities will be maintained, but the areas of life which are still unchristian will remain as they are. I see the danger in our own discussion groups that the young people may satisfy all their idealism in incessant talk. But the talk has at least the merit of exploring all sides of a problem and of revealing the limitations of traditional attitudes and the need of new ventures in faith.

  


  
    1927


    Whenever I exchange thoughts with H———, as I do with greater frequency and with increasing profit to myself, I have the uneasy feeling that I belong to the forces which are destroying religion in the effort to refine it. He is as critical as I am—well, perhaps not quite so critical; but in all his critical evaluations of religious forms he preserves a robust religious vitality which I seem to lack. His scholarship is of course much more extensive than mine, but it has not robbed him of religious naïveté, to use Schweitzer’s phrase. He has preserved a confidence in the goodness of men and the ultimate triumph of righteousness which I do not lack, but to which I do not hold so unwaveringly. While we understand each other, we really belong to different schools of thought.


    I have been profoundly impressed by the Spenglerian thesis that culture is destroyed by the spirit of sophistication and I am beginning to suspect that I belong to the forces of decadence in which this sophistication is at work. I have my eye too much upon the limitations of contemporary religious life and institutions; I always see the absurdities and irrationalities in which narrow types of religion issue. That wouldn’t be so bad if I did not use the instruments of intellectualism rather than those of a higher spirituality for the critical task.


    Nevertheless I hate a thoroughgoing cynic. I don’t want anyone to be more cynical than I am. If I am saved from cynicism at all it is by some sense of personal loyalty to the spirit and the genius of Jesus; that and physical health. If I were physically anæmic I never would be able to escape pessimism. This very type of morbid introspection is one of the symptoms of the disease. I can’t justify myself in my perilous position except by the observation that the business of being sophisticated and naïve, critical and religious, at one and the same time is as difficult as it is necessary, and only a few are able to achieve the balance. H——— says I lack a proper appreciation of the mystical values in religion. That is probably the root of the matter. Yet I can’t resist another word in self-defense. The modern world is so full of bunkum that it is difficult to attempt honesty in it without an undue emphasis upon the critical faculty.


    If in this civilization we cannot enter the kingdom of God because we cannot be as little children, the fault, dear Brutus, is in our stars and not in ourselves.

  


  
    1927


    I fell in with a gentleman on the Pullman smoker today (Pullman smokers are perfect institutes for plumbing the depths and shallows of the American mind) who had made a killing on the stock exchange. His luck appeared like success from his perspective, and he was full of the confidence with which success endows mortals. He spoke oracularly on any and all subjects. He knew why the farmers were not making any money and why the Europeans were not as prosperous as we. Isn’t it strange how gambler’s luck gives men the assurance of wisdom for which philosophers search in vain? I pity this man’s wife. But she probably regards a new fur coat as adequate compensation for the task of appearing convinced by his obiter dicta.

  


  
    1927


    Seven clergymen sat down today with the national defense committee of the board of commerce. They invited us to talk over our stand against compulsory military education in the schools. It was an interesting experience, particularly as it came but shortly after our conflict with the same group on the matter of labor speakers in our pulpits. The contrast in the attitude of the business men in these two controversies is very illuminating.


    In the labor controversy they were hard-boiled realists who simply wanted to prevent labor from getting its side before the public. At that time they did not invite us to a round table discussion. They had nothing to discuss. They simply used their power in the city to prevent any discussion of the character of their power and the method of its preservation. In this case they were aggrieved and bewildered romanticists and idealists. They want military training in the schools because they have been told by the army officers that such training makes for patriotism. And patriotism is the only religion they know.


    They invited us to a luncheon precisely because they felt themselves in a morally, not to say spiritually, impregnable position. I think they were quite sure that a little argument would convince us of the error of our ways. Our resistance was obviously very disconcerting to them. Perhaps they had a right to be disconcerted; for it is only a little while since there was a perfect alliance between the religion of patriotism and organized Christianity. Since most of the men do not attend church they had not heard of the qualms of conscience in the pulpit that had, at least for the time being, dissolved that alliance. We stood our ground and the meeting dissolved without any results.


    I wonder if it isn’t a little bit wicked to challenge the validity of the only kind of altruism which men know. But no—narrow loyalties may become more dangerous than selfishness.

  


  
    1927


    I wonder why it is that so many of the churches which go in for vaudeville programs and the hip-hip-hooray type of religious services should belong to the Methodist and Baptist denominations. The vulgarities of the stunt preacher are hardly compatible with either the robust spiritual vitality or the puritan traditions of the more evangelistic churches. Perhaps the phenomenon of which I speak is due merely to the size of the two denominations. They may have more showmen simply because they are big enough to have more leaders of all varieties. Certainly no church surpasses the Methodist in the number of men who possess real social passion and imagination. Nor are the old emotionally warm and naïvely orthodox preachers wanting in either church.


    Nevertheless there is a growing tendency toward stunt services in both denominations. Perhaps it represents the strategy of denominational and congregational organisms which are too much alive to accept the fate of innocuous desuetude, which has befallen some other churches. Finding the masses, which they once attracted by genuine religious emotion, less inclined to seek satisfaction in religion, they maintain themselves by offering such goods in entertainment and social life as the people seem to desire.


    When the naïve enthusiasms of those generations, among whom religion is an emotional experience and not a social tradition, begin to cool, the churches which serve the new generations must either express religious feeling through devotion to moral and aesthetic values or they must substitute a baser emotionalism for the lost religious feeling. Perhaps the prevalence of cheap theatricality among the churches of our great democracy is a sign of the fact that the masses in America have lost the capacity for unreflective and exuberant religious feeling before they could acquire the kind of religion which is closely integrated with the values of culture and art.


    There is something pathetic about the effort of the churches to capture these spiritually vacuous multitudes by resort to any device which may intrigue their vagrant fancies. But it may not represent a total loss. The entertainment they offer may be vulgar, but it is not vicious, and without them the people might find satisfaction in something even cheaper.

  


  
    1927


    At the Lenten service today the dynamic speaker dilated upon the heroic character of the Christian faith. “Someone said to me recently,” he reported, “‘Do you realize that it is dangerous to be a Christian?’ ‘Certainly,’ I answered, ‘It always has been and always will be.’”


    Isn’t it strange how we preachers insist on emphasizing the heroic aspect of the Christian faith? That pose today was exactly like the one struck by the minister in ——— who loved to say dramatically, “The church needs a new casualty list,” while it was generally known that he carefully evaded every issue which might create dissension or contention.


    I think we ministers strike these heroic poses because we are dimly aware of the fact that the gospel commits us to positions which require heroic devotion before they will ever be realized in life. But we are astute rather than heroic and cautious rather than courageous. Thus we are in the dangerous position of being committed to the cross in principle but escaping it in practice. We are honest enough to be uneasy about that fact, but insincere enough to quiet our uneasiness by heroic poses.


    Let any group of ministers gather and you will find someone declaring fervently, “No one ever tells me what to say. My congregation gives me perfect liberty.” That is just another way of quieting an uneasy conscience; for we all know that if we explore the full meaning of a gospel of love its principles will be found to run counter to cherished prejudices. It is of course not impossible to retain freedom of the pulpit, but if anyone is doing so without the peril of defections from his ranks and opposition to his message, he is deceiving himself about the quality of his message. Either his message is too innocuous to deserve opposition or too conventional to arouse it.


    An astute pedagogy and a desire to speak the truth in love may greatly decrease opposition to a minister’s message and persuade a difficult minority to entertain at least, and perhaps to profit by, his message; but if a gospel is preached without opposition it is simply not the gospel which resulted in the cross. It is not, in short, the gospel of love.

  


  
    1927


    Talked today at the open forum which meets every Sunday afternoon in the high school. The “lunatic fringe” of the city congregates there, in addition to many sensible people. The question period in such meetings is unfortunately monopolized to a great extent by the foolish ones, though not always. Today one old gentleman wanted to know when I thought the Lord would come again, while a young fellow spoke volubly on communism and ended by challenging me to admit that all religion is fantasy. Between those two you have the story of the tragic state of religion in modern life. One half of the world seems to believe that every poetic symbol with which religion must deal is an exact definition of a concrete or an historical fact; the other half, having learned that this is not the case, can come to no other conclusion but that all religion is based upon fantasy.


    Fundamentalists have at least one characteristic in common with most scientists. Neither can understand that poetic and religious imagination has a way of arriving at truth by giving a clue to the total meaning of things without being in any sense an analytic description of detailed facts. The fundamentalists insist that religion is science, and thus they prompt those who know that this is not true to declare that all religious truth is contrary to scientific fact.


    How can an age which is so devoid of poetic imagination as ours be truly religious?

  


  
    1927


    Our city race commission has finally made its report after months of investigation and further months of deliberation on our findings. It has been a rare experience to meet with these white and colored leaders and talk over our race problems. The situation which the colored people of the city face is really a desperate one, and no one who does not spend real time in gathering the facts can have any idea of the misery and pain which exists among these people, recently migrated from the south and unadjusted to our industrial civilization. Hampered both by their own inadequacies and the hostility of a white world they have a desperate fight to keep body and soul together, to say nothing of developing those amenities which raise life above the brute level.


    I wish that some of our romanticists and sentimentalists could sit through a series of meetings where the real social problems of a city are discussed. They would be cured of their optimism. A city which is built around a productive process and which gives only casual thought and incidental attention to its human problems is really a kind of hell. Thousands in this town are really living in torment while the rest of us eat, drink and make merry. What a civilization!


    Incidentally I wish the good church people who hate our mayor so much because he doesn’t conform to their rules and standards could appreciate how superior his attitudes and viewpoints on race relations are to those held by most church people. It seems to me rather unfortunate that we must depend upon the “publicans” for our social conscience to so great a degree while the “saints” develop their private virtues and let the city as such fry in its iniquities.

  


  
    1927


    I think I have solved the Sunday night service problem for good. I give a short address or sermon upon a more or less controversial moral issue, or upon a perplexing religious question, and after closing the service we have a half-hour to forty-five minutes of discussion. The group attracted by this kind of program is not large. It is not the usual forum crowd. But it is a group of unusually thoughtful people, and the way they explore the fundamental themes and problems of life is worth more than many sermons.


    I am absolutely convinced that such discussions come to grips with life’s real problems much more thoroughly than any ex cathedra utterance from the pulpit. For one thing the people themselves make the application of general principles to specific experiences. Then, too, they inevitably explore the qualifications which life seems to make upon every seemingly absolute principle. The real principles of Christian living seem so much more real and also so much more practicable when a group of thoughtful people make an honest effort to fit them into the complexities of modern life.


    Perhaps the most interesting point about such a discussion is the way every type of experience can be used to illustrate a certain general truth. Last Sunday night an advertising man made a most interesting contribution to the question of marriage and divorce out of his experience as advertising counsel. He said that he had learnt in business that it is always well to regard relationships as permanent even when they are not so absolutely in a legal sense. If the parties to a contract assume that it can be broken easily they will not extend themselves as they ought to make those adjustments which a permanent relationship requires.—Thus we make the experience gained in one field of activity serve the problem of another field. Again and again thoughtful mothers have thrown light upon the problems of democracy, the place of coercion in life and the efficacy of trust out of experience gained in their work with their children.


    If there were only more thoughtful people it would be worth while to change every service into something like this evening discussion. But discussion requires time and it doesn’t mean much to people who are looking for “inspiration” rather than guidance. I suppose there is still a place for inspirational addresses. But in a world in which so many traditional moral ideas are in solution and so many others are generally accepted and never applied, this kind of honest searching with others, rather than for them, is particularly rewarding.

  


  
    1927


    I wonder if it is really possible to have an honest Thanksgiving celebration in an industrial civilization. Harvest festivals were natural enough in peasant communities. The agrarian feels himself dependent upon nature’s beneficence and anxious about nature’s caprices. When the autumnal harvest is finally safe in the barns there arise, with the sigh of relief, natural emotions of gratitude that must express themselves religiously, since the bounty is actually created by the mysterious forces of nature which man may guide but never quite control.


    All that is different in an industrial civilization in which so much wealth is piled up by the ingenuity of the machine, and, at least seemingly, by the diligence of man. Thanksgiving becomes increasingly the business of congratulating the Almighty upon his most excellent co-workers, ourselves. I have had that feeling about the Thanksgiving proclamations of our Presidents for some years. An individual living in an industrial community might still celebrate a Thanksgiving day uncorrupted by pride, because he does benefit from processes and forces which he does not create or even guide. But a national Thanksgiving, particularly if it is meant to express gratitude for material bounty, becomes increasingly a pharisaic rite.


    The union Thanksgiving service we attended this morning was full of the kind of self-righteous bunk which made it quite impossible for me to worship. There was indeed a faint odor of contrition in one of the prayers and in an aside of the sermon, but it did not spring from the heart. The Lord who was worshiped was not the Lord of Hosts, but the spirit of Uncle Sam, given a cosmic eminence for the moment which the dear old gentleman does not deserve.


    It is a bad thing when religion is used as a vehicle of pride. It would be better to strut unashamedly down the boardwalk of nations than to go through the business of bowing humbly before God while we say, “We thank thee Lord that we are not as other men.”

  


  
    1927


    Mother and I visited at the home of ——— today where the husband is sick and was out of employment before he became sick. The folks have few connections in the city. They belong to no church. What a miserable existence it is to be friendless in a large city. And to be dependent upon a heartless industry. The man is about 55 or 57 I should judge, and he is going to have a desperate time securing employment after he gets well. These modern factories are not meant for old men. They want young men and they use them up pretty quickly. Your modern worker, with no skill but what is in the machine, is a sorry individual. After he loses the stamina of youth, he has nothing to sell.


    I promised ——— I would try to find him a job. I did it to relieve the despair of that family, but I will have a hard time making good on my promise. According to the ethics of our modern industrialism men over fifty, without special training, are so much junk. It is a pleasure to see how such an ethic is qualified as soon as the industrial unit is smaller and the owner has a personal interest in his men. I could mention quite a few such instances. But unfortunately the units are getting larger and larger and more inhuman.


    I think I had better get in contact with more of these victims of our modern industrialism and not leave that end of our work to mother alone. A little such personal experience will help much to save you from sentimentality.

  


  
    1927


    Have just returned from the student conference at ———. A smart young professor told the students that all social customs are based upon irrational taboos. Our generation is the first with the opportunity to build a rational social order. The way to build a rational society, according to this savant, is to regard every relationship, custom, convention and law as irrational until it has proved itself rational by experience.


    A sample of the kind of society he would build by his reason was given in his discussion of sex relations. He thinks the highest kind of family life would result from the love of one woman for one man while both indulged in promiscuous relations. Thus would the values of both freedom and love be maintained. The smart young man seems never to have heard that you cannot have your cake and eat it too.


    If you want love and cooperation in any kind of society, and most of all in the family, it is necessary to sacrifice some freedom for its sake. What strange fanatics these moderns are! Imagining themselves dispassionate in their evaluation of all values, they are really bigoted protagonists of the one value of freedom. Every other value must be subordinated to it.


    It is true that every convention, custom, law and usage contains an irrational element. Some were unreasonable from the beginning and others have become so by shifting circumstance. It is necessary, therefore, that we approach the facts of life experimentally and scientifically, rather than traditionally. However, it seems to me quite unreasonable to proceed upon the assumption that all traditions are wholly unreasonable. Most of the moderns who think so are significantly defective in the knowledge of history.


    There is at the heart of almost every tradition an element of reasonableness and around its circumference a whole series of irrationalities. Our business must be to destroy the latter and restore the former by fitting it to contemporaneous circumstances and conditions.


    I doubt whether it is wise for every person to be extremely critical of all traditions in every field of thought and life. I imagine we ought to specialize a little in this matter and let various people experiment in various areas. This seems to me a wise policy for the simple reason that it does not make for happiness for one person to do the experimenting in every field. At any rate most of the intellectuals I know who try to do it are miserable souls. I am always glad to escape their company and consort with folks who take some things for granted. There is an unnatural strain in their lives and, having made a virtue of the critical temper, they usually discount virtue and achievement even where it is indubitable.


    Since there are many more traditionalists than experimentalists, all this may be bad advice. But I doubt whether the lethargy of the many justifies the few in spoiling their tempers and their judgment. Let every reformer find at least one field of interest and life where he can be happily conventional. If he is trying to remake the economic order, let him accept family life and be happy in it without too many scruples about its alleged imperfections. On second thought I don’t like this advice. At any rate it is inconsistent with my scorn for the liberal theologians who are so preoccupied with the task of reforming religion that they have no interest in the iniquities of society which ought to challenge their conscience.


    Let us have reformers, then, who try to reform everything at the same time! But I am going to keep my distance from them.

  


  
    1927


    The new Ford car is out. The town is full of talk about it. Newspaper reports reveal that it is the topic of the day in all world centers. Crowds storm every exhibit to get the first glimpse of this new creation. Mr. Ford has given out an interview saying that the car has cost him about a hundred million dollars and that after finishing it he still has about a quarter of a billion dollars in the bank.


    I have been doing a little arithmetic and have come to the conclusion that the car cost Ford workers at least fifty million in lost wages during the past year. No one knows how many hundreds lost their homes in the period of unemployment, and how many children were taken out of school to help fill the depleted family exchequer, and how many more children lived on short rations during this period. Mr. Ford refuses to concede that he made a mistake in bringing the car out so late. He has a way of impressing the public even with his mistakes. We are now asked to believe that the whole idea of waiting a year after the old car stopped selling before bringing out a new one was a great advertising scheme which reveals the perspicacity of this industrial genius. But no one asks about the toll in human lives.


    What a civilization this is! Naïve gentlemen with a genius for mechanics suddenly become the arbiters over the lives and fortunes of hundreds of thousands. Their moral pretensions are credulously accepted at full value. No one bothers to ask whether an industry which can maintain a cash reserve of a quarter of a billion ought not make some provision for its unemployed. It is enough that the new car is a good one. Here is a work of art in the only realm of art which we can understand. We will therefore refrain from making undue ethical demands upon the artist. Artists of all the ages have been notoriously unamenable to moral discipline. The cry of the hungry is drowned in the song, “Henry has made a lady out of Lizzy.”

  


  
    1927


    This prayer book controversy in the Church of England ought to give us liberals who make so much of tolerance a pause. What are the limits of tolerance? Does not tolerance of a theological position which one knows or believes to be untrue become a betrayal of the truth? How can one be tolerant of medievalism without playing traitor to the best in the modern day?


    Here is the Episcopal church which many of us have counted blessed because it was the one bridge over the chasm which separates Catholicism and Protestantism. But the chasm is now revealed as too wide for any bridge. Cooperation with the Catholic demands connivance with religious practices which reduce religion to magic. No wonder the Protestant laymen in Parliament threw the revised prayer book out. How can anyone in the year of our Lord 1927 be seriously exercised over the problem of the “real presence” in the Eucharist? Think of the spiritual leaders of a torn and bleeding world debating learnedly on whether and how God can be magically localized and salvation be confined in a capsule. To read the arguments of the sacerdotalists is enough to drive one into the arms of the unrepentent rationalists who regard all religion as dangerous.


    The weaknesses of Catholicism ought not prompt one to disregard all the finer spiritual and moral values which still live in this ancient church. But there can be no final unity between an institution which reduces religion to magic and a fellowship of the spirit which tries to subdue the chaos of life under the ideal of faith.


    Magic is an enemy of all morality. It offers a short cut to all prizes of the spirit which can be won only by heroic effort.

  


  
    1927


    After speaking at ——— University today Professor ——— said he objected to my assumption that the family is the root of human societies. He said he believed that most forms of human cooperation were formed by men who had to resist the special interests of the family, as typified particularly by the narrow loyalty of the mother to her own offspring, before they could establish wider fellowships. That was a new idea to me and one that seems to be not without merit. Of course it does not invalidate the thesis that the family is the first unit of society; for the first fighting unit was probably composed of a group of fathers and sons and sons’ sons. That is, not the family in the narrowest but in the widest sense, the family as it develops into the clan is the first real society.


    The idea that the family is frequently opposed to ventures in wider fellowship is justified by more than one present fact. The family is still essentially selfish, and many a man is beguiled from ideal ventures by a false sense of obligation to his family. Think of the number of men who sell their souls merely that their wives and children may enjoy higher standards of living than other families. Think of the number of mothers whose interest in life never goes beyond the ambition to secure special advantages for their children. The mother of the sons of Zebedee is a good example. In her you have motherhood in its tragic limitations as well as in its sublime beauty.


    The family is not inevitably selfish or invariably opposed to larger ventures in fellowship, but it may easily become so. Jesus’ ruthless words, “He who loveth father or mother more than me is not worthy of me, he who loveth son and daughter more than me is not worthy of me,” have more meaning than most Christians have realized. Celibacy may be wrong because it escapes rather than solves this problem. But the invariable tendency of religious movements of great moral sensitiveness to experiment with celibacy is significant. Thus speaks a bachelor. Let the cynic make the most of the private prejudice which colors this judgment.

  


  
    1928


    This conference on religious education seems to your humble servant the last word in absurdity. We are told by a delightful “expert” that we ought not really teach our children about God lest we rob them of the opportunity of making their own discovery of God, and lest we corrupt their young minds by our own superstitions. If we continue along these lines the day will come when some expert will advise us not to teach our children the English language, since we rob them thereby of the possibility of choosing the German, French or Japanese languages as possible alternatives. Don’t these good people realize that they are reducing the principle of freedom to an absurdity?


    Religion, like language, is a social product. The potentialities for both are in the child, but their highest articulations are the result of ages of cultural and spiritual experience, and in the right kind of religious education the experience of the race is joined with the inclinations of the individual. We do not get a higher type of religious idealism from children merely by withholding our own religious ideas from them (however they may be filled with error), any more than we would get a higher type of civilization by letting some group of youngsters shift for themselves upon a desert island.


    A wise architect observed that you could break the laws of architectural art provided you had mastered them first. That would apply to religion as well as to art. Ignorance of the past does not guarantee freedom from its imperfections. More probably it assures the repetition of past errors. We ought of course to cultivate a wholesome scepticism in our young people so that they will not accept the ideas of the past too slavishly. But appreciation must come before criticism.


    We do not teach a child the limitations of Beethoven before we have helped it to appreciate him; nor do we withhold any appreciation of the classics in order that the child might be free to prefer Stravinsky to Beethoven. What some of these moderns are doing is simply to destroy the organs of religious insight and the atmosphere in which religious attitudes may flourish, ostensibly for the sake of freedom, but really at its expense.


    I have a dark suspicion that some of these modern religious educators do not really know what religion is about. They want a completely rational faith and do not realize that they are killing religion by a complete rationalization. With all their pious phraseology and supposedly modern pedagogy they really are decadent forces.


    Life is a battle between faith and reason in which each feeds upon the other, drawing sustenance from it and destroying it. Nature has wisely ordained that faith shall have an early advantage in the life of the child to compensate for its later difficulties. If we imagine that we help the progress of the race by inoculating children with a premature sophistication we are of all men most miserable. Reason, without the balance of faith, destroys a civilization soon enough, without giving it this advantage among the young. I wonder if any of these modern religious pedagogues have ever read Unamuno’s “The Tragic Sense of Life”?


    Here I am talking like a fundamentalist. But why not? If we must choose between types of fanaticism is there any particular reason why we should prefer the fanatics who destroy a vital culture in the name of freedom and reason to those who try to strangle a new culture at birth in the name of authority and dogma? The latter type of fanaticism is bound to end in futility. The growth of reason cannot be stopped by dogma. But the former type is dangerous because it easily enervates a rational culture with ennui and despair.

  


  
    1928


    This Federal Council meeting is an interesting study in the geography of morals. The race commission presented a report today in which it tried to place the council on record as favoring the enforcement of the fifteenth amendment as well as the eighteenth. It was obviously an effort to exploit the strong prohibition sentiment of the churches for the sake of committing them to the espousal of the interests of the disfranchised Negroes in the south. That is not a bad political strategy. But it did not quite work.


    A good brother from the southern Presbyterian church warned that to interfere with this “political issue” would “soil the garments of the bride of Christ.” To him the eighteenth amendment represented a “moral” issue but the fifteenth was a “political” one. I have a sneaking suspicion that the fifteenth amendment expresses more of the genius of the gospel than the eighteenth, but that is neither here nor there. What was interesting was the way in which various church leaders tried to rescue us from the embarrassment into which the council was brought by this proposal.


    A good brother who was raised in the south and now lives in the north tried to act as mediator. He introduced his remarks with the usual nice story about how much he loved his negro mammy. Some day he ought to have a lesson in ethics and learn how much easier it is to love those who acknowledge their inferiority than those who challenge our superiority. It is indeed a virtuous woman who can love her social competitor as sincerely as she loves her faithful maid.


    Another mediator was a southern bishop who has many northern connections. He made much of the fact that the south disregards only the spirit and not the letter of the enfranchising amendments to the constitution. The bishop is really a man of some courage who has spoken out bravely on the industrial conditions in the south. But he was evidently afraid in this instance either to accept or to reject a Christian view of race relations. So he stuck to casuistry about the letter of the law. He has probably preached many a sermon on the text about the letter killing and the spirit making alive. At any rate everyone who spoke revealed how geographic and historical circumstance had qualified Christian conviction.


    That was as true of those of us who took an uncompromising position as the southern equivocators and the semi-southern mediators. To the southerners we are not Christian idealists but merely “Yankee” meddlers. And perhaps we are. At any rate it was easy to see from the debate that the north cannot help the south much in solving its race problem. If it is solved the solution must come out of the conscience and heart of the south.


    After all, the problem, as every moral problem, is not merely conditioned by geography but by mathematics. Contact between races when the one race is almost as numerous as the other is quite a different story from a relationship in which the subject race is numerically very much weaker than the dominant group. Therefore let us not judge, lest we be judged. It is so easy to repent of other people’s sins.


    Nevertheless it does not make one feel very comfortable to have a great church body seek some politic solution for a problem in which the ideal of Christian brotherhood leaves little room for equivocation.

  


  
    1928


    There is a discouraging pettiness about human nature which makes me hate myself each time I make an analysis of my inner motives and springs of action. Here I am prodding and criticizing people continually because they have made too many compromises with the necessities of life and adjusted the Christian ideal until it has completely lost its original meaning. Yet I make my own compromises all the time.


    It is Christian to trust people, and my trust is carefully qualified by mistrust and caution.


    It is Christian to love, and to trust in the potency of love rather than in physical coercion. Logically that means non-resistance. Yet I believe that a minimum of coercion is necessary in all social tasks, or in most of them.


    It is Christian to forgive rather than to punish; yet I do little by way of experimenting in the redemptive power of forgiveness.


    I am not really a Christian. In me, as in many others, “the native hue of resolution is sicklied o’er by a pale cast of thought.” I am too cautious to be a Christian. I can justify my caution, but so can the other fellow who is more cautious than I am.


    The whole Christian adventure is frustrated continually not so much by malice as by cowardice and reasonableness. Of course everyone must decide for himself just where he is going to put his peg; where he is going to arrive at some stable equilibrium between moral adventure and necessary caution. And perhaps everyone is justified if he tries to prove that there is a particular reasonableness about the type of compromise which he has reached. But he might well learn, better than I have learned, to be charitable with those who have made their adjustments to the right and to the left of his position. If I do not watch myself I will regard all who make their adjustments to my right as fanatics and all who make them to the left as cowards. There is a silly egotism about such an attitude. But it is difficult to be pedagogically effective if you do not hold pretty resolutely to some position.


    A reasonable person adjusts his moral goal somewhere between Christ and Aristotle, between an ethic of love and an ethic of moderation. I hope there is more of Christ than of Aristotle in my position. But I would not be too sure of it.

  


  
    1928


    Jack Hyde came up today for a chat. These newspaper men are always interesting company. As religious editor of the Daily ———, he has been following the preachers of the town pretty closely. Of course he is a cynic, though a gentle one. He tells many an interesting story on how the preachers try to get free publicity.


    I think there ought to be a club in which preachers and journalists could come together and have the sentimentalism of the one matched with the cynicism of the other. That ought to bring them pretty close to the truth. The interesting part of the contrast is that the newspaper is officially as optimistic about contemporary life as the pulpit. The difference between the two is that the preacher is ensnared by his own sentimentality and optimism while the newspaper man has two views, one for official and one for private consumption.

  


  
    1928


    My good friend ——— has sent me his church calendar. Among other things he reports “Last Sunday almost as many strangers as members were present. The weather was a bit cold. Was your loyalty chilly too? You cannot fight battles with half the soldiers in their tents. Lent is here. Give your church the right of way. Do your duty next Sunday.”


    Here we see how easily even the Protestant minister gravitates to the viewpoint of the priest. He thinks people ought to regard it as a duty to hear him preach. What is still worse is that he identifies church attendance with moral heroism. Does he not realize that faithful church attendance develops and reveals the virtue of patience much more than the virtue of courage?


    I must admit that I have urged people to come to church myself as a matter of duty. But I can do so no longer. The church service is not an end in itself. Not even religion is an end in itself. If the church service does not attract people by the comfort and challenge it brings to them, we only postpone the evil day if we compel attendance by appealing to their sense of duty. It may not be wrong to appeal to their sense of loyalty to the institution and tell them that if they have identified themselves with the institution as members they owe it to the strangers to be there. But even that is dangerous. The church is already too much an end in itself.


    These appeals make it appear that we regard religious devotion as a service to God, a very dangerous idea. Of course a modern preacher doesn’t really believe that. What is really in his mind, consciously or unconsciously, is that the people owe him the duty to hear him preach. That is perhaps a natural glorification of his own function but it cannot be denied that there is something pathetic about it.


    I can see, of course, that all good things depend in part upon right habits. Customs, attitudes and actions which are desirable cannot always depend upon impulse and will. It may be a good thing that people attend church as a matter of habit and because of a general sense of obligation to the institution. If churches depended only upon people who must make up their minds each Sunday whether or no they will attend church, our attendance would be even smaller than it is.


    Yet habitual actions easily become meaningless, and institutions which depend upon them lose their vitality. If habitual actions are not continually revitalized by the compulsion of ideals and the attraction of the values involved in them, they may easily become useless.

  


  
    1928


    Detroit observed Good Friday today as never before. Sixteen theatres and many churches besides were filled to capacity during the three-hour period. I wonder how one is to understand this tremendous devotion of this pagan city. How little place the real spirit of Christ has in the industrial drive of this city. And yet men and women flock by the thousands to meditate upon the cross. Perhaps we are all like the centurian who helped to crucify Jesus and then was so impressed by the whole drama of the cross that the confession was forced from his lips “Surely this was the son of God.”


    Before going to the theatre service I passed a Methodist church with a message on its bulletin board that explains many chapters in American church history. It was: “Good Friday service this afternoon. Snappy song service.” So we combine the somber notes of religion with the jazz of the age.


    I wonder if anyone who needs a snappy song service can really appreciate the meaning of the cross. But perhaps that is just a Lutheran prejudice of mine.

  


  
    1928


    A very sophisticated young man assured me in our discussion today (student discussion at a middle western university) that no intelligent person would enter the ministry today. He was sure that the ministry was impossible as a vocation not only because too many irrationalities were still enmeshed with religion but also because there was no real opportunity for usefulness in the church. I tried to enlighten this sophomoric wise man.


    Granted all the weaknesses of the church and the limitations of the ministry as a profession, where can one invest one’s life where it can be made more effective in as many directions?


    You can deal with children and young people and help them to set their life goals and organize their personalities around just and reasonable values.


    You can help the imperiled family shape the standards and the values by which the institution of family life may be saved and adjusted to the new conditions of an industrial civilization.


    You can awaken a complacent civilization to the injustices which modern industrialism is developing. While ministers fail most at this point there is nothing to prevent a courageous man from making a real contribution to his society in this field.


    You can soften the asperities of racial conflict and aid the various groups of a polyglot city to understand one another and themselves.


    You can direct the thoughts and the hopes of men to those facts and those truths which mitigate the cruelty of the natural world and give men the opportunity to assert the dignity of human life in the face of the contempt of nature.


    You can help them to shape and to direct their hopes and aspirations until their lives are determined and molded by the ideal objects of their devotion. While it is true that magic and superstition are still entwined, seemingly inextricably intertwined, with the highest hopes and assurances of mankind, you may find real joy as a skillful craftsman in separating hopes from illusions so that the one need not perish with the other.


    Here is a task which requires the knowledge of a social scientist and the insight and imagination of a poet, the executive talents of a business man and the mental discipline of a philosopher. Of course none of us meets all the demands made upon us. It is not easy to be all things to all men. Perhaps that is why people are so critical of us. Our task is not specific enough to make a high degree of skill possible or to result in tangible and easily measured results. People can find fault with us easily enough and we have no statistics to overawe them and to negate their criticisms.

  


  
    1928


    I spoke today at the “Victory dinner” of one of our civic organizations which had been conducting a financial campaign in the interest of its worthy objects. Not being well prepared I animadverted disconnectedly upon the lack of culture in Detroit and expressed the hope that the dawn of a new day was breaking.


    Mr. ——— who sat close to me was so angry about what I said that he confessed that he had been tempted to interrupt me in the middle of my address. He cited a large benefaction of his in the interest of a religious organization as proof of Detroit’s culture and insisted that the “old families,” to which he belonged, had real culture, whatever might be said about the newer crowd. I told him his contribution was in the interest of righteousness rather than culture. Inasmuch as it is generally known that he made a fortune by rigging the stock market, he was a little nonplussed by my answer. We finally came to an amicable agreement upon the proposition that the streets of Detroit are cleaner than those of Chicago.

  


  
    1928


    I believe every preacher ought to take several radical journals, preferably the ones which are extremely inimical to religion. The ethical ideals of Christianity are so high and the compromises which the average church and the average minister has made between these ideals and the economic necessities of society are so great, and self-deception is so easy, that we need the corrective of a critical and perhaps cynical evaluation of religion in modern life.


    I should like to recommend this kind of reading particularly to successful ministers who are so easily obsessed by a messianic complex because of the compliments they receive. Let them remind themselves that there are astute observers who think that all their preaching is superficial and never touches the fundamental defects of modern society, and that these critics are at least as near the truth as their too generous devotees.

  


  
    1928


    I think I ought to repent of the many unkind things I have said about various ministers. We liberal preachers (I am thinking of social liberalism now) are too ready to attribute conventional opinions to cowardice. What we don’t realize is that the great majority of parsons simply don’t share our radical convictions. If they get along very handsomely in the kind of a civilization in which we live, that is simply because they are in sincere general agreement with the prevailing ideas of our day. Of course I think we have a right to wonder a little how one can claim discipleship to one who disturbed history so much and yet be such a thorough conformist. Yet it is usually not cowardice but mental inertia which creates the conformity; and sometimes the conformity is the honest fruit of a finely poised rather than a daring mind. After all most of us are conformists in some sense, and it is rather presumptuous on our part to condemn every type of conformity except our own.


    I am moved to this reflection by the insistence of such men as the editor of the Christian Register that every liberal who remains in an evangelical communion and does not immediately join the Unitarian church must be prompted by cowardice. When it is theological rather than social liberalism that is made the test of conformity or radicalism, it is my ox that is gored, and I begin to recant my previous harsh opinions. If the editor of the Register can go so far wrong in gauging the motives of evangelical liberals we social radicals may be wrong in explaining why parsons fail to be thoroughgoing pacifists. Great achievement! I learn how to be tolerant when I become the victim of somebody else’s spiritual pride.

  


  
    1928


    Had a profitable talk with a Jewish friend in the east. He said the only Christian church that he could ever join would be that of the Quakers. Of course he would not join the Quakers in the kind of a world in which we are living, where Christians practice social ostracism against Jews and thereby force every Jew to regard such a transfer of religious loyalty in the light of treason to his racial community. He felt that if he were free to choose his religious group he would choose the Quakers because they have no professional ministry. He dabbles in psychiatry and thinks he has looked through the professional minister.


    I would like to have him talk to a group of preachers sometime. Like all realists he barely escapes the kind of cynicism which destroys wholesome human relations. But he does escape it and is not at all bitter in his analysis of human nature. That is why his reaction to the ministry disquiets me. He has his hands on considerable truth.


    There is something very artificial about the professional ministry. When religion deals with magic the professional priests can dispense the magic and be quite happy. But when religion becomes a search for all of life’s highest values there is something incongruous about making your living in the business of helping people to discover and develop these values. I don’t think this consideration invalidates the ministry as a profession. In a day of specialists and experts there ought to be room for a specialist in moral and spiritual values. But think of commanding a large salary because you are a better preacher than someone else! Isn’t that putting a market value on the ability of a man to help people find God? Fortunately it is the rhetorical rather than the spiritual gift that usually creates the different prices in the preacher market.

  


  
    1928


    Passing one of our big churches today I ran across this significant slogan, calculated to impress the passing wayfarer: “We Will Go Out of Business. When? When Every Man in Detroit Has Been Won to Christ.” Of course it is just a slogan and not to be taken too seriously, but the whole weakness of Protestantism is in it. Here we are living in a complex world in which thousands who have been “won to Christ” haven’t the slightest notion how to live a happy life or how to live together with other people without making each other miserable.


    Yet the church goes about the business of winning people to Christ—that is, pulling them through some kind of emotional or social experience in which they are made to commit themselves, or in which they really do commit themselves, to the good life as it is symbolized in Christ, and imagining that this is the end of the task. I do not say that such commitments do not have their value. But surely one must be very blind to live under the illusion that the desire or even the will to live a Christ-life is automatically fulfilled in present-day society or in any society.


    The church which conceived that slogan is really better than the silly advertisement might lead one to suppose. I think people receive some light and leading there. Nevertheless, most of its energies go into the business of “winning others.”


    The saddest part about these highly evangelistic churches who put everything into the recruiting task is that they generally tempt those who are already “won” to imagine themselves perfect, or at least “saved.” I know one lawyer in that church, and not a bad man either, who needs to be “won” to several ideas in the gospel of Christ about which he hasn’t the faintest glimmer of light. But he is too sure of himself to get a new idea.

  


  
    1928


    Here is a minister making a confession in his weekly paper: “Last Sunday night,” he writes, “I was at my worst and unfortunately there were many strangers in the audience. I tried, but I could not get the ball over the plate. I had taught a Sunday-school class, preached over the radio, gone out to dinner, entertained a guest at supper, met the ——— committee and failed to get rest after Easter. I will try to do better next Sunday, so come then.”


    It is all very nice and humble, but there is an implication of professionalism in the whole thing that is appalling. The idea is that he didn’t put on a good performance, “didn’t get the ball over the plate.” There you have the whole weakness of a professional ministry, striving each Sunday to make an interesting speech. It simply can’t be denied that the business of furnishing inspiration twice each week, on a regular schedule, by a person who is paid to do just that and whose success is judged by the amount of “pep” he can concentrate in his homilies, is full of moral and spiritual dangers. To follow such a program without running into spiritual bankruptcy requires the resources of a saint.

  


  
    1928


    Arriving at ——— today, I was put up at the luxurious home of a very charming potentate of the local pulpit. I was driven to my meeting in a big Packard car (a gift of the congregation, my host informed me) with a liveried chauffeur at the wheel. I don’t think I would have reacted so strongly against this kind of life if I hadn’t been reading Savotorelli’s Life of St. Francis on the way down and was inclined to look at the world through the little brother’s rather than my own eyes.


    To object to this kind of luxury for ministers, and not voice the same objection in regard to the standards of living among laymen, may seem to involve us in a moral dualism. But I am no longer afraid of dualism. We might well have more of it. It will be a long while before we can convince laymen of the spiritual implications in standards of living in a civilization which knows of no other way to give a man a sense of achievement than to let him advertise it by outward show. But ministers ought to know better.


    Furthermore there is a moral peril in accepting the largess of men to whom you are trying to minister. It is not that they try to take conscious advantage of your sense of gratitude, but that such dependence upon their generosity creates a psychological hazard against honest presentation of the truth. Of course it is probably true that men who receive these excessive benefactions are usually too tame to need taming. Innocuous virtue is always more charming and more liable to prompt a generous affection than the kind which raises disquieting questions.


    Then too, ministers who can preach the gospel of Jesus in our kind of civilization without making anyone uncomfortable deserve an automobile for the difficult feat. And they need one to compensate them for that lack of spiritual vitality which makes the performance of the feat possible. Most of these modern appurtenances are toys which appeal to childlike people. When we sacrifice the adventure of trying to maintain an inner moral integrity, we are bound to seek for compensating thrills and to find them in our mechanical toys.


    But all this may be the voice of jealousy. I love nothing so much in the realm of physical pleasures as the sense of power which comes from “stepping on the gas” when ensconsed in a big car.

  


  
    1928


    Spoke today at the Jewish temple in ———. The more I make contact with the Jews the more I am impressed with the superior sensitiveness of the Jewish conscience in social problems. I have yet to find a Christian men’s group that can surpass and few to equal the intelligent interest of a Hebrew group in the economic and social issues of the day. I do not say that there is not in privileged Jewish groups more moral complacency than is compatible with their avowed devotion to the Hebrew prophets, but there is at least a considerable appreciation of the genius of prophetic religion and some honest effort to apply the prophetic ideal to life.


    I am afraid that the individualistic traditions of Protestantism, and perhaps also the strong Pauline strain in Protestant theology, have obscured the social implications of Jesus’ gospel much more than is the case in Jewish religion. I am not sure that the religious life in the Jewish temple is always as obviously vital as it is in many Christian churches, but what there is of it seems to me to be directed much more astutely, at least from the social viewpoint, than in our groups.


    The Jews are after all a messianic people, and they have never escaped the influence of their messianic, or if you will, their utopian dreams. The glory of their religion is that they are really not thinking so much of “salvation” as of a saved society.

  


  
    1928


    The way Mrs. ——— bears her pains and awaits her ultimate and certain dissolution with childlike faith and inner serenity is an achievement which philosophers might well envy. I declare that there is a quality in the lives of unschooled people, if they have made good use of the school of life and pain, which wins my admiration much more than anything you can find in effete circles. There is less of that whining rebellion against life’s fortunes, less morbid introspection and more faith in the goodness of God. And that faith is, whatever the little cynics may say, really ultimate wisdom.


    Mrs. ——— has had a hard life, raised a large family under great difficulties, is revered by her children, respected by her friends, and she has learned to view the difficult future with quiet courage as she surveys the painful and yet happy past with sincere gratitude. She thanks me for praying with her and imagines that I am doing her a favor to come to see her. But I really come for selfish reasons—because I leave that home with a more radiant faith of my own. My confidence in both man and God is strengthened.


    It is the quality in that woman’s life that seems to me to be dissipated in the modern day, for all our progress. Perhaps we will work out something comparable to it some day in a highly disciplined culture. But as we lose the moral fibre of the generation of pioneers and wait for the discipline of a generation of moral aristocracy, it is ordained that we should wander through this present world where life is too comfortable to have the tragic nobility which our fathers had and too chaotic to disclose the charms which come from a great cultural and moral tradition.

  


  
    1928


    Here is a pastor singing himself to sleep. He writes: “Business men who attend church have sense enough to go out and run their business as Christians without the minister interfering with the technique. Many of the most spiritual and influential ministers I know never deal directly with politics, industry or reform.” It is true of course that a minister can’t offer expert advice on the detailed application of Christian principles to specific fields. But neither can he assume that principles get themselves automatically applied in the world’s complexities.


    One of the most fruitful sources of self-deception in the ministry is the proclamation of great ideals and principles without any clue to their relation to the controversial issues of the day. The minister feels very heroic in uttering the ideals because he knows that some rather dangerous immediate consequences are involved in their application. But he doesn’t make the application clear, and those who hear his words are either unable to see the immediate issue involved or they are unconsciously grateful to the preacher for not belaboring a contemporaneous issue which they know to be involved but would rather not face.


    I have myself too frequently avoided the specific application of general principles to controversial situations to be able to deny what really goes on in the mind of the preacher when he is doing this. I don’t think I have always avoided it, and when I haven’t I have invariably gotten into some difficulty. Nobody challenges principles.


    Like the diplomats, the average man always accepts the gospel “in principle,” and then proceeds to emasculate it by a thousand reservations. I know we can’t be expert on every technical problem involved in modern industrial and national civilization. But the ministers who make a virtue of their pious generalities are either self-deceived or conscious deceivers.

  


  
    1928


    I am glad to hear of the new honors which have come to Bishop M———. He seems to me to be the most glorious figure in American church life. To have a philosopher, prophet and statesman all rolled into one, and to have that one achieve a peculiar eminence in our religious life is a clear illustration of how the richest character is achieved when various, seemingly incompatible, tendencies and functions are fused in one personality.


    Philosophers are not usually prophets. They are too reasonable and circumspect to create or preserve the prophetic vision. The wise man is too capable of balancing the truth, to which he ought to be loyal, with some other truth with which it is in conflict. Thus he involves himself in the endless antinomies of intellectualism.


    This philosopher is enough of a Christian to escape this fate. But he has another hazard to overcome; for he is a statesman. For years he has carried heavy responsibilities as a church leader; and it is always more difficult for a responsible leader, tied to an organization, to speak bravely than an irresponsible prophet. Yet he has accomplished it. Here is a vindication of the power of the Christian life. Here is a Thomas Aquinas and an Innocent III and something of a Francis all under one hat. He is not as much of an absolutist as Francis, of course; and his power is not as great as that of Innocent. But his learning would compare favorably with that of Aquinas, and like the great medieval philosopher, he has combined the study of metaphysics with that of social economy.


    Strange that while I am so critical of bishops my greatest hero should be a bishop and that, while I call myself an anti-puritan, that hero should be a Methodist bishop. So life defies our prejudices and generalizations.

  


  
    1928


    I always thought I was a fairly brutal realist, but I am beginning to suspect that the whole thing is a pose to hide the sentimental preacher. At any rate now that the time has come to sever my connections with the church I find it almost impossible to take the step. There is nothing quite like the pastoral relationship. I would almost be willing to sacrifice the future for the sake of staying here and watching the lovely little kiddies grow up, and see the young boys and girls that I have confirmed blossoming into manhood and womanhood. There must be something bogus about me. Here I have been preaching the gospel for thirteen years and crying, “Woe unto you if all men speak well of you,” and yet I leave without a serious controversy in the whole thirteen years.


    It is almost impossible to be sane and Christian at the same time, and on the whole I have been more sane than Christian. I have said what I believe, but in my creed the divine madness of a gospel of love is qualified by considerations of moderation which I have called Aristotelian, but which an unfriendly critic might call opportunistic. I have made these qualifications because it seems to me that without them the Christian ethic degenerates into asceticism and becomes useless for any direction of the affairs of a larger society.


    I do not say that some one ought not to undertake an ascetic revolt against civilization. Certainly there would be a peace in it which no one can find who tries to adapt the principles of love to a civilization built upon the drive of power and greed. Those of us who make adjustments between the absolute ideal of our devotion and the necessities of the immediate situation lack peace, because we can never be sure that we have our adjustment at the right place.


    Every moral position which has left the absolute basis is in danger of becoming a rationalization of some selfish purpose. I am not unconscious of the fact that my tendency to criticise others so severely for their alleged rationalizations and hypocrisies springs from my own sense of insecurity.


    I persevere in the effort to combine the ethic of Jesus with what might be called Greek caution because I see no great gain in ascetic experiments. I might claim for such a strategy the full authority of the gospel except that it seems to me more likely to avoid dishonesty if one admits that the principle of love is not qualified in the gospel and that it must be qualified in other than the most intimate human associations. When one deals with the affairs of a civilization, one is trying to make the principle of love effective as far as possible, but one cannot escape the conclusion that society as such is brutal, and that the Christian principle may never be more than a leaven in it.


    There has never been a time when I have not been really happy in the relationships of the parish ministry. The church can really be a community of love and can give one new confidence in the efficacy of the principles of brotherhood outside of the family relation. The questions and qualms of conscience arise when one measures the church in its relationships to society, particularly to the facts of modern industry. It is at this point where it seems to me that we had better admit failure than to claim any victory. The admission of failure may yet lead to some kind of triumph, while any premature confidence in the victory of a Christian ethic will merely obfuscate the conscience.


    Modern industry, particularly American industry, is not Christian. The economic forces which move it are hardly qualified at a single point by really ethical considerations. If, while it is in the flush of its early triumphs, it may seem impossible to bring it under the restraint of moral law, it may strengthen faith to know that life without law destroys itself. If the church can do nothing else, it can bear witness to the truth until such a day as bitter experience will force a recalcitrant civilization to a humility which it does not now possess.
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    Introduction


    THE THESIS to be elaborated in these pages is that a sharp distinction must be drawn between the moral and social behavior of individuals and of social groups, national, racial, and economic; and that this distinction justifies and necessitates political policies which a purely individualistic ethic must always find embarrassing. The title “Moral Man and Immoral Society” suggests the intended distinction too unqualifiedly, but it is nevertheless a fair indication of the argument to which the following pages are devoted. Individual men may be moral in the sense that they are able to consider interests other than their own in determining problems of conduct, and are capable, on occasion, of preferring the advantages of others to their own. They are endowed by nature with a measure of sympathy and consideration for their kind, the breadth of which may be extended by an astute social pedagogy. Their rational faculty prompts them to a sense of justice which educational discipline may refine and purge of egoistic elements until they are able to view a social situation, in which their own interests are involved, with a fair measure of objectivity. But all these achievements are more difficult, if not impossible, for human societies and social groups. In every human group there is less reason to guide and to check impulse, less capacity for self-transcendence, less ability to comprehend the needs of others and therefore more unrestrained egoism than the individuals, who compose the group, reveal in their personal relationships.


    The inferiority of the morality of groups to that of individuals is due in part to the difficulty of establishing a rational social force which is powerful enough to cope with the natural impulses by which society achieves its cohesion; but in part it is merely the revelation of a collective egoism, compounded of the egoistic impulses of individuals, which achieve a more vivid expression and a more cumulative effect when they are united in a common impulse than when they express themselves separately and discreetly.


    Inasfar as this treatise has a polemic interest it is directed against the moralists, both religious and secular, who imagine that the egoism of individuals is being progressively checked by the development of rationality or the growth of a religiously inspired goodwill and that nothing but the continuance of this process is necessary to establish social harmony between all the human societies and collectives. Social analyses and prophecies made by moralists, sociologists and educators upon the basis of these assumptions lead to a very considerable moral and political confusion in our day. They completely disregard the political necessities in the struggle for justice in human society by failing to recognise those elements in man’s collective behavior which belong to the order of nature and can never be brought completely under the dominion of reason or conscience. They do not recognise that when collective power, whether in the form of imperialism or class domination, exploits weakness, it can never be dislodged unless power is raised against it. If conscience and reason can be insinuated into the resulting struggle they can only qualify but not abolish it.


    The most persistent error of modern educators and moralists is the assumption that our social difficulties are due to the failure of the social sciences to keep pace with the physical sciences which have created our technological civilisation. The invariable implication of this assumption is that, with a little more time, a little more adequate moral and social pedagogy and a generally higher development of human intelligence, our social problems will approach solution. “It is,” declares Professor John Dewey, “our human intelligence and our human courage which is on trial; it is incredible that men who have brought the technique of physical discovery, invention and use to such a pitch of perfection will abdicate in the face of the infinitely more important human problem. What stands in the way (of a planned economy) is a lot of outworn traditions, moth-eaten slogans and catchwords that do substitute duty for thought, as well as our entrenched predatory self-interest. We shall only make a real beginning in intelligent thought when we cease mouthing platitudes. . . . Just as soon as we begin to use the knowledge and skills we have, to control social consequences in the interest of a shared, abundant and secured life, we shall cease to complain of the backwardness of our social knowledge. . . . We shall then take the road which leads to the assured building up of social science just as men built up physical science when they actively used techniques and tools and numbers in physical experimentation.”1 In spite of Professor Dewey’s great interest in and understanding of the modern social problem there is very little clarity in this statement. The real cause of social inertia, “our predatory self-interest,” is mentioned only in passing without influencing his reasoning, and with no indication that he understands how much social conservatism is due to the economic interests of the owning classes. On the whole, social conservatism is ascribed to ignorance, a viewpoint which states only part of the truth and reveals the natural bias of the educator. The suggestion that we will only make a beginning in intelligent thought when we “cease mouthing platitudes,” is itself so platitudinous that it rather betrays the confusion of an analyst who has no clear counsels about the way to overcome social inertia. The idea that we cannot be socially intelligent until we begin experimentation in social problems in the way that the physical scientists experimented fails to take account of an important difference between the physical and the social sciences. The physical sciences gained their freedom when they overcame the traditionalism based on ignorance, but the traditionalism which the social sciences face is based upon the economic interest of the dominant social classes who are trying to maintain their special privileges in society. Nor can the difference between the very character of social and physical sciences be overlooked. Complete rational objectivity in a social situation is impossible. The very social scientists who are so anxious to offer our generation counsels of salvation and are disappointed that an ignorant and slothful people are so slow to accept their wisdom, betray middle-class prejudices in almost everything they write. Since reason is always, to some degree, the servant of interest in a social situation, social injustice cannot be resolved by moral and rational suasion alone, as the educator and social scientist usually believes. Conflict is inevitable, and in this conflict power must be challenged by power. That fact is not recognized by most of the educators, and only very grudgingly admitted by most of the social scientists.


    If social conflict be a part of the process of gaining social justice, the idea of most of Professor Dewey’s disciples that our salvation depends upon the development of “experimental procedures”2 in social life, commensurate with the experimentalism of the physical sciences, does not have quite the plausibility which they attribute to it. Contending factions in a social struggle require morale; and morale is created by the right dogmas, symbols and emotionally potent oversimplifications. These are at least as necessary as the scientific spirit of tentativity. No class of industrial workers will ever win freedom from the dominant classes if they give themselves completely to the “experimental techniques” of the modern educators. They will have to believe rather more firmly in the justice and in the probable triumph of their cause, than any impartial science would give them the right to believe, if they are to have enough energy to contest the power of the strong. They may be very scientific in projecting their social goal and in choosing the most effective instruments for its attainment, but a motive force will be required to nerve them for their task which is not easily derived from the cool objectivity of science. Modern educators are, like rationalists of all the ages, too enamored of the function of reason in life. The world of history, particularly in man’s collective behavior, will never be conquered by reason, unless reason uses tools, and is itself driven by forces which are not rational.


    The sociologists, as a class, understand the modern social problem even less than the educators. They usually interpret social conflict as the result of a clash between different kinds of “behavior patterns,” which can be eliminated if the contending parties will only allow the social scientist to furnish them with a new and more perfect pattern which will do justice to the needs of both parties. With the educators they regard ignorance rather than self-interest as the cause of conflict. “Apparently,” declares Kimball Young, “the only way in which collective conflicts, as well as individual conflicts, can be successfully and hygienically solved is by securing a redirection of behavior toward a more feasible environmental objective. This can be accomplished most successfully by the rational reconditioning of attitudes on a higher neuro-psychic or intellectual symbolic plane to the facts of science, preferably through a free discussion with a minimum of propaganda. This is not an easy road to mental and social sanity but it appears to be the only one which arrives at the goal.”3 Here a technique which works very well in individual relations, and in certain types of social conflict due to differences in culture, is made a general panacea. How is it to solve the problem between England and India? Through the Round-Table Conference? But how much would England have granted India at the conference if a non-co-operation campaign, a type of conflict, had not forced the issue?


    A favorite counsel of the social scientists is that of accommodation. If two parties are in a conflict, let them, by conferring together, moderate their demands and arrive at a modus vivendi. This is, among others, the advice of Professor Hornell Hart.4 Undoubtedly there are innumerable conflicts which must be resolved in this fashion. But will a disinherited group, such as the Negroes for instance, ever win full justice in society in this fashion? Will not even its most minimum demands seem exorbitant to the dominant whites, among whom only a very small minority will regard the inter-racial problem from the perspective of objective justice? Or how are the industrial workers to follow Professor Hart’s advice in dealing with industrial owners, when the owners possess so much power that they can win the debate with the workers, no matter how unconvincing their arguments? Only a very few sociologists seem to have learned that an adjustment of a social conflict, caused by the disproportion of power in society, will hardly result in justice as long as the disproportion of power remains. Sometimes the sociologists are so completely oblivious to the real facts of an industrial civilisation that, as Floyd Allport for instance, they can suggest that the unrest of industrial workers is due not to economic injustice but to a sense of inferiority which will be overcome just as soon as benevolent social psychologists are able to teach the workers that “no one is charging them with inferiority except themselves.”5 These omniscient social scientists will also teach the owners that “interests and profits must be tempered by regard for the worker.” Thus “the socialisation of individual control” in industry will obviate the necessity of “socialistic control.” Most of the social scientists are such unqualified rationalists that they seem to imagine that men of power will immediately check their exactions and pretensions in society, as soon as they have been apprised by the social scientists that their actions and attitudes are anti-social. Professor Clarence Marsh Case, in an excellent analysis of the social problem, places his confidence in a “reorganisation of values” in which, among other things, industrial leaders must be made to see “that despotically controlled industry in a society that professes democracy as an article of faith is an anachronism that cannot endure.”6 It may be that despotism cannot endure but it will not abdicate merely because the despots have discovered it to be anachronistic. Sir Arthur Salter, to name a brilliant economist among the social scientists, finishes his penetrating analysis of the distempers of our civilisation by expressing the usual hope that a higher intelligence or a sincerer morality will prevent the governments of the future from perpetrating the mistakes of the past. His own analysis proves conclusively that the failure of governments is due to the pressure of economic interest upon them rather than to the “limited capacities of human wisdom.” In his own words “government is failing above all because it has become enmeshed in the task of giving discretionary, particularly preferential, privileges to competitive industry.”7 In spite of this analysis Sir Arthur expects the governments to redeem our civilisation by becoming more socially minded and he thinks that one method which will help them to do so is to “draw into the service of the public the great private institutions which represent the organised activities of the country, chambers of commerce, banking institutions, industrial and labor organisations.” His entire hope for recovery rests upon the possibility of developing a degree of economic disinterestedness among men of power which the entire history of mankind proves them incapable of acquiring. It is rather discouraging to find such naïve confidence in the moral capacities of collective man, among men who make it their business to study collective human behavior. Even when, as Professor Howard Odum, they are prepared to admit that “conflict will be necessary” as long as “unfairness in the distribution of the rewards of labor exists,” they put their hope in the future. They regard social conflict as only an expedient of the moment “until broader principles of education and cooperation can be established.”8 Anarchism, with an uncoerced and voluntary justice, seems to be either an explicit or implicit social goal of every second social scientist.


    Modern religious idealists usually follow in the wake of social scientists in advocating compromise and accommodation as the way to social justice. Many leaders of the church like to insist that it is not their business to champion the cause of either labor or capital, but only to admonish both sides to a spirit of fairness and accommodation. “Between the far-visioned capitalism of Owen Young and the hard-headed socialism of Ramsay MacDonald,” declares Doctor Justin Wroe Nixon, “there is probably no impassable gulf. The progress of mankind . . . depends upon following the MacDonalds and Youngs into those areas.”9 Unfortunately, since those lines were written the socialism of MacDonald has been revealed as not particularly hard-headed, and the depression has shown how little difference there really is between Mr. Young’s “new capitalism” and the older and less suave types of capitalism.


    What is lacking among all these moralists, whether religious or rational, is an understanding of the brutal character of the behavior of all human collectives, and the power of self-interest and collective egoism in all intergroup relations. Failure to recognise the stubborn resistance of group egoism to all moral and inclusive social objectives inevitably involves them in unrealistic and confused political thought. They regard social conflict either as an impossible method of achieving morally approved ends or as a momentary expedient which a more perfect education or a purer religion will make unnecessary. They do not see that the limitations of the human imagination, the easy subservience of reason to prejudice and passion, and the consequent persistence of irrational egoism, particularly in group behavior, make social conflict an inevitability in human history, probably to its very end.


    The romantic overestimate of human virtue and moral capacity, current in our modern middle-class culture, does not always result in an unrealistic appraisal of present social facts. Contemporary social situations are frequently appraised quite realistically, but the hope is expressed that a new pedagogy or a revival of religion will make conflict unnecessary in the future. Nevertheless a considerable portion of middle-class culture remains quite unrealistic in its analysis of the contemporary situation. It assumes that evidences of a growing brotherliness between classes and nations are apparent in the present moment. It gives such arrangements as the League of Nations, such ventures as the Kellogg Pact and such schemes as company industrial unions, a connotation of moral and social achievement which the total facts completely belie. “There must,” declares Professor George Stratton, a social psychologist, “always be a continuing and widening progress. But our present time seems to promise distinctly the close of an old epoch in world relations and the opening of a new. . . . Under the solemn teaching of the War, most of the nations have made political commitments which are of signal promise for international discipline and for still further and more effective governmental acts.”10 This glorification of the League of Nations as a symbol of a new epoch in international relations has been very general, and frequently very unqualified, in the Christian churches, where liberal Christianity has given itself to the illusion that all social relations are being brought progressively under “the law of Christ.” William Adams Brown speaks for the whole liberal Christian viewpoint when he declares: “From many different centres and in many different forms the crusade for a unified and brotherly society is being carried on. The ideal of the League of Nations in which all civilised people shall be represented and in which they shall cooperate with one another in fighting common enemies like war and disease is winning recognition in circles which have hitherto been little suspected of idealism. . . . In relations between races, in strife between capital and labor, in our attitudes toward the weaker and more dependent members of society we are developing a social conscience, and situations which would have been accepted a generation ago as a matter of course are felt as an intolerable scandal.”11 Another theologian and pastor, Justin Wroe Nixon, thinks that “another reason for believing in the growth of social statesmanship on the part of business leaders is based upon their experience as trustees in various philanthropic and educational enterprises.”12 This judgment reveals the moral confusion of liberal Christianity with perfect clarity. Teachers of morals who do not see the difference between the problem of charity within the limits of an accepted social system and the problem of justice between economic groups, holding uneven power within modern industrial society, have simply not faced the most obvious differences between the morals of groups and those of individuals. The suggestion that the fight against disease is in the same category with the fight against war reveals the same confusion. Our contemporary culture fails to realise the power, extent and persistence of group egoism in human relations. It may be possible, though it is never easy, to establish just relations between individuals within a group purely by moral and rational suasion and accommodation. In inter-group relations this is practically an impossibility. The relations between groups must therefore always be predominantly political rather than ethical, that is, they will be determined by the proportion of power which each group possesses at least as much as by any rational and moral appraisal of the comparative needs and claims of each group. The coercive factors, in distinction to the more purely moral and rational factors, in political relations can never be sharply differentiated and defined. It is not possible to estimate exactly how much a party to a social conflict is influenced by a rational argument or by the threat of force. It is impossible, for instance, to know what proportion of a privileged class accepts higher inheritance taxes because it believes that such taxes are good social policy and what proportion submits merely because the power of the state supports the taxation policy. Since political conflict, at least in times when controversies have not reached the point of crisis, is carried on by the threat, rather than the actual use, of force, it is always easy for the casual or superficial observer to overestimate the moral and rational factors, and to remain oblivious to the covert types of coercion and force which are used in the conflict.


    Whatever increase in social intelligence and moral goodwill may be achieved in human history, may serve to mitigate the brutalities of social conflict, but they cannot abolish the conflict itself. That could be accomplished only if human groups, whether racial, national or economic, could achieve a degree of reason and sympathy which would permit them to see and to understand the interests of others as vividly as they understand their own, and a moral goodwill which would prompt them to affirm the rights of others as vigorously as they affirm their own. Given the inevitable limitations of human nature and the limits of the human imagination and intelligence, this is an ideal which individuals may approximate but which is beyond the capacities of human societies. Educators who emphasise the pliability of human nature, social and psychological scientists who dream of “socialising” man and religious idealists who strive to increase the sense of moral responsibility, can serve a very useful function in society in humanising individuals within an established social system and in purging the relations of individuals of as much egoism as possible. In dealing with the problems and necessities of radical social change they are almost invariably confusing in their counsels because they are not conscious of the limitations in human nature which finally frustrate their efforts.


    The following pages are devoted to the task of analysing the moral resources and limitations of human nature, of tracing their consequences and cumulative effect in the life of human groups and of weighing political strategies in the light of the ascertained facts. The ultimate purpose of this task is to find political methods which will offer the most promise of achieving an ethical social goal for society. Such methods must always be judged by two criteria: 1. Do they do justice to the moral resources and possibilities in human nature and provide for the exploitation of every latent moral capacity in man? 2. Do they take account of the limitations of human nature, particularly those which manifest themselves in man’s collective behavior? So persistent are the moralistic illusions about politics in the middle-class world, that any emphasis upon the second question will probably impress the average reader as unduly cynical. Social viewpoints and analyses are relative to the temper of the age which gives them birth. In America our contemporary culture is still pretty firmly enmeshed in the illusions and sentimentalities of the Age of Reason. A social analysis which is written, at least partially, from the perspective of a disillusioned generation will seem to be almost pure cynicism from the perspective of those who will stand in the credo of the ninteenth century.
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    CHAPTER ONE


    Man and Society: The Art of Living Together


    


    


    THOUGH HUMAN society has roots which lie deeper in history than the beginning of human life, men have made comparatively but little progress in solving the problem of their aggregate existence. Each century originates a new complexity and each new generation faces a new vexation in it. For all the centuries of experience, men have not yet learned how to live together without compounding their vices and covering each other “with mud and with blood.” The society in which each man lives is at once the basis for, and the nemesis of, that fulness of life which each man seeks. However much human ingenuity may increase the treasures which nature provides for the satisfaction of human needs, they can never be sufficient to satisfy all human wants; for man, unlike other creatures, is gifted and cursed with an imagination which extends his appetites beyond the requirements of subsistence. Human society will never escape the problem of the equitable distribution of the physical and cultural goods which provide for the preservation and fulfillment of human life.


    Unfortunately the conquest of nature, and the consequent increase in nature’s beneficences to man, have not eased, but rather accentuated, the problem of justice. The same technology, which drew the fangs of nature’s enmity of man, also created a society in which the intensity and extent of social cohesion has been greatly increased, and in which power is so unevenly distributed, that justice has become a more difficult achievement. Perhaps it is man’s sorry fate, suffering from ills which have their source in the inadequacies of both nature and human society, that the tools by which he eliminates the former should become the means of increasing the latter. That, at least, has been his fate up to the present hour; and it may be that there will be no salvation for the human spirit from the more and more painful burdens of social injustice until the ominous tendency in human history has resulted in perfect tragedy.


    Human nature is not wanting in certain endowments for the solution of the problem of human society. Man is endowed by nature with organic relations to his fellowmen; and natural impulse prompts him to consider the needs of others even when they compete with his own. With the higher mammals man shares concern for his offspring; and the long infancy of the child created the basis for an organic social group in the earliest period of human history. Gradually intelligence, imagination, and the necessities of social conflict increased the size of this group. Natural impulse was refined and extended until a less obvious type of consanguinity than an immediate family relationship could be made the basis of social solidarity. Since those early days the units of human co-operation have constantly grown in size, and the areas of significant relationships between the units have likewise increased. Nevertheless conflict between the national units remains as a permanent rather than a passing characteristic of their relations to each other; and each national unit finds it increasingly difficult to maintain either peace or justice within its common life.


    While it is possible for intelligence to increase the range of benevolent impulse, and thus prompt a human being to consider the needs and rights of other than those to whom he is bound by organic and physical relationship, there are definite limits in the capacity of ordinary mortals which makes it impossible for them to grant to others what they claim for themselves. Though educators ever since the eighteenth century have given themselves to the fond illusion that justice through voluntary co-operation waited only upon a more universal or a more adequate educational enterprise, there is good reason to believe that the sentiments of benevolence and social goodwill will never be so pure or powerful, and the rational capacity to consider the rights and needs of others in fair competition with our own will never be so fully developed as to create the possibility for the anarchistic millennium which is the social utopia, either explicit or implicit, of all intellectual or religious moralists.


    All social co-operation on a larger scale than the most intimate social group requires a measure of coercion. While no state can maintain its unity purely by coercion neither can it preserve itself without coercion. Where the factor of mutual consent is strongly developed, and where standardised and approximately fair methods of adjudicating and resolving conflicting interests within an organised group have been established, the coercive factor in social life is frequently covert, and becomes apparent only in moments of crisis and in the group’s policy toward recalcitrant individuals. Yet it is never absent. Divergence of interest, based upon geographic and functional differences within a society, is bound to create different social philosophies and political attitudes which goodwill and intelligence may partly, but never completely, harmonise. Ultimately, unity within an organised social group, or within a federation of such groups, is created by the ability of a dominant group to impose its will. Politics will, to the end of history, be an area where conscience and power meet, where the ethical and coercive factors of human life will interpenetrate and work out their tentative and uneasy compromises. The democratic method of resolving social conflict, which some romanticists hail as a triumph of the ethical over the coercive factor, is really much more coercive than at first seems apparent. The majority has its way, not because the minority believes that the majority is right (few minorities are willing to grant the majority the moral prestige of such a concession), but because the votes of the majority are a symbol of its social strength. Whenever a minority believes that it has some strategic advantage which outweighs the power of numbers, and whenever it is sufficiently intent upon its ends, or desperate enough about its position in society, it refuses to accept the dictates of the majority. Military and economic overlords and revolutionary zealots have been traditionally contemptuous of the will of majorities. Recently Trotsky advised the German communists not to be dismayed by the greater voting strength of the fascists since in the inevitable revolution the power of industrial workers, in charge of the nation’s industrial process, would be found much more significant than the social power of clerks and other petty bourgeoisie who comprised the fascist movement.


    There are, no doubt, rational and ethical factors in the democratic process. Contending social forces presumably use the forum rather than the battleground to arbitrate their differences in the democratic method, and thus differences are resolved by moral suasion and a rational adjustment of rights to rights. If political issues were really abstract questions of social policy upon which unbiased citizens were asked to commit themselves, the business of voting and the debate which precedes the election might actually be regarded as an educational programme in which a social group discovers its common mind. But the fact is that political opinions are inevitably rooted in economic interests of some kind or other, and only comparatively few citizens can view a problem of social policy without regard to their interest. Conflicting interests therefore can never be completely resolved; and minorities will yield only because the majority has come into control of the police power of the state and may, if the occasion arises, augment that power by its own military strength. Should a minority regard its own strength, whether economic or martial, as strong enough to challenge the power of the majority, it may attempt to wrest control of the state apparatus from the majority, as in the case of the fascist movement in Italy. Sometimes it will resort to armed conflict, even if the prospects of victory are none too bright, as in the instance of the American Civil War, in which the Southern planting interests, outvoted by a combination of Eastern industrialists and Western agrarians, resolved to protect their peculiar interests and privileges by a forceful dissolution of the national union. The coercive factor is, in other words, always present in politics. If economic interests do not conflict too sharply, if the spirit of accommodation partially resolves them, and if the democratic process has achieved moral prestige and historic dignity, the coercive factor in politics may become too covert to be visible to the casual observer. Nevertheless, only a romanticist of the purest water could maintain that a national group ever arrives at a “common mind” or becomes conscious of a “general will” without the use of either force or the threat of force. This is particularly true of nations, but it is also true, though in a slighter degree, of other social groups. Even religious communities, if they are sufficiently large, and if they deal with issues regarded as vital by their members, resort to coercion to preserve their unity. Religious organisations have usually availed themselves of a covert type of coercion (excommunication and the interdict) or they have called upon the police power of the state.


    The limitations of the human mind and imagination, the inability of human beings to transcend their own interests sufficiently to envisage the interests of their fellowmen as clearly as they do their own makes force an inevitable part of the process of social cohesion. But the same force which guarantees peace also makes for injustice. “Power,” said Henry Adams, “is poison”; and it is a poison which blinds the eyes of moral insight and lames the will of moral purpose. The individual or the group which organises any society, however social its intentions or pretensions, arrogates an inordinate portion of social privilege to itself. The two most obvious types of power are the military and the economic, though in primitive society the power of the priest, partly because he dispenses supernatural benefits and partly because he establishes public order by methods less arduous than those of the soldier, vies with that of the soldier and the landlord. The chief difference between the agrarian civilisations, which lasted from the rise of ancient Babylon and Egypt to the fall of European feudalism, and the commercial and industrial civilisations of today is that in the former the military power is primary, and in the latter it has become secondary, to economic power. In agrarian civilisations the soldier becomes the landlord. In more primitive periods he may claim the land by his own military prowess. In later periods a grateful sovereign bestowed land upon the soldiers who defended his realm and consolidated his dominion. The soldier thus gained the economic security and the social prestige which could be exploited in further martial service to his sovereign. The business man and industrial overlord are gradually usurping the position of eminence and privilege once held by the soldier and the priest. In most European nations their ascendancy over the landed aristocrat of military traditions is not as complete as in America, which has no feudal traditions. In present-day Japan the military caste is still so powerful that it threatens to destroy the rising power of the commercial groups. On the pre-eminence of economic power in an industrial civilisation and its ability to make the military power its tool we shall have more to say later. Our interest at the moment is to record that any kind of significant social power develops social inequality. Even if history is viewed from other than equalitarian perspectives, and it is granted that differentials in economic rewards are morally justified and socially useful, it is impossible to justify the degree of inequality which complex societies inevitably create by the increased centralisation of power which develops with more elaborate civilisations. The literature of all ages is filled with rational and moral justifications of these inequalities, but most of them are specious. If superior abilities and services to society deserve special rewards it may be regarded as axiomatic that the rewards are always higher than the services warrant. No impartial society determines the rewards. The men of power who control society grant these perquisites to themselves. Whenever special ability is not associated with power, as in the case of the modern professional man, his excess of income over the average is ridiculously low in comparison with that of the economic overlords, who are the real centres of power in an industrial society. Most rational and social justifications of unequal privilege are clearly afterthoughts. The facts are created by the disproportion of power which exists in a given social system. The justifications are usually dictated by the desire of the men of power to hide the nakedness of their greed, and by the inclination of society itself to veil the brutal facts of human life from itself. This is a rather pathetic but understandable inclination; since the facts of man’s collective life easily rob the average individual of confidence in the human enterprise. The inevitable hypocrisy, which is associated with all of the collective activities of the human race, springs chiefly from this source: that individuals have a moral code which makes the actions of collective man an outrage to their conscience. They therefore invent romantic and moral interpretations of the real facts, preferring to obscure rather than reveal the true character of their collective behavior. Sometimes they are as anxious to offer moral justifications for the brutalities from which they suffer as for those which they commit. The fact that the hypocrisy of man’s group behavior, about which we shall have much more to say later, expresses itself not only in terms of self-justification but in terms of moral justification of human behavior in general, symbolises one of the tragedies of the human spirit: its inability to conform its collective life to its individual ideals. As individuals, men believe that they ought to love and serve each other and establish justice between each other. As racial, economic and national groups they take for themselves, whatever their power can command.


    The disproportion of power in a complex society which began with the transmutation of the pastoral to the agrarian economy, and which destroyed the simple equalitarianism and communism of the hunting and nomadic social organisation, has perpetuated social injustice in every form through all the ages. Types of power have changed, and gradations of social inequality have varied, but the essential facts have remained unchanged. In Egypt the land was divided into three parts, respectively claimed by the king, the soldiers and the priests. The common people were landless. In Peru, where a rather remarkable despotic communism developed, the king owned all the land but gave the use of one third to the people, another third to the priests and kept one third for himself and his nobles. Needless to say, the commoners were expected to till not only their third but the other two thirds of the lands. In China, where the emperor maintained the right of eminent domain for many centuries, defeating the experiment in feudalism in the third century A.D., and giving each family inalienable rights in the soil which nominally belonged to him, there has probably been less inequality than in any other ancient empire. Nevertheless slavery persisted until a very recent day. In Japan the emperor gave the land to feudal princes, who again sublet it to the inferior nobility. The power of the feudal clans, originating in martial prowess and perpetuated through land ownership, has remained practically unbroken to this day, though the imperial power was ostensibly restored in the latter part of the last century, and growing industry has developed a class of industrial overlords who were partly drawn from the landed aristocracy. In Rome the absolute property rights of the pater familias of the patrician class gave him power which placed him on top of the social pyramid. All other classes, beginning with his own women and children, then the plebeians and finally the slaves, took their places in the various lower rungs of the social ladder. The efforts of the Gracchi to destroy the ever growing inequality, which resulted from power breeding more power, proved abortive, as did the land reforms of Solon and Lycurgus in Greece. Military conquest gave the owners of the Roman latifundia hundreds of slaves by the labor of which they reduced the small freeholders to penury. Thus the decay of the Roman Empire was prepared; for a state which has only lords and slaves lacks the social cement to preserve it from internal disintegration and the military force to protect it from external aggression.


    All through history one may observe the tendency of power to destroy its very raison d’être. It is suffered because it achieves internal unity and creates external defenses for the nation. But it grows to such proportions that it destroys the social peace of the state by the animosities which its exactions arouse, and it enervates the sentiment of patriotism by robbing the common man of the basic privileges which might bind him to his nation. The words attributed by Plutarch to Tiberius Gracchus reveal the hollowness of the pretensions by which the powerful classes enlist their slaves in the defense of their dominions: “The wild beasts in Italy had at least their lairs, dens and caves whereto they might retreat; whereas the men who fought and died for that land had nothing in it save air and light, but were forced to wander to and fro with their wives and children, without resting place or house wherein they might lodge. . . . The poor folk go to war, to fight and to die for the delights, riches and superfluities of others.”1 In the long run these pretensions are revealed and the sentiment of patriotism is throttled in the breasts of the disinherited. The privileged groups who are outraged by the want of patriotism among modern proletarians could learn the cause of proletarian internationalism by a little study of history. “It is absurd,” says Diodorus Siculus, speaking of Egypt, “to entrust the defence of a country to people who own nothing in it,”2 a reflection which has applicability to other ages and other nations than his own. Russian communists of pure water pour their scorn upon European socialists, among whom patriotism outweighed class loyalty in the World War. But there is a very simple explanation for the nationalism of European socialists. They were not as completely, or at least not as obviously, disinherited as their Russian comrades.


    The history of slavery in all ancient civilisations offers an interesting illustration of the development of social injustice with the growing size and complexity of the social unit. In primitive tribal organisation rights are essentially equal within the group, and no rights, or only very minimum rights are recognised outside of the group. The captives of war are killed. With the growth of agriculture the labor of captives becomes useful, and they are enslaved rather than destroyed. Since rightless individuals are introduced into the intimate life of the group, equality of rights disappears; and the inequality remains even after the slaves are no longer regarded as enemies and have become completely organic to the life of the group. The principle of slavery once established, is enlarged to include debt slaves, victims of the growing property system. The membership of the debt slaves in the original community at first guarantees them rights which the captive slaves do not enjoy. But the years gradually wipe out these distinctions and the captive slaves are finally raised to the status of debtor slaves. Thus the more humane attitudes which men practice within their social groups gain a slight victory over the more brutal attitudes towards individuals in other groups. But the victory is insignificant in comparison with the previous introduction of the morals of intergroup relations into the intimate life of the group by the very establishment of slavery. Barbarism knows little or nothing of class distinctions. These are created and more and more highly elaborated by civilisation. The social impulses, with which men are endowed by nature are not powerful enough, even when they are extended by a growing intelligence, to apply with equal force toward all members of a large community. The distinction between slave and freeman is only one of the many social gradations which higher societies develop. They are determined in every case by the disproportion of power, military and economic, which develops in the more complex civilisations and in the larger social units. A growing social intelligence may be affronted by them and may protest against them, but it changes them only slightly. Neither the prophets of Israel nor the social idealists of Egypt and Babylon, who protested against social injustice, could make their vision of a just society effective. The man of power, though humane impulse may awaken in him, always remains something of the beast of prey. He may be generous within his family, and just within the confines of the group which shares his power and privilege. With only rare exceptions, his highest moral attitude toward members of other groups is one of warlike sportsmanship toward those who equal his power and challenge it, and one of philanthropic generosity toward those who possess less power and privilege. His philanthropy is a perfect illustration of the curious compound of the brutal and the moral which we find in all human behavior; for his generosity is at once a display of his power and an expression of his pity. His generous impulses freeze within him if his power is challenged or his generosities are accepted without grateful humility. If individual men of power should achieve more ethical attitudes than the one described, it remains nevertheless typical for them as a class; and is their practically unvarying attitude when they express themselves not as individuals but as a group.


    The rise of modern democracy, beginning with the eighteenth century, is sometimes supposed to have substituted the consent of the governed for the power of royal families and aristocratic classes as the cohesive force of national society. This judgment is partly true but not nearly as true as the uncritical devotees of modern democracy assume. The doctrine that government exists by the consent of the governed, and the democratic technique by which the suffrage of the governed determines the policy of the state, may actually reduce the coercive factor in national life, and provide for peaceful and gradual methods of resolving conflicting social interests and changing political institutions. But the creeds and institutions of democracy have never become fully divorced from the special interests of the commercial classes who conceived and developed them. It was their interest to destroy political restraint upon economic activity, and they therefore weakened the authority of the state and made it more pliant to their needs. With the increased centralisation of economic power in the period of modern industrialism, this development merely means that society as such does not control economic power as much as social well-being requires; and that the economic, rather than the political and military, power has become the significant coercive force of modern society. Either it defies the authority of the state or it bends the institutions of the state to its own purposes. Political power has been made responsible, but economic power has become irresponsible in society. The net result is that political power has been made more responsible to economic power. It is, in other words, again the man of power or the dominant class which binds society together, regulates its processes, always paying itself inordinate rewards for its labors. The difference is that owners of factories, rather than owners of land, exert the power, and that it is more purely economic and less military than that which was wielded by the landed aristocrats. Needless to say, it is not completely divorced from military power. It may on occasion appropriate the police and the army of the state to defend its interests against internal and external foes. The military power has become the hired servant and is no longer the progenitor of economic ownership.


    There will be opportunity to discuss these modern developments in the growth and use of power in society at greater length in another chapter. At the same time it will be possible to do justice to those aspects of the democratic creed which transcend the interests of the commercial and industrial classes and add a permanent contribution to the history of social life. At present it must suffice to discount a still widely held conviction that the democratic movement has given society a permanent solution for its vexing problems of power and justice.


    Society is perennially harassed not only by the fact that the coercive factors in social life (which the limitations of human intelligence and imagination make inevitable) create injustice in the process of establishing peace; but also by the tendency of the same factors, which make for an uneasy peace within a social group, to aggravate intergroup conflict. Power sacrifices justice to peace within the community and destroys peace between communities. It is not true that only kings make war. The common members of any national community, while sentimentally desiring peace, nevertheless indulge impulses of envy, jealousy, pride, bigotry, and greed which make for conflict between communities. Neither is it true that modern wars are caused solely by the modern capitalistic system with its disproportion of economic power and privilege. Without an almost miraculous increase in human intelligence it will not be easy to resolve the conflicts of interest between various national communities even after the special privilege and the unequal power, which now aggravate international conflicts, have been destroyed. Nevertheless the whole history of mankind bears testimony to the fact that the power which prevents anarchy in intra-group relations encourages anarchy in intergroup relations. The kings of old claimed the loyalty and the sacrifices of their subjects in conflicts with other tyrants, in which the interests of the state and the welfare of the people were completely subordinated to the capricious purposes of the monarch. No personal whim, which a human being might indulge, is excluded from the motives, which have prompted monarchs to shed the blood of their unhappy subjects. Pride, jealousy, disappointed love, hurt vanity, greed for greater treasures, lust for power over larger dominions, petty animosities between royal brothers or between father and son, momentary passions and childish whims, these all have been, not the occasional but the perennially recurring, causes and occasions of international conflict. The growing intelligence of mankind and the increased responsibility of monarchs to their people have placed a check upon the caprice, but not upon the self-interest, of the men of power. They may still engage in social conflict for the satisfaction of their pride and vanity provided they can compound their personal ambitions with, and hallow them by, the ambitions of their group, and the pitiful vanities and passions of the individuals who compose the group. The story of Napoleon belongs to modern and not to ancient history. He could bathe Europe in blood for the sake of gratifying his overweening lust for power, as long as he could pose as the tool of French patriotism and as the instrument of revolutionary fervor. The fact that the democratic sentiment, opposed to the traditional absolutisms of Europe, could be exploited to create a tyranny more sanguinary and terrible than those which it sought ostensibly to destroy; and that the dream of equality, liberty and fraternity of the French Revolution could turn so quickly into the nightmare of Napoleonic imperialism is a tragic revelation of the inadequacies of the human resources with which men must try to solve the problems of their social life. The childish vanity of the German Emperor, who wanted a large navy so that he could stand on equal footing with his royal English uncle at naval manœuvres, helped to make the World War inevitable.3 He would not have been permitted to indulge this vanity however had it not seemed compatible with the prejudices of his people and the economic necessities of a growing empire. Theodore Roosevelt belonged to a little junta which foisted the Spanish-American War upon the American people. The ambition and vanity which prompted him could be veiled and exalted because the will-to-power of an adolescent nation and the frustrated impulses of pugnacity and martial ardor of the pitiful little “men in the street” could find in him symbolic expression and vicarious satisfaction. The need of the modern industrial overlord for raw materials and markets, and rivalry over control of the undeveloped and unexploited portions of the earth are the occasion of modern wars. Yet the ambitions and greed of dominant economic groups within each nation are not the only cause of international conflict. Every social group tends to develop imperial ambitions which are aggravated, but not caused solely, by the lusts of its leaders and privileged groups. Every group, as every individual, has expansive desires which are rooted in the instinct of survival and soon extend beyond it. The will-to-live becomes the will-to-power. Only rarely does nature provide armors of defense which cannot be transmuted into instruments of aggression. The frustrations of the average man, who can never realise the power and the glory which his imagination sets as the ideal, make him the more willing tool and victim of the imperial ambitions of his group. His frustrated individual ambitions gain a measure of satisfaction in the power and the aggrandisement of his nation. The will-to-power of competing national groups is the cause of the international anarchy which the moral sense of mankind has thus far vainly striven to overcome. Since some nations are more powerful than others, they will at times prevent anarchy by effective imperialism, which in our industrial period has become more covert than overt. But the peace is gained by force and is always an uneasy and an unjust one. As powerful classes organise a nation, so powerful nations organise a crude society of nations. In each case the peace is a tentative one because it is unjust. It has been achieved only partially by a mutual accommodation of conflicting interests and certainly not by a rational and moral adjustment of rights. It will last only until those, who feel themselves too weak to challenge strength, will become, or will feel themselves, powerful enough to do so. It is not necessary to discount the moral influence of the League of Nations completely or to deny that it represents certain gains in the rational and moral organisation of society, to recognise that the peace of contemporary Europe is maintained by the force of French arms and that it will last only as long as the ingenuities of French statesmanship can maintain the combination of political and military forces which holds the people, who feel themselves defrauded by the Versailles Treaty, in check. Significantly the same power, which prompts the fear that prevents immediate action, also creates the mounting hatred which guarantees ultimate rebellion.


    Thus society is in a perpetual state of war. Lacking moral and rational resources to organise its life, without resort to coercion, except in the most immediate and intimate social groups, men remain the victims of the individuals, classes and nations by whose force a momentary coerced unity is achieved, and further conflicts are as certainly created. The fact that the coercive factor in society is both necessary and dangerous seriously complicates the whole task of securing both peace and justice. History is a long tale of abortive efforts toward the desired end of social cohesion and justice in which failure was usually due either to the effort to eliminate the factor of force entirely or to an undue reliance upon it. Complete reliance upon it means that new tyrants usurp the places of eminence from which more traditional monarchs are cast down. Tolstoian pacifists and other advocates of non-resistance, noting the evils which force introduces into society, give themselves to the vain illusion that it can be completely eliminated, and society organised upon the basis of anarchistic principles. Their conviction is an illusion, because there are definite limits of moral goodwill and social intelligence beyond which even the most vital religion and the most astute educational programme will not carry a social group, whatever may be possible for individuals in an intimate society. The problem which society faces is clearly one of reducing force by increasing the factors which make for a moral and rational adjustment of life to life; of bringing such force as is still necessary under responsibility of the whole of society; of destroying the kind of power which cannot be made socially responsible (the power which resides in economic ownership for instance); and of bringing forces of moral self-restraint to bear upon types of power which can never be brought completely under social control. Every one of these methods has its definite limitations. Society will probably never be sufficiently intelligent to bring all power under its control. The stupidity of the average man will permit the oligarch, whether economic or political, to hide his real purposes from the scrutiny of his fellows and to withdraw his activities from effective control. Since it is impossible to count on enough moral goodwill among those who possess irresponsible power to sacrifice it for the good of the whole, it must be destroyed by coercive methods and these will always run the peril of introducing new forms of injustice in place of those abolished. There is, for instance, as yet no clear proof that the power of economic overlords can be destroyed by means less rigorous than communism has employed; but there is also no proof that communistic oligarchs, once the idealistic passion of a revolutionary period is spent, will be very preferable to the capitalistic oligarchs, whom they are to displace. Since the increasing complexity of society makes it impossible to bring all those who are in charge of its intricate techniques and processes, and who are therefore in possession of social power, under complete control, it will always be necessary to rely partly upon the honesty and self-restraint of those who are not socially restrained. But here again, it will never be possible to insure moral antidotes sufficiently potent to destroy the deleterious effects of the poison of power upon character. The future peace and justice of society therefore depend upon, not one but many, social strategies, in all of which moral and coercive factors are compounded in varying degrees. So difficult is it to avoid the Scylla of despotism and the Charybdis of anarchy that it is safe to hazard the prophecy that the dream of perpetual peace and brotherhood for human society is one which will never be fully realised. It is a vision prompted by the conscience and insight of individual man, but incapable of fulfillment by collective man. It is like all true religious visions, possible of approximation but not of realisation in actual history. The vitality of the vision is the measure of man’s rebellion against the fate which binds his collective life to the world of nature from which his soul recoils. The vision can be kept alive only by permitting it to overreach itself. But meanwhile collective man, operating on the historic and mundane scene, must content himself with a more modest goal. His concern for some centuries to come is not the creation of an ideal society in which there will be uncoerced and perfect peace and justice, but a society in which there will be enough justice, and in which coercion will be sufficiently non-violent to prevent his common enterprise from issuing into complete disaster. That goal will seem too modest for the romanticists; but the romanticists have so little understanding for the perils in which modern society lives, and overestimate the moral resources at the disposal of the collective human enterprise so easily, that any goal regarded as worthy of achievement by them must necessarily be beyond attainment.
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    CHAPTER TWO


    The Rational Resources of the Individual for Social Living


    


    


    SINCE THE ultimate sources of social conflicts and injustices are to be found in the ignorance and selfishness of men, it is natural that the hope of establishing justice by increasing human intelligence and benevolence should be perennially renewed. Religious idealists have usually emphasised selfishness rather than ignorance as the root of social injustice, and have given themselves to the hope, that a purer religion would increase the benevolence and decrease the egoism of the human spirit. Rationalists inclined to believe that injustice could be overcome by increasing the intelligence of men. They held, either that men were selfish because they were too ignorant to understand the needs of others, or that they were selfish because the victims of their egoism were too ignorant to defend themselves against their exactions. Or they believed that the injustices of society were due to a perpetuation of ancient and hereditary abuses, which were sanctioned by irrational superstitions and would be abolished by reason.


    The belief that the growth of human intelligence would automatically eliminate social injustice really dates from the eighteenth century and the Enlightenment. The Age of Reason saw social injustice and medieval traditions and superstitions so intimately related to each other, that it was natural to conclude that the elimination of the one would result in the abolition of the other. Condorcet, one of the most fervent apostles of the Age of Reason, expressed the faith of his generation, when he declared that universal education and the development of the printing press would inevitably result in an ideal society in which the sun would shine “on an earth of none but freemen, with no masters save reason; for tyrants and slaves, priests and their hypocritical tools will all have disappeared.”


    This faith of the Enlightenment is still the creed of the educators of our day and is shared more or less by philosophers, psychologists and social scientists. The sorry plight of our civilisation has qualified it only in the slightest degree. The traditions and superstitions, which seemed to the eighteenth century to be the very root of injustice, have been eliminated, without checking the constant growth of social injustice. Yet the men of learning persist in their hope that more intelligence will solve the social problem. They may view present realities quite realistically; but they cling to their hope that an adequate pedagogical technique will finally produce the “socialised man” and thus solve the problems of society.


    Since there are always unrealised potentialities in human life, which remain undeveloped, if hope does not encourage their development, the optimism of the rationalists and educators is not without value. If their optimism should be too unqualified, it need not result in serious error, when they deal with the facts of individual life. Education can no doubt solve many problems of society, and can increase the capacity of men to envisage the needs of their fellows and to live in harmonious and equitable relations with them. In individual relations a great confidence in the undeveloped potentialities of the human spirit may be the means of developing them. We


     “hope, till hope creates


    From its own wreck the thing it contemplates.”


    An optimistic appraisal of human potentialities may therefore create its own verification. But individual limitations have a cumulative effect in human societies, and the moral attitudes, which tend to diminish them, are decreasingly adequate, when they are directed toward masses of men and not to individuals. Any error in the appraisal of the moral resources of individuals is accentuated when it is made the basis of political theory and practice. It is necessary therefore to deal circumspectly with the facts, if the confusion which always exists in the area of life where politics and ethics meet, is to be resolved.


    Human beings are endowed by nature with both selfish and unselfish impulses. The individual is a nucleus of energy which is organically related from the very beginning with other energy, but which maintains, nevertheless, its own discreet existence. Every type of energy in nature seeks to preserve and perpetuate itself and to gain fulfillment within terms of its unique genius. The energy of human life does not differ in this from the whole world of nature. It differs only in the degree of reason which directs the energy. Man is the only creature which is fully self-conscious. His reason endows him with a capacity for self-transcendence. He sees himself in relation to his environment and in relation to other life. Reason enables him, within limits, to direct his energy so that it will flow in harmony, and not in conflict, with other life. Reason is not the sole basis of moral virtue in man. His social impulses are more deeply rooted than his rational life. Reason may extend and stabilise, but it does not create, the capacity to affirm other life than his own. Nature endows him with a sex impulse which seeks the perpetuity of his kind with the same degree of energy with which he seeks the preservation of his own life. So basic is this impulse that Freudian psychology is able to interpret the libido entirely in its terms. Even if we should adopt the more plausible theory of Adler, that the libido expresses itself chiefly in terms of the will-to-power, or that of Jung, which makes the libido an undifferentiated energy from which sexuality,4 the will-to-power and their various derivatives arise, it is obvious that man does not express himself in terms of pure self-assertion, even before conscious purpose begins to qualify egoistic impulse. His natural impulses prompt him not only to the perpetuation of life beyond himself but to some achievement of harmony with other life. Whatever the theory of instincts which we may adopt, whether we regard them as discreet and underived, or whether we think they are sharply defined only after they are socially conditioned, it is obvious that man not only shares a gregarious impulse with the lower creatures but that a specific impulse of pity bids him fly to aid of stricken members of his community. Rationalistic moralists, as for instance Stoics and Kantians, who derive man’s moral capacities purely from his reason and consequently set the mind at war with the impulses, are therefore always driven to the absurdity of depreciating the moral quality of social impulses, which are undeniably good but obviously rooted in instinct and nature. Thus the Stoics abhorred pity and Kant scorned sympathy if it did not flow from a sense of duty.


    Reason, inasfar as it is able to survey the whole field of life, analyses the various forces in their relation to each other and, gauging their consequences in terms of the total welfare, it inevitably places the stamp of its approval upon those impulses which affirm life in its most inclusive terms. Practically every moral theory, whether utilitarian or intuitional, insists on the goodness of benevolence, justice, kindness and unselfishness. Even when economic self-seeking is approved, as in the political morality of Adam Smith, the criterion of judgment is the good of the whole. The utilitarians may insist that the goodness of altruism is established by its social utility, and they may distinguish themselves from more rigorous moralists by assigning social utility and moral worth to egoism as well. But, in spite of these differences, the function of reason for every moralist is to support those impulses which carry life beyond itself, and to extend the measure and degree of their sociality. It is fair, therefore, to assume that growing rationality is a guarantee of man’s growing morality.


    The measure of our rationality determines the degree of vividness with which we appreciate the needs of other life, the extent to which we become conscious of the real character of our own motives and impulses, the ability to harmonise conflicting impulses in our own life and in society, and the capacity to choose adequate means for approved ends. In each instance a development of reason may increase the moral capacity.


    The intelligent man, who exploits available resources for knowledge of the needs and wants of his fellows, will be more inclined to adjust his conduct to their needs than those who are less intelligent. He will feel sympathy for misery, not only when it comes immediately into his field of vision, but when it is geographically remote. A famine in China, a disaster in Europe, a cry for help from the ends of the earth, will excite his sympathy and prompt remedial action. No man will ever be so intelligent as to see the needs of others as vividly as he recognises his own, or to be as quick in his aid to remote as to immediately revealed necessities. Nevertheless it is impossible for an astute social pedagogy to increase the range of human sympathy. Social agencies in large urban communities, where individual need is easily obscured in the mass, have evolved stereotyped methods of individualising need by the choice of significant and vivid single examples of general social conditions. Thus they keep social sympathy, which might perish amid the indirect relationships of a large city, alive. The failure of even the wisest type of social pedagogy to prompt benevolences as generous as those which a more intimate community naturally evolves, suggests that ethical attitudes are more dependent upon personal, intimate and organic contacts than social technicians are inclined to assume. The dependence of ethical attitudes upon personal contacts and direct relations contributes to the moral chaos of a civilisation, in which life is related to life mechanically and not organically, and in which mutual responsibilities increase and personal contacts decrease.


    The ability to consider, or even to prefer, the interests of others to our own, is not dependent upon the capacity for sympathy. Harmonious social relations depend upon the sense of justice as much as, or even more than, upon the sentiment of benevolence. This sense of justice is a product of the mind and not of the heart. It is the result of reason’s insistence upon consistency. One of Immanuel Kant’s two moral axioms: “Act in conformity with that maxim and that maxim only which you can at the same time will to be universal law” is simply the application to problems of conduct of reason’s desire for consistency. As truth is judged by its harmonious relation to a previously discovered system of truths, so the morality of an action is judged by the possibility of conforming it to a universal scheme of consistent moral actions. This means, in terms of conduct, that the satisfaction of an impulse can be called good only if it can be related in terms of inner consistency with a total harmony of impulses. Unreason may approve the satisfaction of an impulse in the self and disapprove the same impulse in another. But the reasonable man is bound to judge his actions, in some degree, in terms of the total necessities of a social situation. Thus reason tends to check selfish impulses and to grant the satisfaction of legitimate impulses in others.5


    It is a question whether reason is ever sufficiently powerful to achieve, or even to approximate, a complete harmony and consistency between what is demanded for the self and what is granted to the other; but it works to that end. Its first task is to harmonise the various impulses of the self and to bring order out of the chaos of impulses with which nature has endowed man. For nature has not established the same degree of order in the human as in the lower creature. In the animal, impulses are related to each other in a pre-established harmony. But instincts are not as fully formed in human life, and natural impulses may therefore be so enlarged and extended that the satisfaction of one impulse interferes with the satisfaction of another. “All mind,” declares Santayana, “is naturally synthetic. . . . In the mindful person the passions have spontaneously acquired a responsibility toward each other; or if they still allow themselves to make merry separately—for liveliness in the parts is a good without which the whole would be lifeless—yet the whole possesses, or aspires to possess, a unity of direction in which all parts may conspire, even if unwittingly.”6 It is naturally easier to bring order into the individual life than to establish a synthesis between it and other life. The force of reason is frequently exhausted in the first task and never essays the second. Yet the rational man is bound to recognise the claims made by others and to see the necessity of arriving at some working harmony for the total body of human impulse. Reason ultimately makes for social as well as for internal order.


    The force of reason makes for justice, not only by placing inner restraints upon the desires of the self in the interest of social harmony, but by judging the claims and assertions of individuals from the perspective of the intelligence of the total community. An irrational society accepts injustice because it does not analyse the pretensions made by the powerful and privileged groups of society. Even that portion of society which suffers most from injustice may hold the power, responsible for it, in reverence. A growing rationality in society destroys the uncritical acceptance of injustice. It may destroy the morale of dominant groups by making them more conscious of the hollowness of their pretensions, so that they will be unable to assert their interests and protect their special privileges with the same degree of self-deception. It may furthermore destroy their social prestige in the community by revealing the relation between their special privileges and the misery of the underprivileged.7 It may also make those who suffer from injustice more conscious of their rights in society and persuade them to assert their rights more energetically. The resulting social conflict makes for a political rather than a rational justice. But all justice in the less intimate human relations is political as well as rational, that is, it is established by the assertion of power against power as well as by the rational comprehension of, and arbitration between, conflicting rights. The justice which results from such a process may not belong in the category of morally created social values, if morality be defined purely from the perspective of the individual. From the viewpoint of society itself it does represent a moral achievement. It means that the total society, and each constituent group, judges social relations not according to custom and tradition, but according to a rational ideal of justice. The partial perspective of each group makes the achievement of social harmony without conflict impossible. But a rational ideal of justice, operates both in initiating, and in resolving, conflict.


    The development of reason and the growth of mind makes for increasingly just relations not only by bringing all impulses in society into reference with, and under the control of, an inclusive social ideal, but also by increasing the penetration with which all factors in the social situation are analysed. The psychological sciences discover and analyse the intricate web of motivation, which lies at the base of all human actions. The social sciences trace the consequences of human behavior into the farthest reaches of social life. They are specialised and yet typical efforts of a growing human intelligence, to come into possession of all facts relevant to human conduct. If the psychological scientist aids men in analysing their true motives, and in separating their inevitable pretensions from the actual desires, which they are intended to hide, he may increase the purity of social morality. If the social scientist is able to point out that traditional and customary social policies do not have the results, intended or pretended by those who champion them, honest social intentions will find more adequate instruments for the attainment of their ends, and dishonest pretensions will be unmasked.


    Thus, for instance, a laissez faire economic theory is maintained in an industrial era through the ignorant belief that the general welfare is best served by placing the least possible political restraints upon economic activity. The history of the past hundred years is a refutation of the theory; but it is still maintained, or is dying a too lingering death, particularly in nations as politically incompetent as our own. Its survival is due to the ignorance of those who suffer injustice from the application of this theory to modern industrial life but fail to attribute their difficulties to the social anarchy and political irresponsibility which the theory sanctions. Their ignorance permits the beneficiaries of the present anarchic industrial system to make dishonest use of the waning prestige of laissez faire economics. The men of power in modern industry would not, of course, capitulate simply because the social philosophy by which they justify their policies had been discredited. When power is robbed of the shining armor of political, moral and philosophical theories, by which it defends itself, it will fight on without armor; but it will be more vulnerable, and the strength of its enemies is increased.


    When economic power desires to be left alone it uses the philosophy of laissez faire to discourage political restraint upon economic freedom. When it wants to make use of the police power of the state to subdue rebellions and discontent in the ranks of its helots, it justifies the use of political coercion and the resulting suppression of liberties by insisting that peace is more precious than freedom and that its only desire is social peace. A rational analysis of social facts easily punctures this pretension also. It proves that the police power of the state is usually used prematurely; before an effort has been made to eliminate the causes of discontent, and that it therefore tends to perpetuate injustice and the consequent social disaffections. Social intelligence may, in short, eliminate many abortive means to socially approved ends, whether they have been proposed honestly or dishonestly, and may therefore contribute to a higher measure of social morality. If psychological and social scientists overestimate the possibilities of improving social relations by the development of intelligence, that may be regarded as an understandable naïveté of rationalists, who naturally incline to attribute too much power to reason and to recognise its limits too grudgingly. Men will not cease to be dishonest, merely because their dishonesties have been revealed or because they have discovered their own deceptions. Wherever men hold unequal power in society, they will strive to maintain it. They will use whatever means are most convenient to that end and will seek to justify them by the most plausible arguments they are able to devise. Nevertheless there are possibilities of increasing social justice through the development of mind and reason. It may extend social impulses beyond the immediate objectives which nature prompts; it may insist upon harmony in the whole field of vital impulses; and it may reveal all the motives which prompt human action and all the consequences which flow from it so that honest error and dishonest pretensions are reduced. The development of social justice does depend to some degree upon the extension of rationality. But the limits of reason make it inevitable that pure moral action, particularly in the intricate, complex and collective relationships, should be an impossible goal. Men will never be wholly reasonable, and the proportion of reason to impulse becomes increasingly negative when we proceed from the life of individuals to that of social groups, among whom a common mind and purpose is always more or less inchoate and transitory, and who depend therefore upon a common impulse to bind them together.


    If reason projects goals more inclusive, and socially more acceptable, than those which natural impulse prompts, the question arises how an adequate dynamic toward the more inclusive objective is gained. In the theory of social philosophers, for whom Professor John Dewey may be regarded as a typical and convenient example, the dynamic is simply the total impulsive character of life. Life according to this school is energy; and its dynamic character provides that it will move forward. If reason cuts straight and broad channels for the stream of life, it will flow in them. Without reason life spends itself in the narrow and tortuous beds, which have been cut by ages of pre-rational impulse, seeking immediate outlets for its energy. This theory hardly does justice to the complexities of human behavior and to the inevitable conflicts between the objectives determined by reason and those of the total body of impulse, rationally unified but bent upon more immediate goals than those which man’s highest reason envisages. Men may achieve a rational unity of impulse around the organising centre of the possessive instinct or the will-to-power, and yet have a faint sense of obligation to achieve social objectives, which transcend, or are in conflict with, their will-to-power.


    The theory of the sociological naturalists, Spencer and Westermarck and a host of others, maintains that the voice of conscience which supports the more inclusive objectives of reason is really the fear of the group, and that the sense of moral obligation is either the overt or the covert pressure of society upon the individual. Such a theory does not do justice to those types of human behavior in which the individual defies his group. It is sometimes maintained that such defiance must be interpreted as resulting from a sense of loyalty to some community, other than the one to which the non-conformist individual belongs most immediately and most obviously. Such an interpretation vitiates the position it is intended to support. For defiance of a community, which is in control not only of the police power but of the potent force of public approval and disapproval, in the name of a community, which exists only in the moral imagination of the individual (as the community of mankind for instance) and has no means of exerting pressure upon him, obviously points to a force of conscience, more individual than social. The individual character of conscience does not preclude the determination of most moral judgments by the opinions of the group. Most individuals lack the intellectual penetration to form independent judgments and therefore accept the moral opinions of their society. Even when they do form their own judgments there is no certainty that their sense of obligation toward moral values, defined by their own mind, will be powerful enough to overcome the fear of social disapproval. The social character of most moral judgments and the pressure of society upon an individual are both facts to be reckoned with; but neither explain the peculiar phenomenon of the moral life, usually called conscience.


    It is impossible, within the purposes of this study, to consider the nature of the sense of moral obligation as fully as it deserves. But it is important to point out that men do possess, among other moral resources, a sense of obligation toward the good, as their mind conceives it. This moral sense does not give content to moral judgments. It is a principle of action which requires the individual to act according to whatever judgments of good and evil he is able to form. It can be equated neither with the total dynamic character of life, nor with the individual’s fear of the disapproval or discipline of his group. Reason provides the opportunity for its expression by creating the possibility of conflict between immediate impulses and the inclusive objectives of reason. Yet the sense of obligation cannot be equated with the rational character of life any more than it can be identified with its dynamic character. If reverence for law is the essence of this moral sense, as Kant maintained, it must be observed that reason may provide the law but does not, of itself, furnish the reverence. Broad, seeking to do justice to its dynamic quality, places it in the category of impulse, but gives it a sui generis character. Among many human desires, there is a unique desire, “the desire to do right.”8 This is a fairly convincing explanation of the moral sense, though the definition of the sense of “ought” as a desire, even though a unique desire, is still too general to do full justice to it.


    Whatever its peculiar character, the important fact, for our purposes, is that men do seem to possess, among other moral resources, a sense of obligation toward the good, however they may define it. While it may give force to moral judgments, which must be regarded as mistaken from a rational perspective, its general tendency is to support reason against impulse. Historically it is related to both the rational and the impulsive elements in human nature. While it is not underived, it is at least as unique as the capacity for conceptual knowledge. Like conceptual knowledge it may be strengthened and enlarged by discipline, and may deteriorate by lack of use.


    Professor Gilbert Murray, in his Rise of the Greek Epic, gives a telling example from Greek history of the force of this element of conscience in human behavior:


    If you take people—who have broken away from all their old sanctions, and select from among them some strong turbulent chief who fears no one, you will think that such a man is free to do whatever enters his head. And then as a matter of fact you find that among his lawlessness there will crop up some possible action which somehow makes him feel uncomfortable. If he has done it he “rues” the deed, and is haunted by it. If he has not done it he refrains from doing it. And this is not because any one forces him, nor yet because any particular result will accrue to him afterwards. But simply because he feels Aidos. No one can tell where the exact point of honor will arise. When Achilles fought against Eëtion’s city, “he sacked all the happy city of the Cilician men, high-gated Thebe, and slew Eëtion; but he spoiled him not of his armour. He had Aidos in his heart for that; but he burned him there as he lay in his rich-wrought armour, and heaped a mound above him.”—That is Aidos pure and clean. Achilles had nothing to gain, nothing to lose. Nobody would have said a word if he had taken Eëtion’s richly wrought armour. It would have been quite the natural thing to do. But he happened to feel Aidos about it.9


    The cynic might observe that conscience did not prevent the annihilation of a foe but only the perpetration of an indignity upon his corpse. Conscience is a moral resource in human life, but it is not as powerful as those moralists assume, who would save mankind by cultivating the sense of duty. It is more potent when it supports one impulse against another than when it sets itself against the total force of the individual’s desires. It operates more effectively when it consolidates and stabilises socially valuable impulses, as those associated with the family life for instance, than when it attempts to carry impulse beyond the objectives determined by the forces of nature. “Deduct from repentance all that is not purely moral and we must admit that conscience is not so strong de facto as perhaps it ought to be de jure,” declares Leslie Stephens. “Indeed I should say that most men find nothing easier than to suppress its stings, when some immediately bad consequence, or the contempt and abhorrence of their neighbors, does not constantly instill the venom. This is as far as possible from proving that an increased strength of conscience is not highly desirable, and that, even in the existing state of things, its influence is not of the last importance. . . . The sense of duty, faint and flickering as it is in most men, is sufficient to keep the social order from disruption.”10 It is dubious whether the development of reason, though it increases the opportunities for the exercise of conscience, strengthens the force of conscience itself. In that task religion is more potent than reason. Its relation to conscience must be considered later.


    The possibilities of increasing both the rational and the more uniquely moral resources of individuals is so real that it is not surprising that those who study the possibilities should frequently indulge the hope of solving the problems of society by this method. They easily fail to recognise the limits of morality in human life. The possibility of extending reason does not guarantee that it can be extended far enough to give a majority of individuals a comprehension of the total social situation in which they stand. The ability of reason to check impulse does not inevitably provide a sufficient check to prevent the conflict of impulses, particularly the conflict of collective impulses in society.


    In analysing the limits of reason in morality it is important to begin by recognising that the force of egoistic impulse is much more powerful than any but the most astute psychological analysts and the most rigorous devotees of introspection realise. If it is defeated on a lower or more obvious level, it will express itself in more subtle forms. If it is defeated by social impulse it insinuates itself into the social impulse, so that a man’s devotion to his community always means the expression of a transferred egoism as well as of altruism. Reason may check egoism in order to fit it harmoniously into a total body of social impulse. But the same force of reason is bound to justify the egoism of the individual as a legitimate element in the total body of vital capacities, which society seeks to harmonise. It is difficult to prevent such social justifications of self-assertion from being made prematurely and from destroying the check upon selfish impulse which reason has established from the inner perspective. Rationalism in morals may persuade men in one moment that their selfishness is a peril to society and in the next moment it may condone their egoism as a necessary and inevitable element in the total social harmony. The egoistic impulses are so powerful and insistent that they will be quick to take advantage of any such justifications. The utilitarian movement of the nineteenth century had the laudable purpose of persuading men to achieve a decent harmony between selfish and social impulse by diverting egoistic impulse to the most inclusive possible social objectives. It was significant that it merely provided the rising middle class with a nice moral justification for following its own interests.


    Reason may not only justify egoism prematurely but actually give it a force which it does not possess in non-rational nature. Human self-consciousness is the fruit of reason. Men become conscious of themselves as they see themselves in relation to other life and to their environment. This self-consciousness increases the urge to preserve and to extend life. In the animal the instincts of self-preservation do not extend beyond the necessities provided by nature. The animal kills when it is hungry and fights or runs when it is in danger. In man the impulses of self-preservation are transmuted very easily into desires for aggrandisement. There is a pathetic quality in human self-consciousness which accentuates this tendency. Self-consciousness means the recognition of finiteness within infinity. The mind recognises the ego as an insignificant point amidst the immensities of the world. In all vital self-consciousness there is a note of protest against this finiteness. It may express itself in religion by the desire to be absorbed in infinitude. On the secular level it expresses itself in man’s effort to universalise himself and give his life a significance beyond himself. The root of imperialism is therefore in all self-consciousness.


    Once the effort to gain significance beyond himself has succeeded, man fights for his social eminence and increased significance with the same fervor and with the same sense of justification, with which he fights for his life. The economy of nature has provided that means of defense may be quickly transmuted into means of aggression. There is therefore no possibility of drawing a sharp line between the will-to-live and the will-to-power. Even in the emotions, attitudes of defense and aggression are so compounded that fear may easily lead to courage, and the necessity of consolidating the triumph won by courage may justify new fears.


    France, seeking to maintain her hegemony in Europe, speaks with monotonous reiteration of her need of security. She typifies the human spirit with its curious mixture of fear of extinction and love of power. Power, once attained, places the individual or the group in a position of perilous eminence so that security is possible only by the extension of power. Thus nature’s harmless and justifiable strategies for preserving life, are transmuted in the human spirit into imperial purposes and policies. So inextricably are the two intertwined, that the one may always be used to justify the other in conscious and unconscious deception.


    Perhaps the imperial supremacy of the white races in the contemporary world depends much more upon the higher degree of self-consciousness of the “Faustian” soul than upon their development of the techniques of war, their skill in government and their development of economic power. Waldo Frank, explaining the victory of the Spaniards over the great civilisation of Peru, attributes it to the cult of the individual soul: “The Spaniard believed in his own person. The most real reality of his world was his individual soul and his individual body which, though it must die, would rise again in the last days. . . . Whatever his religion, all experience is referred to the will, all his life is ruled by it, all time is made for it. . . . To meet the Spaniard there were no persons in Peru. There was only the ayllu. And the will of the ayllu, though persistent was not aggressive. . . . The ayllu did not yearn beyond the condor’s flight nor beneath the shallow root of the maize. . . . It was a will delimited by the apparent surface of nature. . . . The Indian could not grasp, could not believe what he beheld. The notion of mortal man sailing across a trackless sea dismayed him. . . . Still more inconceivable was the lust and will of these men. Their every deed of daring, bestiality and devotion (indissolubly mixed in the conquistador) had a dimension which the Indian mind could not reach.”11 This astute analysis of the difference between the white man and the Indian man of nature is broadly applicable to the difference between man and nature. The very forces which lift man above nature give natural impulses a new and a more awful potency in the human world. Man fights his battles with instruments in which mind has sharpened nature’s claws; and his ferocities are more sustained than those of the natural world, where they are prompted only by the moods and the necessities of the moment. The beast of prey ceases from its conquests when its maw is crammed; but man’s lusts are fed by his imagination, and he will not be satisfied until the universal objectives which the imagination envisages are attained. His protest against finiteness makes the universal character of his imperial dreams inevitable. In his sanest moments he sees his life fulfilled as an organic part of a harmonious whole. But he has few sane moments; for he is governed more by imagination than by reason and imagination is compounded of mind and impulse.


    The rational forces, which seek to bring this energy, in which self-consciousness has focused the primal dynamic of all life in one particular point, seem weak indeed, when compared with the force arrayed against them. They are all the more inadequate for having no impartial perspective, from which to view, and no transcendent fulcrum, from which to affect human action. They always remain bound to the forces they are intended to discipline. The will-to-power uses reason, as kings use courtiers and chaplains to add grace to their enterprise. Even the most rational men are never quite rational when their own interests are at stake. “What man,” said Helvetius, “. . . if with a scrupulous attention he searches all the recesses of his soul, will not perceive that his virtues and vices are wholly owing to different modifications of personal interest? . . . For after all interest is always obeyed; hence the injustice of all our judgments.”12


    This insinuation of the interests of the self into even the most ideal enterprises and most universal objectives, envisaged in moments of highest rationality, makes hypocrisy an inevitable by-product of all virtuous endeavor. It is, in a sense, a tribute to the moral nature of man as well as a proof of his moral limitations; for it is significant that men cannot pursue their own ends with the greatest devotion, if they are unable to attribute universal values to their particular objectives. But men are no more able to eliminate self-interest from their nobler pursuits than they are able to express it fully without hiding it behind and compounding it with honest efforts at or dishonest pretensions of universality. Even a conscious attempt to eliminate dishonest and ambiguous motives is no perfect guarantee against hypocrisy; for there is no miracle by which men can achieve a rationality high enough to give them as vivid an understanding of general interests as of their own.


    Jeremy Bentham, who gave himself to the hope that men could be weaned from their immediate desires, if only they could be brought to realise that a broad social interest was not in conflict but in ultimate harmony with a wise egoism, found to his disappointment that a prudent self-interest was an achievement almost as rare as unselfishness. When impulse presses toward immediate goals it cannot always be deterred, even though reason try to persuade it that its real ends may be attained in more ultimate and inclusive terms. Writing in 1822, after many of his reform movements had failed to claim the popular support he had anticipated, Bentham confessed: “Now for some years past all inconsistencies, all surprises have vanished. . . . A clue to the interior of the labyrinth has been found. It is the principle of self-preference. Man, from the very constitution of his nature, prefers his own happiness to that of all other sentient beings put together.”13 The judgment may be a little too pessimistic, expressing a reaction from too romantic hopes, but it is nearer the truth than the early hope of the utilitarians that reason could resolve the conflict between self-interest and social interest.


    Even when the individual is prompted to give himself in devotion to a cause or community, the will-to-power remains. In the family for instance, it may express itself in part within the family circle and in part through the family. Devotion to the family does not exclude the possibility of an autocratic relationship toward it. The tyranny of the husband and father in the family has yielded only very slowly to the principle of mutuality. And it is significant that women have never been able to overcome the vestigial remnants of male autocracy in modern social life without using other than purely rational weapons against it. It was not until they could avail themselves of the weapon of economic power and independence that they were able to gain a complete victory. Nor could they remove various economic disabilities from which they suffered without first securing political power in the state. In the long agitation which preceded suffrage reform, the men significantly used the same arguments against their own women, which privileged groups have always used in opposition to the extension of privilege. They insisted that women were not capable of exercising the rights to which they aspired, just as dominant classes have always tried to withhold the opportunity for the exercise of rational functions from underprivileged classes and then accused them of lacking capacities, which can be developed only by exercise.


    Even if perfect mutuality should be attained within the family circle, the family may still remain a means of self-aggrandisement. The solicitous father wants his wife and children to have all possible advantages. His greater solicitude for them than for others grows naturally out of the sympathy, which intimate relations prompt. But it is also a projection of his own ego. Families may, in fact, be used to advertise a husband’s and father’s success and prosperity. Both the ascetics and the collectivists, who have regarded the family with a critical eye, are not quite as perverse as they seem from the viewpoint of conventional morality. The ascetics regarded family loyalty as a distraction from perfect devotion to God and the modern communists are inclined to view it as a peril to community loyalty; and there is a measure of truth in their conceptions. The truth is that every immediate loyalty is a potential danger to higher and more inclusive loyalties, and an opportunity for the expression of a sublimated egoism.


    The larger social groups above the family, communities, classes, races and nations all present men with the same twofold opportunity for self-denial and self-aggrandisement; and both possibilities are usually exploited. Patriotism is a high form of altruism, when compared with lesser and more parochial loyalties; but from an absolute perspective it is simply another form of selfishness. The larger the group the more certainly will it express itself selfishly in the total human community. It will be more powerful and therefore more able to defy any social restraints which might be devised. It will also be less subject to internal moral restraints. The larger the group the more difficult it is to achieve a common mind and purpose and the more inevitably will it be unified by momentary impulses and immediate and unreflective purposes. The increasing size of the group increases the difficulties of achieving a group self-consciousness, except as it comes in conflict with other groups and is unified by perils and passions of war. It is a rather pathetic aspect of human social life that conflict is a seemingly unavoidable prerequisite of group solidarity. Furthermore the greater the strength and the wider the dominion of a community, the more will it seem to represent universal values from the perspective of the individual. There is something to be said for Treitschke’s logic, which made the nation the ultimate community of significant loyalty, on the ground that smaller units were too small to deserve, and larger units too vague and ephemeral to be able to exact, man’s supreme loyalty. Treitschke was wrong only in glorying in this moral difficulty.


    Try as he will, man seems incapable of forming an international community, with power and prestige great enough to bring social restraint upon collective egoism. He has not even succeeded in disciplining anti-social group egoism within the nation. The very extension of human sympathies has therefore resulted in the creation of larger units of conflict without abolishing conflict. So civilization has become a device for delegating the vices of individuals to larger and larger communities. The device gives men the illusion that they are moral; but the illusion is not lasting. A technological civilisation has created an international community, so interdependent as to require, even if not powerful or astute enough to achieve, ultimate social harmony. While there are halting efforts to create an international mind and conscience, capable of coping with this social situation, modern man has progressed only a little beyond his fathers in extending his ethical attitudes beyond the group to which he is organic and which possesses symbols, vivid enough to excite his social sympathies. His group is larger than that of his fathers, but whatever moral gain may be ascribed to that development is partially lost by the greater heterogeneity and the diminished mutuality of this larger group. The modern nation is divided into classes and the classes exhibit a greater disproportion of power and privilege than in the primitive community. This social inequality leads not only to internal strife but to conflict between various national communities, by prompting the more privileged and powerful classes to seek advantages at the expense of other nations so that they may consolidate the privileges which they have won at the expense of their own nationals. Thus modern life is involved in both class and international conflict; and it may be that class privileges cannot be abolished or diminished until they have reduced the whole of modern society to international and intra-national chaos. The growing intelligence of mankind seems not to be growing rapidly enough to achieve mastery over the social problems, which the advances of technology create.
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    CHAPTER THREE


    The Religious Resources of the Individual for Social Living


    


    


    THE HOPES and expectations of an ideal society, through the development of the moral capacities of individual men, have proceeded from and been encouraged by the religious, as well as the rational, idealists. The belief that a revival of religion will furnish the resources by which men will extricate themselves from their social chaos is a perennial one, and it expresses itself even in an age in which the forces of religion are on the defensive against a host of enemies and detractors. It justifies a thorough examination of the relation of religion to the moral life, particularly since an increasing number of sensitive spirits, whose chief interest is in the social problem, regard religion as a hindrance rather than a help in redeeming society from its ills.


    If the recognition of selfishness is prerequisite to the mitigation of its force and the diminution of its anti-social consequences in society, religion should be a dominant influence in the socialisation of man; for religion is fruitful of the spirit of contrition. Feeling himself under the scrutiny of an omniscient eye, and setting his puny will into juxtaposition with a holy and omnipotent will, the religious man is filled with a sense of shame for the impertinence of his self-centred life. The sentiment of contrition runs as a persistent motif of humility through all classical religious literature and expresses itself in all religious life. It may become so stereotyped and formalised that its inner vitality is lost, but even then it pays tribute to an inner necessity of the religious life.


    Essentially religion is a sense of the absolute. When, as is usually the case, the absolute is imagined in terms of man’s own highest ethical aspirations, a perspective is created from which all moral achievements are judged to be inadequate. Viewed from the relative perspectives of the historic scene, there is no human action which cannot be justified in terms of some historic purpose or approved in comparison with some less virtuous action. The absolute reference of religion eliminates these partial perspectives and premature justifications. There is no guarantee against the interpretation of the absolute in terms of faulty moral insights; and human vice and error may thus be clothed by religion in garments of divine magnificence and given the prestige of the absolute. Yet there is a general development in the high religions toward an interpretation of the divine as benevolent will, and a consequent increase of condemnation upon all selfish actions and desires. In investing the heart of the cosmos with an ethical will, the religious imagination unites its awe before the infinitude and majesty of the physical world with its reverence for the ethical principle of the inner life. The inner world of conscience, which is in constant rebellion against the outer world of nature, is made supreme over the world of nature by the fiat of religion. Thus the Bechuana regarded thunder as the accusing voice of God and cried: “I have not stolen, I have not stolen, who among us has taken the goods of another?”14 And Jesus, in the sublime naïveté of the religious imagination at its best, interprets the impartiality of nature toward the evil and the good, which secular reason might regard as its injustice, as a revelation of the impartial love of God. The religious imagination, seeking an ultimate goal and point of reference for the moral urges of life, finds support for its yearning after the absolute in the infinitude and majesty of the physical world. The omnipotence of God, as seen in the world of nature, invests his moral character with the quality of the absolute and transfigures it into holiness. Since supreme omnipotence and perfect holiness are incompatible attributes, there is a note of rational absurdity in all religion, which more rational types of theologies attempt to eliminate. But they cannot succeed without sacrificing a measure of religious vitality.


    The religious conscience is sensitive not only because its imperfections are judged in the light of the absolute but because its obligations are felt to be obligations toward a person. The holy will is a personal will. Philosophers may find difficulty in transferring the concept of personality, loaded as it is with connotations which are derived from the sense limitations of human personality, to the absolute. But these difficulties are of small moment to the poetic imagination of religion. It uses the symbols derived from human personality to describe the absolute and it finds them morally potent. Moral attitudes always develop most sensitively in person-to-person relationships. That is one reason why more inclusive loyalties, naturally more abstract than immediate ones, lose some of their power over the human heart; and why a shrewd society attempts to restore that power by making a person the symbol of the community. The exploitation of the symbolic significance of monarchy, after it has lost its essential power, as in British politics for instance, is a significant case in point. The king is a useful symbol for the nation because it is easier for the simple imagination to conceive a sense of loyalty toward him than toward the nation. The nation is an abstraction which cannot be grasped if fitting symbols are not supplied. A living person is the most useful and potent symbol for this purpose. In religion all the higher moral obligations, which are lost in abstractions on the historic level, are felt as obligations toward the supreme person. Thus both the personality and the holiness of God provide the religious man with a reinforcement of his moral will and a restraint upon his will-to-power.


    The history of religion is proof of the efficacy of religious insights in making men conscious of the sinfulness of their preoccupation with self. There is nothing, that modern psychologists have discovered about the persistence of ego-centricity in man, which has not been anticipated in the insights of the great mystics of the classical periods of religion. Asceticism, which is at once the great vice and the great virtue of religion, is the proof of its sensitive realisation of the evil of self-will. Schopenhauer quite rightly interprets religious asceticism as the “denial of the will-to-live.” “His will turns round, no longer asserts its own nature but denies it. . . . Voluntary and complete chastity is the first step in asceticism or the denial of the will-to-live. It thereby denies the assertion of the will which extends beyond the individual life. . . . Asceticism then shows itself further in voluntary and intentional poverty which is meant as a constant mortification of the will, so that the satisfaction of wishes, the sweet of life, shall not again arouse the will, against which self-knowledge has gained a horror.”15 It is interesting to note that rigorous mystics frequently arrive at estimates of the selfishness of human action, which bear striking similarity to the analysis of human motives made by naturalistic hedonists. “All generosity,” declares Fenelon in a letter to Madame Maintenon, “all natural affection is only self-love of a specially subtle, delusive and diabolical quality. We must wholly die to all friendship.”16 This judgment might be compared with the words of De Mandeville, “The humblest man alive must confess that the reward of a virtuous action, which is the satisfaction that ensues upon it, consists in a certain pleasure he procures to himself by the contemplation of his own worth; which pleasure, together with the occasion of it, are certain signs of pride, as looking pale and trembling at any imminent danger are symptoms of fear.”17 It cannot be denied that mysticism and asceticism involve themselves in every kind of absurdity in their attempt to root out the selfishness of which their mystical contemplation has made them conscious. The mystic involves himself not only in the practical absurdity of becoming obsessed with self, in the very fever of the effort to eliminate it, but in the rational absurdity of passing judgment upon even the most unselfish desires as being selfish because they are desires. “We must suppress our desires, even the desire for the joys of paradise,” declares Madame Guyon.18 Bousset, who traces down these morbid efforts of the mystics to achieve absolutely consistent disinterestedness, paraphrases their dominant sentiment in the words, “The desire for God is not God, therefore we close the door upon that as well.”19 The mystics who attempted to satisfy their longing for absolute perfection in ascetic practice were involved in an even more difficult and irrational procedure. They destroyed life and society in the process of refining it. Both Christian and Buddhist ascetics, unable to disassociate selfish desire from the will-to-live, have stopped short only of complete physical annihilation in their effort to destroy desire. In the paradox of Christ, “Whoso seeketh to find his life shall lose it and he that loseth his life for my sake shall find it,”20 the religious tension which drives toward asceticism is resolved by condemning self-seeking as a goal of life, but allowing self-realisation as a by-product of self-abnegation. This paradox has saved Christianity from the pessimistic denials of life which characterise Hinduism and Buddhism, more particularly the latter. Yet the difference between Western and Eastern religion is only one of degree. Asceticism remains a permanent characteristic of all religious life. It may degenerate into morbid moralities of various kinds, but its complete absence is a proof of a lack of vitality in religion. A sun warm enough to ripen the fruits of the garden must make some fruits overripe. Criticism of the ascetic note in religion, which regards it merely as an excrescence and not as an inevitable by-product of the religious yearning for the absolute, proceeds from a lack of understanding of the true nature of religion.21


    On the social limitations of ascetic sensitivity we shall have occasion to say more later. It would be well to consider first another moral resource of religion, which tends to qualify and to destroy the subjectivism into which mysticism and asceticism easily fall. This is the religious emphasis upon love as the highest virtue. A rational ethic aims at justice, and a religious ethic makes love the ideal. A rational ethic seeks to bring the needs of others into equal consideration with those of the self. The religious ethic, (the Christian ethic more particularly, though not solely) insists that the needs of the neighbor shall be met, without a careful computation of relative needs. This emphasis upon love is another fruit of the religious sense of the absolute. On the one hand religion absolutises the sentiment of benevolence and makes it the norm and ideal of the moral life. On the other hand it gives transcendent and absolute worth to the life of the neighbor and thus encourages sympathy toward him. Love meets the needs of the neighbor, without carefully weighing and comparing his needs with those of the self. It is therefore ethically purer than the justice which is prompted by reason. (Since it is more difficult to apply to a complex society it need not for that reason be socially more valuable than the rational principle of justice.) In part the religious ideal of love is fed and supported by viewing the soul of the fellowman from the absolute and transcendent perspective. Your neighbor is a son of God, and God may be served by serving him. “What ye have done unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye have done unto me,” said Jesus. “I have come to the stage of realisation in which I see that God is walking in every human form and manifesting himself alike in the sage and in the sinner,”22 said the Indian saint Ramakrishna. It is this religious insight, flowing from the capacity of the religious imagination to view the immediate and the imperfect from the perspective of the absolute and the transcendent, which prompted St. Francis to kiss the leper and to trust the robber; which persuaded Paul that “in Christ there is neither Jew nor Greek, neither bond nor free”; which inspired an old Indian saint to greet the soldier, who, in the time of the Indian mutiny, was about to put the cold steel of his bayonet into the body of the saint, with the words, “And thou too art divine.”23 Nor does the religious appreciation of human personality reveal itself only in highly mystical natures. Unlike the spirit of asceticism, it manifests itself in more rationalised forms of religion. The Stoic doctrine of brotherhood was rooted in Stoic pantheism. Kant’s maxim that human beings must always be treated as ends and never as means, is not the axiom of rational ethics that he supposes. It cannot be, in fact, consistently applied in any rational ethical scheme. It is rather, a religious ideal inherited from Kant’s pietistic religious worldview. Religious reverence for human life is the mainspring of the idealism of as rationalistic a Christian as William Ellery Channing. He writes: “I have felt and continually insisted that a new reverence for man was essential to the cause of social reform. There can be no spirit of brotherhood, nor true peace, any farther than men come to understand their affinity with and relation to God and the infinite purposes for which he gave them life. . . . None of us can conceive the change of manners, the new courtesy and sweetness, the mutual kindness, deference and sympathy, the life and efforts for social melioration, which are to spring up in proportion as man shall penetrate beneath the body to the spirit, and shall learn what the lowest human being is.”24 This logic impelled Channing to espouse the anti-slavery cause, just as a more mystical Christian, the Quaker, John Woolman, found slavery incompatible with his religious estimate of human personality as a facet of the divine. While, as Troeltsch properly maintains, religious idealism never arrives at equalitarian political ideals without the aid of rationalistic political thought, the doctrine of the transcendent worth of all human personality does tend to become transmuted into the idea of the equal worth of all personalities. This idea may achieve real ethico-political significance; though it must be confessed that its political possibilities are usually vitiated by the suggestion of religion, that equality before God need not imply equality in historic social relations. The religious sense of the absolute may, in this and in other instances, overreach itself and end by destroying the ethical possibilities which it has created.


    The introspective character of religion, which results in the spirit of contrition also contributes to its spirit of love. Egoistic impulses are discovered and analysed in the profounder types of religious introversion. They are condemned with the greater severity because the critical eye of the self becomes the accusing eye of God in the mystical religious experience. This experience condemns selfishness more readily than it encourages love. It results in an ideal of disinterestedness rather than an ideal of benevolence. But it may offer strong support to the spirit of love by its critical attitude toward all egoism. A man’s actions may be regarded as more benevolent than they really are from an external perspective, from which the hidden motives cannot be recognised. Even when they are known to be selfish they may gain approval from a social perspective. From the inner perspective neither this confusion nor this approval is possible. The alloy of egoism which corrupts all benevolence is isolated, and sometimes purged, from it by a rigorous internal analysis. Furthermore the social justification of egoism has no weight in this analysis. The actions and attitudes of the soul are judged in the light of an absolute moral ideal, and are found to fall short in comparison with it. Religious introspection may involve the soul in hopeless obsession with self, if escape from self is attempted without social reference. But the check which it places upon egoism is a potential support for the spirit of love.


    If religion be particularly occupied with the absolute from the perspective of the individual, it is nevertheless capable of conceiving an absolute society in which the ideal of love and justice will be fully realised. There is a millennial hope in every vital religion. The religious imagination is as impatient with the compromises, relativities and imperfections of historic society as with the imperfections of individual life. The prophet Isaiah dreamed of the day when the lion and the lamb would lie down together, when, in other words, the law of nature which prompts the strong to devour the weak would be abrogated. The religious idealists of both Egypt and Babylon had their visions of an ideal reign. Sometimes the contrast between the real and the ideal is drawn so sharply that the religious man despairs of the achievement of the ideal in mundane history. He transfers his hopes to another world. This is particularly true of religion influenced by Platonic idealism, in which the ideal world is always above and not at the end of human history. It was the peculiar genius of Jewish religious thought, that it conceived the millennium in this-worldly terms. The gospel conception of the kingdom of God represents a highly spiritualised version of this Jewish millennial hope, heavily indebted to the vision of the Second Isaiah. Wherever religion concerns itself with the problems of society, it always gives birth to some kind of millennial hope, from the perspective of which present social realities are convicted of inadequacy, and courage is maintained to continue in the effort to redeem society of injustice. The courage is needed; for the task of building a just society seems always to be a hopeless one when only present realities and immediate possibilities are envisaged. The modern communist’s dream of a completely equalitarian society is a secularised, but still essentially religious, version of the classical religious dream. Its secularisation is partly a reaction to the unrealistic sentimentality into which the religious social hope degenerated in the middle-class religious community; partly it is the inevitable consequence of the mechanisation of modern life and the destruction of religious imagination. Though it is a secularised version of the religious hope, its religious quality is attested by its emphasis upon catastrophe. It does not see the new society emerging by gradual and inevitable evolutionary process. It is pessimistic about the present trends in society and sees them driving toward disaster; but its hope, as in all religion, grows out of its despair, and it sees the new society emerging from catastrophe. Evolutionary millennialism is always the hope of comfortable and privileged classes, who imagine themselves too rational to accept the idea of the sudden emergence of the absolute in history. For them the ideal is in history, working its way to ultimate triumph. They identify God and nature, the real and the ideal, not because the more dualistic conceptions of classical religion are too irrational for them (though they are irrational); but because they do not suffer as much as the disinherited from the brutalities of contemporary society, and therefore do not take as catastrophic a view of contemporary history. The more privileged proletarians turn catastrophic Marxism into evolutionary socialism for the same reason. Religion is always a citadel of hope, which is built on the edge of despair. Men are inclined to view both individual and social moral facts with complacency, until they view them from some absolute perspective. But the same absolutism which drives them to despair, rejuvenates their hope. In the imagination of the truly religious man the God, who condemns history, will yet redeem history.


    The undoubted moral resources of religion seem to justify the religious moralists in their hope for the redemption of society through the increase of religio-moral resources. In their most unqualified form, these hopes are vain. There are constitutional limitations in the genius of religion which will always make it more fruitful in purifying individual life, and adding wholesomeness to the more intimate social relations, such as the family, than in the problems of the more complex and political relations of modern society. The disrepute in which modern religion is held by large numbers of ethically sensitive individuals, springs much more from its difficulties in dealing with these complex problems than from its tardiness in adjusting itself to the spirit of modern culture. A society which is harassed with the urgent political and economic problems, which confront our contemporary world, is inclined to be scornful of any life-expression, which is not immediately relevant to its most urgent tasks. In that attitude it may be no more justified than are the religious sentimentalists, who insist that they have a panacea for every ill to which the human flesh is heir.


    The religious sense of the absolute qualifies the will-to-live and the will-to-power by bringing them under subjection to an absolute will, and by imparting transcendent value to other human beings, whose life and needs thus achieve a higher claim upon the self. That is a moral gain. But religion results also in the absolutising of the self. It is a sublimation of the will-to-live. Though God is majestic and transcendent he is nevertheless related to man by both his qualities and his interest in man. His qualities are human virtues, raised to the nth degree. His interest in man remains even when, as in modern Barthian theology, he is described as the “wholly other.” In religion man interprets the universe in terms relevant to his life and aspirations. Religion is at one and the same time, humility before the absolute and self-assertion in terms of the absolute. Naturalists, who accuse religion of either too much pride or of too abject self-depreciation, fail to understand this paradox of the religious life. Naturally the two elements are not always equally powerful. F. Heiler divides religions into the “mystical” and the “prophetic,” the former emphasising humility before God and the latter expressing “an irresistible will to live, an uncontrollable impulse toward the expression, mastery and exaltation of the sense of living.” The mystical prayer is “directed toward God, the exclusive object, the one Reality, the highest value.” The object of prophetic prayer, on the other hand, is “man’s own joy and sorrow, his troubles and fears, his plans and confidences.25 Heiler erroneously identifies the former with Catholic and the latter with Protestant piety. The most trenchant exposition of religion as a sublimation of the will-to-live, with particular emphasis upon the basic character of the religious hope of immortality, has been made by a contemporary Catholic philosopher of religion, Unamuno.26 The two emphases exist side by side in varying degrees in almost every expression of the religious life. Whether the religious sublimation of the will-to-live mitigates the sharpness of the conflict between the will-to-power of individuals on the historic level, by lifting the energy of life to a higher level and beguiling the soul to seek ultimate satisfactions in a transhistorical and supramundane world, is a difficult question to answer. In some respects this is the effect of the religious life. The modern radical, who regards religion as an opiate, justifies his indictment in terms of this characteristic of religion. On the other hand, the religious sanctification of the individual life and will, may make it a more resolute force in the historic situation. The power, by which the middle commercial classes defeated the landed aristocracy in the political and economic battles of the past three centuries, was partially derived from the puritan sense of the religious worth of personality and of the spiritual character of secular pursuits. Speaking of the Spanish conquistador, Waldo Frank finds both his courage and his cruelty based on his religious faith. “Without the mystic guidance of the church, he must have sunk in the first jungle and gone no farther. Only a man who believes can do what he did. He has seen cheap wine turn to the blood of Christ; now he can understand how his own bestialities are transfigured into acts which build the Church of Rome. Within his cruelties is the intuition of his destiny as an agent of the divine. His mystic rôle makes his impossible adventure bearable, and makes him bearable to himself.”27 The fact seems to be that the religious sublimation of the will-to-live is also, or may be, an extension of that will in historic and social terms. The prizes of another world may prompt the weak man to resignation, but they will encourage the strong man to deeds of superhuman heroism.


    The danger to social life of this impartation of absolute value to human life is most apparent when it expresses itself in the life of national and other groups rather than in individuals. There is a moral and social imagination in religion which invests the life of other nations with a significance as great as that which is claimed for one’s own nation. But it is not as powerful and not as frequently expressed as the imagination which makes one’s own nation the peculiar instrument of transcendent and divine purposes. The prophet Amos could cry in the name of the Lord, “Are ye not as the children of the Ethiopians unto me, saith the Lord?” But his was a voice in the wilderness among the many who regarded Israel as the special servant of God among the nations of the world. It is not only religion which gives a special dignity and worth to the life of the nation to which one belongs. Patriotism is a form of piety which exists partly through the limitation of the imagination, and that limitation may be expressed by savants as well as by saints. The wise men of the nations were just as sedulous in proving, during the late World War, that their particular nation had a peculiar mission to “culture” and to “civilisation” as were the religious leaders in asserting that the will of God was being fulfilled in the policy of their state. But since the claims of religion are more absolute than those of any secular culture the danger of sharpening the self-will of nations through religion is correspondingly greater.


    Even when the religious sense of the absolute expresses itself, not in the sublimation of the will, but in the subjection of the individual will to the divine will, and in the judgment upon the will from the divine perspective, it may still offer perils to the highest social and moral life, even though it will produce some choice fruits of morality. One interesting aspect of the religious yearning after the absolute is that, in the contrast between the divine and the human, all lesser contrasts between good and evil on the human and historic level are obscured. Sin finally becomes disobedience to God and nothing else. Only rebellion against God, and only the impertinence of self-will in the sight of God, are regarded as sinful. One may see this logic of religion very clearly in the thought of Jonathan Edwards. “A crime is more or less heinous,” he declares, “according as we are under greater or less obligation to the contrary. Our obligation to love, honor and obey any being is in proportion to its loveliness, honorableness and authority. But God is a being infinitely lovely because he has infinite excellence and beauty. So that sin against God, being a violation of infinite obligations, must be a crime infinitely heinous and so deserving of infinite punishment.”28 The sin which the religious man feels himself committing against God is indeed the sin of self-will; but his recognition of that fact may, but need not, have special social significance. So strong is the emphasis upon the God-and-man relationship in the religious conception of sin, that Rudolf Otto is able to interpret it entirely as a feeling of profanity before the sacred.29 This is probably an overstatement of the fact; for “the holy” achieves a connotation of the morally perfect in the development of religion and sin is correspondingly defined in moral terms. Nevertheless the tendency to lose moral distinctions in the emphasis upon the religious aspect of sin remains a permanent characteristic of vital religious life. In the modern Barthian revival of Lutheran orthodoxy the religious experience is practically exhausted in the sense of contrition. The emphasis upon the difference between the holiness of God and the sinfulness of man is so absolute that man is convicted, not of any particular breaches against the life of the humanity community, but of being human and not divine. Thus, to all intents and purposes, creation and the fall are practically identified and, everything in human history being identified with evil, the “nicely calculated less and more” of social morality lose all significance. It is interesting that Schleiermacher, the bête noir of the modern Barthians, interprets the relation of morality and religion in terms which explicitly confess what is implicit in the Barthian position but not as freely admitted. He writes: “The contemplation of the pious is the immediate consciousness of the universal existence of all finite things in and through the eternal. . . . Where this is found religion is satisfied. . . . Ethics on the other hand seeks to distinguish precisely each part of human doing and producing, and at the same time to combine them into a whole of natural relationships. But the pious man confesses that, as pious, he knows nothing about it. He does indeed contemplate human action but it is not the kind of contemplation from which an ethical system can take its rise.”30 The implicit pantheism of Schleiermacher’s position is diametrically opposed to Barthian conceptions of divine transcendence and it results in making reverence rather than contrition the dominant religious feeling. But both result in an identical separation of religion and morality.


    Augustine, writing about the two cities in his De civitate Dei, contrasts the religious and the secular in a similar vein; and moral differences are thereby obscured or effaced: “Two loves therefore have given original to these two cities, self-love in contempt of God unto the earthly; love of God in contempt of one’s self to the heavenly. The first seeketh the glory of man, and the latter desires God only, as the testimony of the conscience, the greatest glory. . . . In the earthly city the wise men follow either the goods of the body or mind or both, living according to the flesh . . . but in the other, this heavenly city, there is no wisdom of man but only the piety that serveth the true God and expecteth a reward in the society of the holy angels and men, that God may be all in all.”31 There is a form of religious piety in which religious sensitivity heightens the sense of sin, without destroying its moral connotation; in which the affront to God is the final, but not the only, crime of selfishness, and in which the worship of God is the crown, but not the only, manifestation of the self-conquered life. Such a relation between religion and ethics is found in the thought of Thomas Aquinas for instance. Nevertheless the tendency of religion to obscure the shades and shadows of moral life, by painting only the contrast between the white radiance of divine holiness and the darkness of the world, remains a permanent characteristic of the religious life.


    This tendency has more than one dubious effect. It certainly tends very readily to a moral, social and political indifferentism. The individual, and more particularly society, are regarded as too involved in the sins of the earth to be capable of salvation in any moral sense. Usually the individual is saved by the grace of God, while society is consigned to the devil; that is, the social problem is declared to be insoluble on any ethical basis. Thus Augustine concludes that the city of this world is “compact of injustice,” that its ruler is the devil, that it was built by Cain and that its peace is secured by strife. That is a very realistic interpretation of the realities of social life. It would stand in wholesome contrast to the sentimentalities and superficial analyses, current in modern religion, were it not marred by a note of defeatism. That note creeps easily into all rigorous religion, with its drift toward dualism. The injustices of society are placed into such sharp contrast with the absolute moral ideal, conceived by the individual conscience, that the religiously sensitised soul is tempted to despair of society. Religion thus degenerates into an asocial quest for the absolute. The soul seeks the perfection of God in either quietistic absorption or ascetic withdrawal from the world; and in each case perfection is defined and experienced in purely individualistic terms. Another possible alternative is to regard the absolute and the perfect as unattainable and to despair of achieving any virtue which would have significance in the sight of God. In that case the religious man is comforted by the experience of grace, an experience in which the religious life accepts the mercy and forgiveness of God as consolation for its failure, and turns defeat into victory by enjoying an anticipatory attainment of what is regarded as unattainable. In all these various forms religion heightens the tensions of life and then relaxes them. The moral tension of life is invariably imperilled in this process of religious relaxation. Religion draws the bow of life so taut that it either snaps the string (defeatism) or overshoots the mark (fanaticism and asceticism). The belief that the moral weaknesses of religion may be eliminated simply by increasing religious vitality is too simple to be true. The greater the vitality of religion, the more it may either support or endanger morality. It may create moral sensitivity and destroy moral vigor by the force of the same vitality.


    Both the resources and the limitations of religion in dealing with the social problem, are revealed even more clearly in its spirit of love than in its sense of contrition. Religion encourages love and benevolence, as we have seen, by absolutising the moral principle of life until it achieves the purity of absolute disinterestedness and by imparting transcendent worth to the life of others. This represents a permanent contribution to the moral life which, despite limitations revealed in the more intricate and complex social relations, must be gratefully accepted as an extension and enlargement of the moral attitudes, usually expressed only in the more intimate relations. “If ye love them that love you, what reward have ye?” declared Jesus; and in the logic of those words the whole social genius of the Christian religion is revealed. The transcendent perspective of religion makes all men our brothers and nullifies the divisions, by which nature, climate, geography and the accidents of history divide the human family. By this insight many religiously inspired idealists have transcended national, racial and class distinctions.


    The great seers and saints of religion have always placed their hope for the redemption of society in the possibility of making the love-universalism, implicit in religious morality, effective in the whole human society. When Celsus accused the early Christians of destroying the integrity of the empire by their moral absolutism, Origen answered: “There is no one who fights better for the king than we. It is true that we do not go with him to battle, but we fight for him by forming an army of our own, an army of piety, through our prayers to the Godhead. Once all men have become Christians then even the barbarians will be inclined to peace.”32 It was a natural and inevitable hope in the early Christian community that the spirit of love, which pervaded the life of its own group, would eventually inform the moral life of the whole human race. That hope has been reborn again and again in the history of the Western world. Thousands of Christians, who keenly felt the World War as an apostasy from the Christian spirit, consoled themselves with the thought that Christianity had not failed, because it had not been tried. The implication of this observation is that it will some day be tried. Not a few Christian historians have intimated that, but for the unhappy conversion of Constantine, which gave Christianity a premature popularity, the love spirit of the early Christian community might have been preserved for future history. All this leaves definite limitations of the human heart and imagination out of account. These limitations make it inevitable that the religious spirit of love should lose some of its force in proportion to the size of the communities which profess it, the impersonal and indirect character of social relations in which it operates, and the complexity of the situation which it faces. The Christian sects, such as the Quakers and other small religious communities, have preserved it more purely than the churches with their inclusive membership. It has characterised the lives of individual saints more than that of any religious communities, even small and intimate ones. All of which means that religion may increase the power and enlarge the breadth of the generous social attitudes, which nature prompts in the intimate circle; but that there are definite limits to its power and extension. All men cannot be expected to become spiritual any more than they can be expected to become rational. Those who achieve either excellence will always be a leavening influence in social life; but the political structure of society cannot be built upon their achievement. Religion may consolidate benevolent sentiments and lodge their force in the will, thus giving the whole character a consistent benevolence, more stable than the force of tender sentiments. Nevertheless even this goodwill depends for its encouragement and excitement upon personal contacts, and the revelation of need in vivid terms. We express our love most generously to those who have natural claims upon us, and to those who have no claims at all. The beggar, the completely disinherited, the needy at the ends of the earth, the lepers to whom Father Damien went and the children of the primeval forest, who are being served by Albert Schweitzer, these and our own kin are the inciters and prompters of the spirit of love; love is most active when the vividness or nearness of the need prompts those whose imagination is weak, and the remoteness of the claim challenges those whose imagination is sensitive. Love, which depends upon emotion, whether it expresses itself in transient sentiment or constant goodwill, is baffled by the more intricate social relations in which the highest ethical attitudes are achieved only by careful calculation. If it cannot find an immediate object it has difficulties in expressing itself. The same intellectual analysis which the complex situation requires may actually destroy the force of the benevolent impulse.


    Furthermore there is always the possibility that the perfectionism, which prompts religious generosity, is more interested in the perfect motive than in ideal consequences. Preoccupation with motive is an unvarying characteristic of the religious life, which has its own virtues, but is also perilous to the interests of society. It is responsible for the many absurdities which have been committed in the name of religious philanthropy; absurdities which are inevitable when the benevolent spirit disregards the social consequences of generous action. The Didache, written in the second century, admonishes Christians to be uneasy until a beneficiary of their almsgiving appears. “Let thine alms sweat in thine hand until thou know to whom to give them,” it declares.33


    The weaknesses of the spirit of love in solving larger and more complex problems become increasingly apparent as one proceeds from ordinary relations between individuals to the life of social groups. If nations and other social groups find it difficult to approximate the principles of justice, as we have previously noted, they are naturally even less capable of achieving the principle of love, which demands more than justice. The demand of religious moralists that nations subject themselves to “the law of Christ” is an unrealistic demand, and the hope that they will do so is a sentimental one. Even a nation composed of individuals who possessed the highest degree of religious goodwill would be less than loving in its relation to other nations. It would fail, if for no other reason, because the individuals could not possibly think themselves into the position of the individuals of another nation in a degree sufficient to insure pure benevolence. Furthermore such goodwill as they did possess would be sluiced into loyalty to their own nation and tend to increase that nation’s selfishness. This ethical paradox of patriotism will be examined more fully in another chapter. It must suffice at this point to insist upon the rather obvious fact, that no nation in history has ever been known to be purely unselfish in its actions. The same may be said of class groups with equal certainty. Religious idealism may qualify national policies, as much as rational idealism, but this qualification can never completely eliminate the selfish, brutal and antisocial elements, which express themselves in all inter-group life.


    The religious idealist, confronted with these stubborn obstacles to the realisation of his ideals, is tempted either to leave the world of political and economic relations to take the course which natural impulse prompts, or to assume that his principles are influencing political life more profoundly than they really are. He is tempted, in other words, either to defeatism or to sentimentality. We have previously considered the social indifferentism which results from a too purely religious interpretation of sin. Very closely akin to this indifferentism is the defeatism which results not from a purely religious conception of good and evil but from a definition of the ideal in such pure moral terms (i.e., absolute love) that the more complex political and economic relations are clearly outside of the pale of the religio-moral ideal. Religion, in short, may be indifferent toward or despair of the politico-moral problem not only when it makes an unequivocal contrast between the divine and the human but when, remaining on the human and moral level, it adopts a rigorous perfectionism in stating its moral ideal. The early church was defeatist in its attitude toward the “world,” regarding the world as doomed and expressing its optimism in its millennial hopes. When these began to wane and the church was forced to assume responsibility for political and economic life, there was little disposition to challenge the basic social customs and relationships in the name of the Christian ideal. Slavery, injustice, inequality of wealth, war, these all were accepted as ordained by the “natural law” which God had devised for man’s sinful state. Occasionally there was considerable confusion, whether such social arrangements, as slavery for instance, should be regarded as the fruit of man’s sinful condition or as the instrument which God uses to hold sin in check. At any rate the prevailing institutions were accepted, even though the church was quite conscious of the conflict between them and its own ideal. Its natural determinism, its faith that nothing in nature or history could exist without the explicit will of God, gave additional support to this tendency. The natural law might be of a lower order than the law of the gospel, but its institutions of state and property, of war and inequality were nevertheless ordained of God. It was left to the monastics, and in Protestant times, to the sects, to incarnate the higher law. For the church, both Catholic and Protestant, the law of love was interpreted religiously rather than socially. It guaranteed equality before God, and therefore in the religious community; but this did not imply that the church would strive to realise an ideal of social justice in society. Luther in fact turned on the peasants of his day in holy horror when they attempted to transmute the “spiritual” kingdom into an “earthly” one by suggesting that the principles of the gospel had social significance.34


    The fact that slaves had rights of equality in the early church did not aid them in improving their civil status. The church left the institution of slavery undisturbed until economic forces transmuted it into the serfdom of the Middle Ages. The fact that individual Christians manumitted their slaves proves that the principles of the gospel could inspire individuals more readily than they could prompt social and political policies. To this day religious communities and churches pride themselves on their ability to transcend economic and social inequalities within the pale of their organisation; but it does not follow that they will move vigorously against the social injustices in the larger society which they know to be in conflict with their religious and moral ideal.35


    This defeatism of religion is derived from a too consistent God-world, spirit-body dualism, in which the fact, that natural impulses in the economic and political life move under less restraint of reason and conscience than in the private conduct of individuals, persuades the religious man to despair of bringing any ethical values into them whatsoever. There is a certain realism in this defeatism, and it has its own virtues, when compared with the sentimentality derived from a too consistent monism, in which God and the world, the ideal and the real are identified. If defeatism is the besetting sin of both Catholic and Protestant orthodoxy, sentimentality is the peculiar vice of liberal Protestantism. By adjusting its faith to the spirit of modern culture it imbibed the evolutionary optimism and the romantic overestimates of human virtue, which characterised the thought of the Enlightenment and of the Romantic Movement. The vices are therefore not the peculiar vices of religion. But religion frequently adds a sentimental bathos to the illusions under which naturalistic monists live. “Ye are Gods, you are crystalline, your races are radiant,”36 cried Henry Ward Beecher to his congregation, illustrating how the Christian ethos may accommodate itself to naturalistic romanticism. His contemporary Walt Whitman, standing squarely in the romantic tradition, had the same estimate of the moral and spiritual worth of man: “I exist as I am: that is enough. Divine am I inside and out, and I make holy whatever I touch and am touched from.”


    The evolutionary optimism of the eighteenth and nineteenth century, and the sentimentalisation of the moral and social problem in romanticism, have affected religious idealism with particular force in America, because they suited the mood of a youthful and vigorous people, youth usually being oblivious of the brutality which is the inevitable concomitant of vitality. Furthermore the expanding economy of America obscured the cruelties of the class struggle in our economic life, and the comparative isolation of a continent made the brutalities of international conflict less obvious. Thus we developed a type of religious idealism, which is saturated with sentimentality. In spite of the disillusionment of the World War, the average liberal Protestant Christian is still convinced that the kingdom of God is gradually approaching, that the League of Nations is its partial fulfillment and the Kellogg Pact its covenant, that the wealthy will be persuaded by the church to dedicate their power and privilege to the common good and that they are doing so in increasing numbers, that the conversion of individuals is the only safe method of solving the social problem, and that such ethical weaknesses as religion still betrays are due to its theological obscurantism which will be sloughed off by the progress of enlightenment.


    It might be added that when the cruelties of economic and political life are thus obscured, and when the inertia, which every effort toward social justice must meet in any society, however religious or enlightened, remains unrecognised, there is always a note of hypocrisy, as well as sentimentality, in the total view. Those who benefit from social injustice are naturally less capable of understanding its real character than those who suffer from it. They will attribute ethical qualities to social life, if only the slightest gesture of philanthropy hides social injustice. If the disinherited treat these gestures with cynicism and interpret unconscious sentimentality as conscious hypocrisy, the privileged will be properly outraged and offended by the moral perversity of the recipients of their beneficences. Since liberal Protestantism is, on the whole, the religion of the privileged classes of Western civilisation, it is not surprising that its espousal of the ideal of love, in a civilisation reeking with social injustice, should be cynically judged and convicted of hypocrisy by those in whom bitter social experiences destroy the sentimentalities and illusions of the comfortable.


    Religion, in short, faces many perils to the right and to the left in becoming an instrument and inspiration of social justice. Every genuine passion for social justice will always contain a religious element within it. Religion will always leaven the idea of justice with the ideal of love. It will prevent the idea of justice, which is a politico-ethical ideal, from becoming a purely political one, with the ethical element washed out. The ethical ideal which threatens to become too purely religious must save the ethical ideal which is in peril of becoming too political. Furthermore there must always be a religious element in the hope of a just society. Without the ultrarational hopes and passions of religion no society will ever have the courage to conquer despair and attempt the impossible; for the vision of a just society is an impossible one, which can be approximated only by those who do not regard it as impossible. The truest visions of religion are illusions, which may be partially realised by being resolutely believed. For what religion believes to be true is not wholly true but ought to be true; and may become true if its truth is not doubted.


    Yet the full force of religious faith will never be available for the building of a just society, because its highest visions are those which proceed from the insights of a sensitive individual conscience. If they are realised at all, they will be realised in intimate religious communities, in which individual ideals achieve social realisation but do not conquer society. To the sensitive spirit, society must always remain something of the jungle, which indeed it is, something of the world of nature, which might be brought a little nearer the kingdom of God, if only the sensitive spirit could learn, how to use the forces of nature to defeat nature, how to use force in order to establish justice. Knowing the peril of corruption in this strategy, the religious spirit recoils. If that fear can be overcome religious ideals may yet achieve social and political significance.


    Meanwhile it must be admitted that no society will ever be so just, that some method of escape from its cruelties and injustices will not be sought by the pure heart. The devotion of Christianity to the cross is an unconscious glorification of the individual moral ideal. The cross is the symbol of love triumphant in its own integrity, but not triumphant in the world and society. Society, in fact, conspired the cross. Both the state and the church were involved in it, and probably will be so to the end. The man on the cross turned defeat into victory and prophesied the day when love would be triumphant in the world. But the triumph would have to come through the intervention of God. The moral resources of men would not be sufficient to guarantee it. A sentimental generation has destroyed this apocalyptic note in the vision of the Christ. It thinks the kingdom of God is around the corner, while he regarded it as impossible of realisation, except by God’s grace.


    A day which confronts immediate problems of social reconstruction will have little understanding for this aspect of the religious life, this soaring of the soul beyond the possibilities of history. That appreciation can come only when the new and just society has been built, and it is discovered that it is not just. Men must strive to realise their individual ideals in their common life but they will learn in the end that society remains man’s great fulfillment and his great frustration.
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    CHAPTER FOUR


    The Morality of Nations


    


    


    THE DIFFERENCE between the attitudes of individuals and those of groups has been frequently alluded to, the thesis being that group relations can never be as ethical as those which characterise individual relations. In dealing with the problem of social justice, it may be found that the relation of economic classes within a state is more important than international relations. But from the standpoint of analysing the ethics of group behavior, it is feasible to study the ethical attitudes of nations first; because the modern nation is the human group of strongest social cohesion, of most undisputed central authority and of most clearly defined membership. The church may have challenged its pre-eminence in the Middle Ages, and the economic class may compete with it for the loyalty of men in our own day; yet it remains, as it has been since the seventeenth century, the most absolute of all human associations.


    Nations are territorial societies, the cohesive power of which is supplied by the sentiment of nationality and the authority of the state. The fact that state and nation are not synonymous and that states frequently incorporate several nationalities, indicates that the authority of government is the ultimate force of national cohesion. The fact that state and nation are roughly synonymous proves that, without the sentiment of nationality with its common language and traditions, the authority of government is usually unable to maintain national unity. The unity of Scotland and England within a single British state and the failure to maintain the same unity between England and Ireland, suggest both the possibilities and the limitations of transcending nationality in the formation of states. For our purposes we may think of state and nation as interchangeable terms, since our interest is in the moral attitudes of nations which have the apparatus of a state at their disposal, and through it are able to consolidate their social power and define their political attitudes and policies.


    The selfishness of nations is proverbial. It was a dictum of George Washington that nations were not to be trusted beyond their own interest. “No state,” declares a German author, “has ever entered a treaty for any other reason than self interest,” and adds: “A statesman who has any other motive would deserve to be hung.”37 “In every part of the world,” said Professor Edward Dicey, “where British interests are at stake, I am in favor of advancing these interests even at the cost of war. The only qualification I admit is that the country we desire to annex or take under our protection should be calculated to confer a tangible advantage upon the British Empire.”38 National ambitions are not always avowed as honestly as this, as we shall see later, but that is a fair statement of the actual facts, which need hardly to be elaborated for any student of history.


    What is the basis and reason for the selfishness of nations? If we begin with what is least important or least distinctive of national attitudes, it must be noted that nations do not have direct contact with other national communities, with which they must form some kind of international community. They know the problems of other peoples only indirectly and at second hand. Since both sympathy and justice depend to a large degree upon the perception of need, which makes sympathy flow, and upon the understanding of competing interests, which must be resolved, it is obvious that human communities have greater difficulty than individuals in achieving ethical relationships. While rapid means of communication have increased the breadth of knowledge about world affairs among citizens of various nations, and the general advance of education has ostensibly promoted the capacity to think rationally and justly upon the inevitable conflicts of interest between nations, there is nevertheless little hope of arriving at a perceptible increase of international morality through the growth of intelligence and the perfection of means of communication. The development of international commerce, the increased economic interdependence among the nations, and the whole apparatus of a technological civilisation, increase the problems and issues between nations much more rapidly than the intelligence to solve them can be created. The silk trade between America and Japan did not give American citizens an appreciation of the real feelings of the Japanese toward the American Exclusion Act. Co-operation between America and the Allies during the war did not help American citizens to recognise, and deal sympathetically with, the issues of inter-allied debts and reparations; nor were the Allies able to do justice to either themselves or their fallen foe in settling the problem of reparations. Such is the social ignorance of peoples, that, far from doing justice to a foe or neighbor, they are as yet unable to conserve their own interests wisely. Since their ultimate interests are always protected best, by at least a measure of fairness toward their neighbors, the desire to gain an immediate selfish advantage always imperils their ultimate interests.39 If they recognise this fact, they usually recognise it too late. Thus France, after years of intransigence, has finally accepted a sensible reparations settlement. Significantly and tragically, the settlement is almost synchronous with the victory of an extreme nationalism in Germany, which her unrelenting policies begot. America pursued a selfish and foolhardy tariff policy until it, together with other imbecilities in international life, contributed to the ruin of prosperity in the whole world. Britain, though her people are politically more intelligent than those of any modern nation, did not yield in Ireland in time to prevent the formation of a virus which is still poisoning Anglo-Irish relations. And while the American Civil War taught her a lesson, which she applied in preserving her colonial empire, there is as yet no proof that she will be wise enough to admit India into partnership, before the vehemence of Indian reaction to British imperialism will make partnership upon even a minimum basis impossible. So runs the sad story of the social ignorance of nations.


    There is always, in every nation, a body of citizens more intelligent than the average, who see the issues between their own and other nations more clearly than the ignorant patriot, and more disinterestedly than the dominant classes who seek special advantages in international relations. The size of this group varies in different nations. Although it may at times place a check upon the more extreme types of national self-seeking, it is usually not powerful enough to affect national attitudes in a crisis. The British liberals could not prevent the Boer War; American economists have recently inveighed against a suicidal tariff policy in vain, and German liberals were unable to check the aggressive policy of imperial Germany. Sometimes the humanitarian impulses and the sentiment of justice, developed in these groups, serve the policy of official governments and seem to affect their actions. Thus the agitation of E. D. Morel against the atrocities in the Belgian Congo was supported by the British Government as long as it desired, for other reasons, to bring political pressure upon the Belgian King. Once this purpose was satisfied the British Cabinet dropped Mr. Morel’s campaign as quickly as it had espoused it.40 It is of course possible that the rational interest in international justice may become, on occasion, so widespread and influential that it will affect the diplomacy of states. But this is not usual. In other words the mind, which places a restraint upon impulses in individual life, exists only in a very inchoate form in the nation. It is, moreover, much more remote from the will of the nation than in private individuals; for the government expresses the national will, and that will is moved by the emotions of the populace and the prudential self-interest of dominant economic classes. Theoretically it is possible to have a national electorate so intelligent, that the popular impulses and the ulterior interests of special groups are brought under the control of a national mind. But practically the rational understanding of political issues remains such a minimum force that national unity of action can be achieved only upon such projects as are either initiated by the self-interest of the dominant groups, in control of the government, or supported by the popular emotions and hysterias which from time to time run through a nation. In other words the nation is a corporate unity, held together much more by force and emotion, than by mind. Since there can be no ethical action without self-criticism, and no self-criticism without the rational capacity of self-transcendence, it is natural that national attitudes can hardly approximate the ethical. Even those tendencies toward self-criticism in a nation which do express themselves are usually thwarted by the governing classes and by a certain instinct for unity in society itself. For self-criticism is a kind of inner disunity, which the feeble mind of a nation finds difficulty in distinguishing from dangerous forms of inner conflict. So nations crucify their moral rebels with their criminals upon the same Golgotha, not being able to distinguish between the moral idealism which surpasses, and the anti-social conduct which falls below that moral mediocrity, on the level of which every society unifies its life. While critical loyalty toward a community is not impossible, it is not easily achieved. It is therefore probably inevitable that every society should regard criticism as a proof of a want of loyalty. This lack of criticism, as Tyrrell the Catholic modernist observed, makes the social will more egotistic than the individual will. “So far as society has a self,” he wrote, “it must be self-assertive, proud, self-complacent and egotistical.”41


    The necessity of using force in the establishment of unity in a national community, and the inevitable selfish exploitation of the instruments of coercion by the groups who wield them, add to the selfishness of nations. This factor in national life has been previously discussed and may need no further elaboration. It may be well to add that it ought not to be impossible to reduce this source of national selfishness. When governing groups are deprived of their special economic privileges, their interests will be more nearly in harmony with the interests of the total national society. At present the economic overlords of a nation have special interests in the profits of international trade, in the exploitation of weaker peoples and in the acquisition of raw materials and markets, all of which are only remotely relevant to the welfare of the whole people. They are relevant at all only because, under the present organisation of society, the economic life of a whole nation is bound up with the private enterprises of individuals. Furthermore the unequal distribution of wealth under the present economic system concentrates wealth which cannot be invested, and produces goods which cannot be absorbed, in the nation itself. The whole nation is therefore called upon to protect the investments and the markets which the economic overlords are forced to seek in other nations. If a socialist commonwealth should succeed in divorcing privilege from power, it would thereby materially reduce the selfishness of nations, though it is probably romantic to hope, as most socialists do, that all causes of international friction would be abolished. Wars were waged before the modern capitalistic social order existed, and they may continue after it is abolished. The greed of the capitalistic classes has sharpened, but not created, the imperialism of nations. If, as Bertrand Russell prophesies,42 some form of oligarchy, whether capitalistic or communistic, be inevitable in a technological age, because of the inability of the general public to maintain social control over the experts who are in charge of the intricate processes of economics and politics, the communistic oligarch would seem to be preferable in the long run to the capitalistic one. His power would be purely political, and no special economic interests would tempt him to pursue economic policies at variance with the national interest. He might nevertheless have private ambitions and dreams of grandeur which would tempt him to sacrifice a nation to them. Since he would control the organs of propaganda, as do the capitalistic overlords, he might very well manufacture the popular emotion, required for the support of his enterprise.


    The social ignorance of the private citizen of the nation has thus far been assumed. It may be reasonable to hope that the general level of intelligence will greatly increase in the next decades and centuries and that growing social intelligence will modify national attitudes. It is doubtful whether it will ever increase sufficiently to eliminate all the moral hazards of international relations. There is an ethical paradox in patriotism which defies every but the most astute and sophisticated analysis. The paradox is that patriotism transmutes individual unselfishness into national egoism. Loyalty to the nation is a high form of altruism when compared with lesser loyalties and more parochial interests. It therefore becomes the vehicle of all the altruistic impulses and expresses itself, on occasion, with such fervor that the critical attitude of the individual toward the nation and its enterprises is almost completely destroyed. The unqualified character of this devotion is the very basis of the nation’s power and of the freedom to use the power without moral restraint. Thus the unselfishness of individuals makes for the selfishness of nations. That is why the hope of solving the larger social problems of mankind, merely by extending the social sympathies of individuals, is so vain. Altruistic passion is sluiced into the reservoirs of nationalism with great ease, and is made to flow beyond them with great difficulty. What lies beyond the nation, the community of mankind, is too vague to inspire devotion. The lesser communities within the nation, religious, economic, racial and cultural, have equal difficulty in competing with the nation for the loyalty of its citizens. The church was able to do so when it had the prestige of a universality it no longer possesses. Future developments may make the class rather than the nation the community of primary loyalty. But for the present the nation is still supreme. It not only possesses a police power, which other communities lack, but it is able to avail itself of the most potent and vivid symbols to impress its claims upon the consciousness of the individual. Since it is impossible to become conscious of a large social group without adequate symbolism this factor is extremely important. The nation possesses in its organs of government, in the panoply and ritual of the state, in the impressive display of its fighting services, and, very frequently, in the splendors of a royal house, the symbols of unity and greatness, which inspire awe and reverence in the citizen. Furthermore the love and pious attachment of a man to his countryside, to familiar scenes, sights, and experiences, around which the memories of youth have cast a halo of sanctity, all this flows into the sentiment of patriotism; for a simple imagination transmutes the universal beneficences of nature into symbols of the peculiar blessings which a benevolent nation bestows upon its citizens. Thus the sentiment of patriotism achieves a potency in the modern soul, so unqualified, that the nation is given carte blanche to use the power, compounded of the devotion of individuals, for any purpose it desires. Thus, to choose an example among hundreds, Mr. Lloyd George during the famous Agadir Crisis in 1911 in which a European war became imminent, because marauding nations would not allow a new robber to touch their spoils in Africa, could declare in his Mansion House speech: “If a situation were to be forced upon us in which peace could only be preserved by the surrender of the great and beneficent position Britain has won by centuries of heroism and achievement, by allowing Britain to be treated, when her interests were vitally affected, as if she were of no account in the cabinet of nations, then I say emphatically that peace at that price would be a humiliation intolerable for a great country like ours to endure.”43 The very sensitive “honor” of nations can always be appeased by the blood of its citizens and no national ambition seems too base or petty to claim and to receive the support of a majority of its patriots.


    Unquestionably there is an alloy of projected self-interest in patriotic altruism. The man in the street, with his lust for power and prestige thwarted by his own limitations and the necessities of social life, projects his ego upon his nation and indulges his anarchic lusts vicariously. So the nation is at one and the same time a check upon, and a final vent for, the expression of individual egoism. Sometimes it is economic interest, and sometimes mere vanity, which thus expresses itself in the individual patriot. Writing of his friend, Winston Churchill, Wilfrid Scawen Blunt said: “Like most of them, it is the vanity of empire that affects him more than the supposed profits or the necessities of trade, which he repudiates.”44 The cultural imperialism which disavows economic advantages, but gains a selfish satisfaction in the aggrandisement of a national culture through imperialistic power, may reveal itself in the most refined and generous souls. Men like Ruskin and Tennyson were not free from it, and it is not absent even from religious missionary enterprises. Paul Pfeffer reports that some Russians hope not only to bestow their form of government upon the whole world but expect that Russian will become the universal language.45 While economic advantages of national aggression usually accrue to privileged economic groups rather than to a total population, there are nevertheless possibilities of gain in imperialism for the average citizen; and he does not fail to count upon them. A modern British writer on India declares: “It has been computed that every fifth man in Great Britain is dependent, either directly or indirectly, on our Indian connection for livelihood. That being so it passes comprehension of most thinking people why so little account has been taken of the dangerous forces which are every day gathering in India to destroy our trade and commerce.”46 Such a frank statement admits the motive of national egoism which is usually obscured by English, as by other imperialists, with the pious insistence that nothing but concern for peace and order in India prompts Englishmen to bear their arduous burdens there.


    A combination of unselfishness and vicarious selfishness in the individual thus gives a tremendous force to national egoism, which neither religious nor rational idealism can ever completely check. The idealists, whose patriotism has been qualified by more universal loyalties, must always remain a minority group. In the past they have not been strong enough to affect the actions of nations and have had to content themselves with a policy of disassociation from the nation in times of crisis, when national ambitions were in sharpest conflict with their moral ideals. Whether conscientious pacifism on the part of two per cent of a national population could actually prevent future wars, as Professor Einstein maintains, is a question which cannot be answered affirmatively with any great degree of certainty. It is much more likely that the power of modern nationalism will remain essentially unchecked, until class loyalty offers it effective competition.


    Perhaps the most significant moral characteristic of a nation is its hypocrisy. We have noted that self-deception and hypocrisy is an unvarying element in the moral life of all human beings. It is the tribute which morality pays to immorality; or rather the device by which the lesser self gains the consent of the larger self to indulge in impulses and ventures which the rational self can approve only when they are disguised. One can never be quite certain whether the disguise is meant only for the eye of the external observer or whether, as may be usually the case, it deceives the self. Naturally this defect in individuals becomes more apparent in the less moral life of nations. Yet it might be supposed that nations, of whom so much less is expected, would not be under the necessity of making moral pretensions for their actions. There was probably a time when they were under no such necessity. Their hypocrisy is both a tribute to the growing rationality of man and a proof of the ease with which rational demands may be circumvented.


    The dishonesty of nations is a necessity of political policy if the nation is to gain the full benefit of its double claim upon the loyalty and devotion of the individual, as his own special and unique community and as a community which embodies universal values and ideals. The two claims, the one touching the individual’s emotions and the other appealing to his mind, are incompatible with each other, and can be resolved only through dishonesty. This is particularly evident in war-time. Nations do not really arrive at full self-consciousness until they stand in vivid, usually bellicose, juxtaposition to other nations. The social reality, comprehended in the existence of a nation, is too large to make a vivid impression upon the imagination of the citizen. He vaguely identifies it with his own little community and fireside and usually accepts the mythos which attributes personality to his national group. But the impression is not so vivid as to arouse him to any particular fervor of devotion. This fervor is the unique product of the times of crises, when his nation is in conflict with other nations. It springs from the new vividness with which the reality and the unity of his nation’s discreet existence is comprehended. In other words, it is just in the moments when the nation is engaged in aggression or defense (and it is always able to interpret the former in terms of the latter) that the reality of the nation’s existence becomes so sharply outlined as to arouse the citizen to the most passionate and uncritical devotion toward it. But at such a time the nation’s claim to uniqueness also comes in sharpest conflict with the generally accepted impression that the nation is the incarnation of universal values. This conflict can be resolved only by deception. In the imagination of the simple patriot the nation is not a society but Society. Though its values are relative they appear, from his naïve perspective, to be absolute. The religious instinct for the absolute is no less potent in patriotic religion than in any other. The nation is always endowed with an aura of the sacred, which is one reason why religions, which claim universality, are so easily captured and tamed by national sentiment, religion and patriotism merging in the process. The spirit of the nationally established churches and the cult of “Christentum und Deutschtum” of pre-war Germany are interesting examples. The best means of harmonising the claim to universality with the unique and relative life of the nation, as revealed in moments of crisis, is to claim general and universally valid objectives for the nation. It is alleged to be fighting for civilisation and for culture; and the whole enterprise of humanity is supposedly involved in its struggles. In the life of the simple citizen this hypocrisy exists as a naïve and unstudied self-deception. The politician practices it consciously (though he may become the victim of his own arts), in order to secure the highest devotion from the citizen for his enterprises. The men of culture give themselves to it with less conscious design than the statesmen because their own inner necessities demand the deceptions, even more than do those of the simple citizens. The religious or the rational culture to which they are devoted helps them to realise that moral values must be universal, if they are to be real; and they cannot therefore give themselves to national aspirations, unless they clothe them in the attributes of universality. A few of them recognise the impossibility of such a procedure. Among most, the force of reason operates only to give the hysterias of war and the imbecilities of national politics more plausible excuses than an average man is capable of inventing. So they become the worst liars of war-time. “England,” declared Professor Adolf Harnack, most eminent of German war-period theologians, “cuts the dyke which has preserved western Europe and its civilisation from the encroaching desert of Russia and Pan-Slavism. We must hold out for we must defend the work of fifteen hundred years for Europe and for England itself.”47 The great philosopher Rudolf Eucken was even more unequivocal in identifying his nation’s cause with ultimate values. “In this sense,” he said, “we have a right to say that we form the soul of humanity and that the destruction of German nature would rob world history of its deepest meaning.”48 M. Paul Sabatier could declare, “No doubt we are fighting for ourselves but we are fighting, too, for all peoples. The France of today is fighting religiously. . . . We all feel that our sorrows continue and fulfill those of the innocent victim of Calvary.”49 The literature of the war period teems with similar examples of the self-deception of intellectuals. There is always the possibility that some of it was prompted by dishonest truckling to the hysteria of the populace and the pressure of governments. But most of it was not as dishonest as that.


    Hardly any war of history has been the occasion of more hypocrisy and sentimentality than the Spanish-American War. Yet as intelligent a man as Walter Hines Page could extract the following pious moral from it: “May there not come such a chance in Mexico—to clean out the bandits, yellow fever, malaria, hookworm—all to make the country healthful, safe for life and investment and for orderly self-government, at last? What we did in Cuba might thus be made the beginning of a new epoch in history, conquest for the sole benefit of the conquered, worked out by a sanitary reformation. The new sanitation will reclaim all tropical lands; but the work must first be done by military power—probably from the outside. May not the existing military power of Europe conceivably be diverted to this use? . . . And the tropics cry out for sanitation.”50 Perhaps it is rather significant that the American idea of a universal value should express itself in terms of sanitation.


    The Spanish-American War offers some of the most striking illustrations of the hypocrisy of governments as well as of the self-deception of intellectuals. The hypocrisy was probably excessive, because a youthful and politically immature nation tried to harmonise the anti-imperialistic innocency of its childhood with the imperial impulses of its awkward youth. It was just beginning to feel and to test its strength and was both proud and ashamed of what it felt. President McKinley’s various state papers and addresses are a perfect mine for the cynic. In a message to Congress before the outbreak of hostilities, he declared: “If it shall hereafter appear to be a duty imposed by our obligations to ourselves, to civilisation and humanity to intervene with force it shall be done without fault on our part and only because the necessity for such action will be so clear as to command the support and the approval of the civilised world.” He added: “I speak not of forcible annexation for that cannot be thought of. That by our code of morals would be criminal aggression.”51 When the amiable President was finally pushed into the war by our passionate patriots, though Spain yielded to all of our demands, he answered a “pressing appeal to the feelings of humanity and moderation in the President and people of the United States” from the powers of Europe which sought to avert war by conciliation, by expressing the hope “that equal appreciation will be shown for our own earnest efforts and unselfish endeavors to fulfill a duty to humanity by ending a situation, the indefinite prolongation of which has become insufferable.”52 The war was launched on a wave of patriotic sentimentality in which both the religious idealists and the humanitarians went into ecstasies over our heroic defense of the Cuban people, forgetting that many American statesmen, beginning with the anti-imperialist Thomas Jefferson, had regarded the Spanish hold upon so proximate an island as Cuba as ultimately untenable. The actual annexation of Cuba was prevented only by the fact that the Teller Amendment, disavowing such an aim, was slipped unobserved into the Senate resolution which authorised hostilities.53


    Since no promises were made in regard to the Philippines, the hypocrisy of a nation could express itself most unrestrainedly in the policies dealing with them. Though the little junta, of which Theodore Roosevelt and Senator Lodge were the leaders, had carefully planned the campaign of war so that the Philippines would become ours, the fiction that the fortunes of war had made us the unwilling recipients and custodians of the Philippine Islands was quickly fabricated and exists to this day. We decided to keep the Philippines against their will at the conclusion of a war ostensibly begun to free the Cubans. The President charged the peace commission which was to negotiate the peace treaty with Spain that it “should be as scrupulous and magnanimous in the concluding settlement as the nation had been just and humane in the original action.” Since we constantly increased our demands during the session of the peace conference, the Spaniards must have gained a curious impression of the meaning of magnanimity. In regard to the Philippines the President charged the commissioners: “The march of events rules and overrules human action. We cannot be unmindful that without any design on our part the war has brought us new responsibilities and duties which we must meet and discharge as becomes a great nation on whose growth and career from the beginning the Ruler of Nations has plainly written the high command and pledge of civilisation.”54 When after a great deal of negotiation among the commissioners and much debate between imperialists and anti-imperialists in America it was finally decided to ask for all of the Philippines, Secretary Hay wrote to the commissioners: “You are instructed to insist on the cession of the whole of the Philippines. . . . The questions of duty and humanity appeal to the President so strongly that he can find no appropriate answer but the one he has marked out.”55 There were American citizens, of course, who saw through all of this hypocrisy. “Why,” declared Mr. Moorfield Storey, one of the great liberal spirits of that day, “should Cuba with 1,600,000 people have a right to freedom and self-government and the 8,000,000 people who dwell in the Philippines be denied the same right?”56 But these critics were not strong enough to prevail against the will-to-power of a vigorous young nation. The instructions to the army, after Spain finally ceded the islands and the peace treaty was signed, complete the chapter in hypocrisy with an almost perfect touch of dishonesty: “It will be the duty of the commander of the forces of occupation to announce and proclaim in the most public manner possible that we have come not as invaders or as conquerors but as friends.”57


    Later Mr. McKinley explained to a group of clergymen just how he arrived at his decision on American policy: “I walked the floor of the White House night after night until midnight; and I am not ashamed to tell you gentlemen that I went on my knees and prayed to Almighty God for light and guidance more than one night. And one night it came to me this way—that there was nothing left for us to do but to take them all, and to educate the Filipinos, and uplift and civilise and Christianise them, and by God’s grace do the very best we could by them, as our fellowmen for whom Christ also died. And then I went to bed and went to sleep and slept soundly.”58


    America has not been altogether disobedient to Mr. McKinley’s heavenly vision, for it has done a rather creditable job of education and sanitation in the islands. Nevertheless a modern observer of western imperialism in the orient, Nathaniel Peffer, gives a truer estimate than Mr. McKinley of the real motives of imperialism when he observes cynically: “Much might be said of their fitness for self-government, but why? What does it matter? The Filipinos will seize the government and proclaim themselves independent tomorrow if they had the power. And if and when they have the power, they will, whether fit for self-government or not. And were they as politically wise as Solons, the American Government would not give them their independence now, nor a hundred years from now, if American interests were to lose thereby.”59 Mr. Peffer’s observations have received very recent verification by the fact that a new sentiment in favor of Philippine independence is prompted by the desire of American sugar interests to place Philippine sugar outside of the American tariff wall.


    Mr. McKinley’s hypocrisies were a little more than usually naïve. But they could be fairly well matched in the history of other statesmen and nations. Mr. Gladstone was as pious and upright a statesman as Mr. McKinley, and probably more intelligent. He was, as McKinley, anti-imperialist by conviction. When the occupation of Egypt was forced upon him, he was anxious to preserve the guise, and perhaps even the reality, of his anti-imperial policy. He declared “Of all things in the world, that (permanent occupation) is the thing we are not going to do.” The army was to be withdrawn “as soon as the state of the country and the organisation of the proper means for the maintenance of the khedive’s authority will admit of it.” This pledge, said Gladstone, was a sacred pledge. It had “earned for us the confidence of Europe during the course of this difficult and delicate operation, and which, if one pledge can be more sacred than another, special sacredness in this case binds us to fulfill.”60 Nevertheless Gladstone did not fulfill it, and it has not been fulfilled since. The failure to do so is now proudly exhibited by Englishmen as an example of the British genius for “muddling through.” At an earlier date when Kitchener was conquering the Sudan and came into conflict with the French General Marchand at Fashoda, Lord Rosebery declared in an address “I hope that this incident will be pacifically settled but it must be understood that there can be no compromise of the rights of Egypt.”61 The height of national hypocrisy was probably reached in the Preamble of the Treaty of the Holy Alliance in which the reactionary intentions of Russia, Prussia and Austria in forming the alliance are introduced in words reeking with dishonest religious unction: “Their Majesties solemnly declare . . . their unshakable resolution . . . to take as their sole rule the precepts of holy Religion, precepts of righteousness, Christian love and peace. . . . Consequently their Majesties have agreed, conformable to the words of Holy Writ which command all men to regard one another as brethren, to remain united by the bonds of a true and indissoluble brotherhood, and to help one another like fellow countrymen in all conditions and all cases. Towards their peoples and their armies they will behave as fathers to their families and they will guide them in the same spirit of brotherliness as that which inspires themselves. . . . The three allied sovereigns feel themselves but the plenipotentiaries of Providence for the government of the three branches of the same family. . . . All powers that solemnly subscribe to these principles will be received into this Holy Alliance.” This document is particularly interesting because its sentiments betray the hand of that mystic sentimentalist, Czar Alexander of Russia, but the man who engineered the political deals which it is supposed to sanctify was the cynic and realist, Metternich. Somewhat in the same fashion the realities of the Treaty of Versailles were dictated by Clemenceau, while Wilson supplied the garnish of sentiment and idealism. No nation has ever made a frank avowal of its real imperial motives. It always claims to be primarily concerned with the peace and prosperity of the people whom it subjugates. In the Treaty of 1907 in which Russia and England partitioned Persia, the two nations promised to “respect the integrity and independence of Persia” and claimed to be “sincerely desiring the preservation of order throughout the country.”62 When Spain and France divided Morocco they joined in a statement in which they professed themselves “firmly attached to the integrity of the Moorish Empire under the sovereignty of the Sultan.”63 Most of the treaties by which the European nations have divided the spoils of empire are textbooks in hypocrisy. One can never be sure how much they are meant to fool the outside world, how much they are meant for the deception of their own deluded nationals, and how much they are meant to heal a moral breach in the inner life of statesmen, who find themselves torn between the necessities of statecraft and the sometimes sensitive promptings of an individual conscience. In men like McKinley, Gladstone, Woodrow Wilson, Herbert Asquith and Sir Edward Grey and Bethmann-Hollweg the latter element is quite important.


    Our imperialistic policy in Latin-America and the Caribbean, which, as every historian knows, differs from the imperialism of European nations only in that it is slightly less military and more obviously commercial (though of course we are always ready to use our naval power when the occasion warrants), was given the halo of moral sanctity by Secretary Hughes in an address in 1924: “We are aiming not to exploit but to aid; not to subvert, but to help in laying the foundations for a sound, stable and independent government. Our interest does not lie in controlling foreign peoples. . . . Our interest is in having prosperous, peaceful and law abiding neighbors.”64 Such sentiments have been repeated innumerable times by American statesmen, in spite of the fact that every impartial history clearly records the economic motives which prompt our policies in our relation to our southern neighbors. The various messages of President Coolidge in which he dealt with the difficult problems of post-war readjustment were, almost without exception, marvellous examples of sanctimonious hypocrisy. Europe was constantly assured, for instance, that our only interest in post-war debt settlements was to preserve the sanctity of covenants and to prevent European nations from falling into slovenly business habits.


    Moralists who have observed and animadverted upon the hypocrisy of nations have usually assumed that a more perfect social intelligence, which could penetrate and analyse these evasions and deceptions, would make them ultimately impossible. But here again they are counting on moral and rational resources which will never be available. What was not possible in 1914–1918, when the world was submerged in dishonesties and hypocrisies (the Treaty of Versailles, with its pledge of disarmament and the self-righteous moral conviction of the vanquished by the victors, being the crowning example), will hardly become possible in a decade or in a century, or in many centuries. Nations will always find it more difficult than individuals to behold the beam that is in their own eye while they observe the mote that is in their brother’s eye; and individuals find it difficult enough. A perennial weakness of the moral life in individuals is simply raised to the nth degree in national life. Let a nation be accused of hypocrisy and it shrinks back in pious horror at the charge. When President Wilson addressed a peace communication to the belligerent powers in 1916 and with delicate irony, “took the liberty of calling attention to the fact that the objects which the statesmen of the belligerents on both sides have in mind in this war are virtually the same as stated to their own people and to the world,” Lord Northcliffe reported that everybody in England was “mad as hell,” that Lord Robert Cecil was “deeply hurt,” and that the King actually broke down in pain over the suggestion.65 In 1927 Senator Hiram Johnson, stung by European strictures of American hypocrisy and greed, declared “In all their long sordid international careers of blood and conquest, these nations that call America Shylock and swine, that sneer at our pretensions and deride our acts, have never done an idealistic, altruistic or unselfish international deed. Ever their cry has been for more land and new peoples and . . . where sinister diplomacy has failed blood and iron have subdued the weak and helpless. . . . Whatever our faults, and they are mostly internal, the United States is the only nation on earth that in its international relations has ever displayed either idealism or altruism. . . . The United States has written an international policy in deeds of generosity and mercy and written indelibly thus the answer to Europe’s gibes and jeers.”66 It would be interesting to add that the author of these remarks was particularly active in passing the Japanese Exclusion Act.


    Perhaps the best that can be expected of nations is that they should justify their hypocrisies by a slight measure of real international achievement, and learn how to do justice to wider interests than their own, while they pursue their own. England, which has frequently been accused by continental nations of mastering the arts of national self-righteousness with particular skill, may have accomplished this, partly because there is actually a measure of genuine humanitarian interest in British policy. The Italian statesman, Count Sforza, has recently paid a witty and deserved tribute to the British art in politics. They have, he declares, “a precious gift bestowed by divine grace upon the British people: the simultaneous action in those islands, when a great British interest is at stake, of statesmen and diplomats coolly working to obtain some concrete political advantage and on the other side, and without previous base secret understanding, clergymen and writers eloquently busy showing the highest moral reasons for supporting the diplomatic action which is going on in Downing Street. Such was the case in the Belgian Congo. Belgian rule had been in force there for years; but at a certain moment gold was discovered in the Katanga, the Congolese province nearest to the British South African possessions; and the bishops and other pious persons started at once a violent press campaign to stigmatise the Belgian atrocities against the Negroes. What is astonishing and really imperial is that those bishops and other pious persons were inspired by the most perfect Christian good faith, and that nobody was pulling the wires behind them.”67 Another foreign critic and observer of English life, Wilhelm Dibelius, believes that there is justification for the moral pretensions of Britain: “England,” he declares, “is the solitary power with a national programme, which while egotistic through and through, at the same time promises to the world as a whole, something which the world passionately desires, order, progress and eternal peace. . . . None of them (the other powers) have as yet succeeded in setting up, against the British ideal, an ideal of their own, national and international at the same time, as the British.”68 What Britain has achieved, if we are to take Doctor Dibelius’ word for it, is probably the best that can be expected of any nation. It is questionable whether her achievement is great enough to make the attainment of international justice, without conflict, possible. Of that India is an example. In spite of the solid achievement of Britain in India, her imperialism there has been covered with the cant and hypocrisy which all nations affect; and it is obvious that India will gain a full partnership in the British Empire only as she is able to exert some kind of force against British imperialism.


    If it is true that the nations are too selfish and morally too obtuse and self-righteous to make the attainment of international justice without the use of force possible, the question arises whether there is a possibility of escape from the endless round of force avenging ancient wrongs and creating new ones, of victorious Germany creating a vindictive France and victorious France poisoning Germany with a sense of outraged justice. The morality of nations is such that, if there be a way out, it is not as easy as the moralists of both the pre-war and post-war period have assumed.


    Obviously one method of making force morally redemptive is to place it in the hands of a community, which transcends the conflicts of interest between individual nations and has an impartial perspective upon them. That method resolves many conflicts within national communities, and the organisation of the League of Nations is ostensibly the extension of that principle to international life. But if powerful classes in national societies corrupt the impartiality of national courts, it may be taken for granted that a community of nations, in which very powerful and very weak nations are bound together, has even less hope of achieving impartiality. Furthermore the prestige of the international community is not great enough, and it does not sufficiently qualify the will-to-power of individual nations, to achieve a communal spirit sufficiently unified, to discipline recalcitrant nations. Thus Japan was able to violate her covenants in her conquest of Manchuria, because she shrewdly assumed that the seeming solidarity of the League of Nations was not real, and that it only thinly veiled without restraining the peculiar policies of various great powers, which she would be able to tempt and exploit. Her assumption proved correct, and she was able to win the quasi-support of France and to weaken the British support of League policies. Her success in breaking her covenants with impunity has thrown the weakness of our inchoate society of nations into vivid light. This weakness, also revealed in the failure of the recent Disarmament Conference and the abortive character of all efforts to resolve the anarchy of national tariffs, justifies the pessimistic conclusion that there is not yet a political force capable of bringing effective social restraint upon the self-will of nations, at least not upon the powerful nations. Even if it should be possible to maintain peace on the basis of the international status quo, there is no evidence that an unjust peace can be adjusted by pacific means. A society of nations has not really proved itself until it is able to grant justice to those who have been worsted in battle without requiring them to engage in new wars to redress their wrongs.


    Since the class character of national governments is a primary, though not the only cause of their greed, present international anarchy may continue until the fear of catastrophe amends, or catastrophe itself destroys, the present social system and builds more co-operative national societies. There may not be enough intelligence in modern society to prevent catastrophe. There is certainly not enough intelligence to prompt our generation to a voluntary reorganisation of society, unless the fear of imminent catastrophe quickens the tempo of social change.


    The sharpening of class antagonisms within each modern industrial nation is increasingly destroying national unity and imperilling international comity as well. It may be that the constant growth of economic inequality and social injustice in our industrial civilisation will force the nations into a final conflict, which is bound to end in their destruction. The disintegration of national loyalties through class antagonisms has proceeded so far in the more advanced nations, that they can hardly dare to permit the logic inherent in the present situation to take its course. Conditions in these nations, particularly in Germany where the forces and factors which operate in modern civilisation may be seen in clearest outline, reveal what desperate devices are necessary for the preservation of even a semblance of national unity and how these very devices seem to make for an international conflict in which the last semblance of that unity will be destroyed. If the possibilities and perils of the contemporary situation are to be fully understood it will be necessary to study the class antagonism within the nations carefully and estimate their importance for the future of civilisation.
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    CHAPTER FIVE


    The Ethical Attitudes of Privileged Classes


    


    


    ECONOMIC AND social classes within a state do not possess, or have not possessed, the authority, inner cohesion and sharply defined reality of the nation. It is therefore more difficult and less accurate to speak of the attitudes and actions of classes. The significant actions of classes in the past have been determined by the attitudes of individuals who were actuated, not so much by a sense of loyalty to the class, as by individual interests which were identical with the individual interests of others who possessed or lacked the same social privileges, and who could therefore make common cause in defense of their common interests. Classes may be formed on the basis of common functions in society, but they do not become sharply distinguished until function is translated into privilege. Thus professional classes may be distinguished by certain psychological characteristics from other middle-class groups; but these psychological distinctions will be ultimately insignificant in comparison with the common political attitudes which professional groups will have with other middle-class groups on the basis of their similar social and economic privileges. “The diversities in the faculties of men,” declared James Madison, “from which the rights of property originate, are . . . an insuperable obstacle to uniformity of interests. The protection of these faculties is the first object of government. From the protection of different and unequal faculties of acquiring property, the possession of different degrees and kinds of property immediately results; and from the influence of these on the sentiments and views of the respective proprietors ensues a division of society into different interests and parties.”69 This is a correct analysis of the economic basis of political attitudes, except that too great a significance is attached to inequality of faculty as the basis of inequality of privilege. Differences in faculty and function do indeed help to originate inequality of privilege but they never justify the degree of inequality created, and they are frequently not even relevant to the type of inequality perpetuated in a social system.


    What is important for our consideration is that inequalities of social privilege develop in every society, and that these inequalities become the basis of class divisions and class solidarity. We have previously seen that inequalities of privilege are due chiefly to disproportions of power, and that the power which creates privilege need not be economic but usually is. In modern Japan there is still a class of militarists with social and political prestige greater than that of the economically powerful groups. Their power and prestige rest upon feudal traditions in which martial strength and glory outweighs purely economic power. In modern Russia a class may be developing which depends for its power not upon economic strength but upon its ability to manipulate the processes of the state. In modern capitalistic society the significant social power is the power which inheres in the ownership of the means of production; and it is that power which is able to arrogate special social privilege to itself. Varying political convictions and social attitudes depend upon the degree of social power and economic privilege possessed by varying classes. Naturally the chief difference will be between those who own property and those who do not. There will be minor distinctions, however, within these two groups which tend to obscure the major division when viewed from certain perspectives. Thus landholders may have interests which diverge from, and social policies which conflict with, those of the owners of industrial capital until the moment of crisis when all property is under attack or until the two types of property and ownership merge. Industrial workers may find their proletarian class bifurcated and the more privileged skilled workers may not on all occasions make common cause with the unskilled. The insistence of those who strive for proletarian class unity, that there ought not be such a division among industrial workers, will not necessarily establish complete unity. Such unity would be an ethical achievement, attained in defiance of the immediate interests of the more privileged proletarian group, though it might be compatible with their ultimate interests. The class standing between the owners and the workers, composed of professional people, clerks, small retailers and bureaucrats, is ambiguous in membership and social outlook. Whether its position is ultimately untenable and where, in the event of its dissolution, it will cast its lot, whether with the owners or with the workers, are questions which still arouse a great deal of speculation. The answer to them may contain the clue to the riddle of the future of western civilisation. But about that more shall be said later. Modern economic classes are, at the same time, more self-conscious and less sharply defined than the social classes of the Middle Ages. The forces of a technological civilisation, which give classes organs of cohesion and self-expression, also tend to confuse the economic circumstances which create class distinctions, with an endless variety of differentiated function and corresponding differences of privilege.


    Whatever may be the degree of the self-consciousness of classes, the social and ethical outlook of members of given classes is invariably colored, if not determined, by the unique economic circumstances which each class has as a common possession. This fact, regarded as axiomatic by economists, still fails to impress most moral theorists and ethical idealists. The latter, with their too unqualified confidence in the capacity of religious or rational idealism, persist in hoping that some force of reason and conscience can be created, powerful enough to negate or to transcend the economic interests which are basic to class divisions. The whole history of humanity is proof of the futility of this hope. The development of rational and moral resources may indeed qualify the social and ethical outlook, but it cannot destroy the selfishness of classes. Moral idealism must express itself within the limits of the imagination by which men recognise the true character of their own motives and the validity of interests which compete with their own. The imagination of very few men is acute enough to accomplish this so thoroughly that the selfish motive is adequately discounted and the interests of others are fully understood. So-called idealism therefore tends to confuse political and social issues more frequently than it clarifies them. For when tender moral sentiments express themselves within the limits of a social organisation, which violates the highest ethical principles, it adds to the moral confusion of peoples.


    The moral attitudes of dominant and privileged groups are characterised by universal self-deception and hypocrisy. The unconscious and conscious identification of their special interests with general interests and universal values, which we have noted in analysing national attitudes, is equally obvious in the attitude of classes. The reason why privileged classes are more hypocritical than underprivileged ones is that special privilege can be defended in terms of the rational ideal of equal justice only, by proving that it contributes something to the good of the whole. Since inequalities of privilege are greater than could possibly be defended rationally, the intelligence of privileged groups is usually applied to the task of inventing specious proofs for the theory that universal values spring from, and that general interests are served by, the special privileges which they hold.


    The most common form of hypocrisy among the privileged classes is to assume that their privileges are the just payments with which society rewards specially useful or meritorious functions. As long as society regards special rewards for important services as ethically just and socially necessary (and the reversion of equalitarian Russia to this principle of unequal rewards suggests that it will not be easily abrogated), it is always possible for social privilege to justify itself, at least in its own eyes, in terms of the social function which it renders. If the argument is to be plausible, when used by privileged classes who possess hereditary advantages, it must be proved or assumed that the underprivileged classes would not have the capacity of rendering the same service if given the same opportunity. This assumption is invariably made by privileged classes. The educational advantages which privilege buys, and the opportunities for the exercise of authority which come with privileged social position, develop capacities which are easily attributed to innate endowment. The presence of able men among the privileged is allowed to obscure the number of instances in which hereditary privilege is associated with knavery and incompetence. On the other hand it has always been the habit of privileged groups to deny the oppressed classes every opportunity for the cultivation of innate capacities and then to accuse them of lacking what they have been denied the right to acquire. The struggle for universal education in the nineteenth century prompted the same kind of arguments from the privileged in every country. The poor were incapable of enjoying the benefits of education, and if they secured it they would make too good use of it by resisting the exactions of their oppressors more successfully. When the bill which provided for supported schools was before the English Parliament in 1807, a Mr. Giddy, afterward President of the Royal Society, raised objections which could be matched in every country: “However specious in theory the project might be of giving education to the laboring classes of the poor, it would be prejudicial to their morals and happiness; it would teach them to despise their lot in life instead of making them good servants in agriculture and other laborious employments; instead of teaching them subordination it would render them fractious and refractory as was evident in the manufacturing counties; it would enable them to read seditious pamphlets, vicious books and publications against Christianity; it would render them insolent to their superiors and in a few years the legislature would find it necessary to direct the strong arm of power against them.”70


    Southern whites in America usually justify their opposition to equal suffrage for the Negro on the ground of his illiteracy. Yet no Southern State gives equal facility for Negro and white education; and the educated, self-reliant Negro is hated more than the docile, uneducated one. Mr. Watson of the Virginia Convention of 1901–2 opposed educational suffrage tests on the ground that they would discriminate in favor of the educated Negro against the servile, old-time Negro: “Now, sir, the old-time Negro is assassinated by this suffrage plan. This new issue, your reader, your writer, your loafer, your voter, your ginger-cake school graduate, with a diploma of side-whiskers and beaver-hat, pocket pistols, brass knucks and bicycle, he, sir, is the distinguished citizen whom our statesmen would crown at once with the highest dignities of an ancient and respectable commonwealth.”71


    Sometimes a dominant group feels itself strong enough to deny the fitness of a subject group to share in its privileges without offering any evidence of a lack of qualification. The fact is asserted dogmatically without effort to prove it. So Senator Vardaman of Mississippi declared himself “opposed to Negro voting; it matters not what his advertised mental and moral qualifications may be. I am just as much opposed to Booker Washington as a voter, with all his Anglo-Saxon reinforcements, as I am to a cocoanut-headed, chocolate-colored typical little coon, Andy Dotson, who blacks my shoes every morning. Neither is fit to perform the supreme function of citizenship.”72 The Southern whites, as every dominant group, are unwilling to grant equal privileges to a subject class, which happens in this case also to be a subject race, on any terms. They will state that fact unashamedly in circles where their prejudices are shared and the social inequalities of their system are accepted. Where either is challenged, they resort to the hypocrisy of attributing innate and congenital defects to the subject people.


    The movements for universal education and general suffrage in the nineteenth century offer perfect illustration of both the limits and the potentialities of growing rationality and moral idealism in the equalisation of privilege and power. The principle of universal education was a product of the democratic movement, initiated by middle-class idealists. While this movement in general was exploited and appropriated by the middle classes, without giving the industrial classes the full share of it, which democratic principles demanded, the idea of universal education redounded, nevertheless, to the benefit of all classes and gave the industrial classes the self-reliance and intelligence by which they could resist the middle-class effort to exploit the democratic movement for class purposes. While genuine idealism contributed to the extension of educational privileges to all classes, it must be noted that it was easier to establish universal education than universal suffrage, because the former represents only privilege and the latter both privilege and power. Dominant classes are always slowest to yield power because it is the source of privilege. As long as they hold it, they may dispense and share privilege, enjoying the moral pleasure of giving what does not belong to them and the practical advantage of withholding enough to preserve their eminence and superiority in society. While education is potential power, because it enables the disinherited to protect their own interests by organised and effective methods, the dominant classes have suppressed their fears of this effect of education by the thought that education could be used as a means for inculcating submissiveness. Something of that hope, probably unconscious, is to be found in Adam Smith’s defense of universal education: “An instructed and intelligent people are always more decent and orderly than a stupid one. They feel themselves each individually more respectable and more likely to gain the respect of their lawful superiors. . . . They are disposed to examine and are more capable of seeing through the interested complaints of faction and sedition, and they are upon that account less apt to be misled into any wanton or unnecessary opposition to the measures of government.”73 A similar argument for the education of slaves was used by a West Indies missionary: “as they learned chiefly through the violent speeches of their own masters and overseers what was going on in their favor . . . it was missionary influence that moderated their passions, kept them steady in the course of duty, and prevented them from sinning against God by offending against the laws of man.”74 Since education is to this day both a tool of propaganda in the hands of dominant groups, and a means of emancipation for subject classes, it is easy to understand both the hopes and the fears of the privileged classes when they first began to yield the privilege of education.


    The issue of universal suffrage was more stubbornly fought, for reasons suggested. In England the Reform Bill of 1832, which could not have been enacted but for the agitation of the industrial classes, excluded these classes from all its benefits. In this case, as in Russia during the first revolution, the middle classes won their freedom by the help of labor and then excluded their allies from the benefits of their victory. A half century of agitation and political manœuvring was required in England, from 1832 to 1888, before universal suffrage was fully established; and the privileged classes contested every step of the advance toward full suffrage of the industrial classes with the old argument of all privileged classes: that those who lacked the privilege of suffrage were not fit to exercise it.75 It must be added that the final victory of universal suffrage was not final, because women were excluded from the privilege. They had to gain the right against the same charge of unfitness; and, in England at least, militancy had to be added to the force of moral and rational suasion before the victory for equality of rights was won.


    Dominant groups indulge in other hypocrisies beside the claim of their special intellectual fitness for the powers which they exercise and the privileges which they enjoy. Frequently they justify their advantages by the claim of moral rather than intellectual superiority. Thus the rising middle classes of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries regarded their superior advantages over the world of labor as the just rewards of a diligent and righteous life. The individualism of nineteenth century political economy and the sanctification of the prudential virtues in Puritan Protestantism were used by the middle classes to give themselves a sense of moral superiority over both the leisured classes and the industrial workers. This individualism, and the emphasis upon the virtues of thrift and diligence, allowed them to believe that the poverty of the workers was due to their laziness and their improvidence. Timothy Dwight, President of Yale, leader of New England conservatism and champion of the mercantile interests against the politics of the frontiersmen, described the latter as “too idle, too talkative, too passionate, too prodigal and too shiftless to acquire either property or character. They are usually possessed in their own view of uncommon wisdom, understand medical science, politics and religion better than those who have studied them all their life; and although they manage their own concerns worse than other men, feel perfectly satisfied that they could manage those of the nation far better than the agents to whom they are entrusted by the public.”76 Timothy Dwight was not the only protagonist of middle-class respectability who spoke of “property and character” in the same breath. The middle classes were proud that their property, unlike that of the inheritances of the leisured classes, sprang from character, industry, continence and thrift; and they were therefore quite certain that any one endowed with similar virtues could equal the competence which they enjoyed. Failure to achieve such a competence was in itself proof of a lack of virtue. This middle-class creed sprang so naturally from the circumstances of middle-class life that it ought, perhaps, to be regarded as an illusion rather than a pretension. But when it is maintained in defiance of all the facts of an industrial civilisation, which reveal how insignificant are the factors of virtuous thrift and industry beside the factor of the disproportion in economic power in the creation of economic inequality, the element of honest illusion is transmuted into dishonest pretension. When a man like John Hay regarded the labor riots of 1877, which arose from the injustices of a buccaneer capitalism, as evidences of the venality of labor, and took occasion to reaffirm his individualistic creed, the judgment can hardly be regarded as an honest one. “He held,” declares his biographer, “as did many of his contemporaries, that the assaults upon property were inspired by demagogues, who used as their tools the loafers, the criminal and the vicious, society’s dregs who have been ready at all times to rise against laws and government. That you have property is proof of industry and foresight on your part or your father’s; that you have nothing is a judgment on your laziness and vices or on your improvidence. The world is a moral world; which it would not be if virtue and vice received the same rewards.”77


    The idea that the profits of capital are really the rewards of a just society for the foresight and thrift of those who sacrificed the immediate pleasures of spending in order that society might have productive capital, had a certain validity in the early days of capitalism, when productive enterprise was frequently initiated through capital saved out of modest incomes. The idea, as a moral justification of present inequalities of privilege, has become more and more dishonest, since the increased centralisation of privilege and power makes it possible for those who make the largest investments in industry to do so without any diminution of even the most luxurious living standards. Since we are living in a world in which there is too much capital for production and too little for consumption, the argument that economic inequality is necessary for the accumulation of capital resources has lost even its economic validity. Yet it is still used by privileged classes to establish a specious connection between virtue or social function and privilege.


    The moral excellencies which privileged classes claim and by which they justify their special advantages in society are not always of the utilitarian type. The middle classes may emphasize the social usefulness of thrift and industry and may claim to possess these virtues in an extraordinary degree; but the landed aristocrats have always based their claims to eminence upon quite different grounds. They claimed moral superiority because they lacked rather than possessed utilitarian virtues. They affected to despise not only the industry of the worker but that of the trader and of any person who was under the necessity of earning his living.78 They exalted the amenities of a leisured life and placed manners in the category of morals. There is, in the moral attitudes of the aristocracy, a curious confusion of manners and morals which expresses itself in interesting ambiguities in every language. “Gentlemen” and “noblemen” in English and “adel” and “edel” in German are significant examples of words to be found in all languages, which have the connotation of well-born and well-mannered on the one hand, and virtuous and considerate on the other. They illustrate how those who could cultivate the manners of a leisured life arrogated the prestige of moral virtue for their achievements. The double connotation of “villain” and “Kerl” proves that they were not slow to ascribe lack of moral worth to the poor. The English word “gentle” springs from a Latin root which had the same ambiguity, meaning both well-born and morally tender. The Greek word εύγενής seems originally to have meant only “well-born,” but in the Greek tragedies it is used to describe nobility without reference to birth. Similar evidences of the aristocratic confusion of manners and morals seem to exist in every tongue.


    The English word “generous” springs from a Latin root (generosus), which reveals that generosity was also regarded as a unique aristocratic virtue. That was natural enough, since only the wealthy had the time and the pecuniary strength to engage in conspicuous helpfulness to their fellows. Mr. Thorstein Veblen cynically interprets the generosities of the privileged as efforts to incite the envy of their fellowmen by a display of their resources.79 That is probably as near to the truth as the moral estimate which the wealthy and leisured classes make of their own philanthropies. We have previously suggested that philanthropy combines genuine pity with the display of power and that the latter element explains why the powerful are more inclined to be generous than to grant social justice.


    The devotion of the aristocracy to art and culture offers it another occasion for moral justification of its privileges. This devotion may be a refined form of conspicuous waste or it may be prompted by the ennui of men who are not under the necessity of earning their livelihood. Nevertheless social inequality has been so basic to the history of culture that Mr. Clive Bell is able to regard the aristocratic organization of society as a prerequisite of high culture.80 Both the arts and the sciences had their inception in the leisure of Sumerian and Egyptian priests, who, being priests, could maintain their privileged positions in society with less effort than the soldier, and were consequently free to devote their leisure to arts and speculations which had no immediate utilitarian advantage. The fact that culture requires leisure is, however, hardly a sufficient justification for the maintenance of a leisured class. For every artist which the aristocracy has produced, and for every two patrons of art, it has supported a thousand wastrels. An intelligent society will know how to subsidise those who possess peculiar gifts in the arts and the sciences and free them of the necessity of engaging in immediately useful toil. It will bestow leisure upon those who have the capacity to exploit it, and will not permit a leisured class to justify itself by producing an occasional creative genius among a multitude of incompetents who waste their leisure in vulgarities and inanities. No complex society will be able to dispense with certain inequalities of privilege. Some of them are necessary for the proper performance of certain social functions; and others (though this is not so certain) may be needed to prompt energy and diligence in the performance of important functions. But rational privilege must be related to function and to the capacity to perform it. If such a principle is incompatible with complete equalitarianism, it is equally incompatible with the preservation of class privileges. Privileged classes are maintained by the inheritance of privileges without regard to individual capacities for exploiting them for the common good. Furthermore, the degree of privilege inherited has no relevance to what is necessary for the performance of function. A rational justification of hereditary class privileges is therefore impossible, and every effort in this direction must result in the dishonesties which have characterised the self-defense of privileged classes.


    Privileged groups have other persistent methods of justifying their special interests in terms of general interest. The assumption that they possess unique intellectual gifts and moral excellencies which redound to the general good, is only one of them. Perhaps a more favorite method is to identify the particular organisation of society, of which they are the beneficiaries, with the peace and order of society in general and to appoint themselves the apostles of law and order. Since every society has an instinctive desire for harmony and avoidance of strife, this is a very potent instrument of maintaining the unjust status quo. No society has ever achieved peace without incorporating injustice into its harmony. Those who would eliminate the injustice are therefore always placed at the moral disadvantage of imperilling its peace. The privileged groups will place them under that moral disadvantage even if the efforts toward justice are made in the most pacific terms. They will claim that it is dangerous to disturb a precarious equilibrium and will feign to fear anarchy as the consequence of the effort. This passion for peace need not always be consciously dishonest. Since those who hold special privileges in society are naturally inclined to regard their privileges as their rights and to be unmindful of the effects of inequality upon the underprivileged, they will have a natural complacence toward injustice. Every effort to disturb the peace, which incorporates the injustice, will therefore seem to them to spring from unjustified malcontent. They will furthermore be only partly conscious of the violence and coercion by which their privileges are preserved and will therefore be particularly censorious of the use of force or the threat of violence by those who oppose them. The force they use is either the covert force of economic power or it is the police power of the state, seemingly sanctified by the supposedly impartial objectives of the government which wields it, but nevertheless amenable to their interests. They are thus able in perfect good faith to express abhorrence of the violence of a strike by workers and to call upon the state in the same breath to use violence in putting down the strike. The unvarying reaction of capitalist newspapers to outbreaks of violence in labor disputes is to express pious abhorrence of the use of violent methods and then to call upon the state to use the militia in suppressing the exasperated workers. Perhaps it is a little too generous to attribute good faith to such reasoning, particularly since the privileged classes are not averse to the policy of augmenting the police power of the state with their own instruments of defense and aggression. The use of company police in labor disputes has resulted in more than one scandal of cruel oppression in the United States. English history in the nineteenth century abounds in similar instances of the use of violence by the privileged classes in alleged support of the police services of the state for the suppression of revolt. Nine years after the Hampshire Riots of 183o, caused by the intolerable poverty of the workers and a wretched system of poor relief, the Duke of Wellington naïvely reported how he had proceeded to augment the state police power:


    “I induced the magistrates to put themselves on horseback, each at the head of his own servants and retainers, grooms, huntsmen, gamekeepers, armed with horsewhips, pistols, fowling pieces and what they could get, and to attack in concert, if necessary, or singly these mobs, disperse them, destroy them and take and put in confinement those who could not escape. This was done in a spirited manner, in many instances, and it is astonishing how soon the country was tranquilised, and in the best way, by the activity and spirit of the gentlemen.”


    A particularly “modern” touch is given to the Duke’s justification of his extra-legal defense of the peace of the state by his insinuation that the reform agitators, who seemed to him to imperil its peace, were paid agents of some Jacobin club in France. Since the immediate object of the reform agitation of those years was the elimination of the rotten boroughs and a more equitable division of suffrage power, it is interesting that the Duke was honest enough to confess the real motives which inspired his hatred and fear of the reform agitators:


    “I see in thirty members for the rotten boroughs, thirty men who would preserve the state of property as it is—the dominion of the country over its foreign colonies, the national honor abroad and its good faith with the King’s subjects at home.”81


    America, where class distinctions have been less pronounced than in other nations and where class antagonisms have been less desperately fought than in older industrial nations, offers a particularly interesting field for the analysis of the passion of privileged groups for law and order. In the very beginning of the nation’s history the acrimonious controversy between the Hamiltonian commercial interests and the Jeffersonian farmers and frontiersmen culminated in the enactment by the former of stringent alien and sedition laws, passed in 1798, to destroy the citizenship rights of Irish and French immigrant adherents of Jefferson’s party and to prevent the expression of Jeffersonian sympathy for the French cause. Despite the obvious bias of these laws the administration organ in New York declared: “When a man is heard to inveigh against the Sedition Law, put him down as one who would submit to no restraint calculated for the peace of society. He deserves to be suspected.”82 At the same time a bishop of the Hamiltonian party preached piously on a text which has been used in every nation and every age to inculcate submissiveness to authority: “Let every soul be subject to the higher powers. The powers that be are ordained of God.”


    Even before the American Revolution class interest expressed itself in American politics, and the privileged class resisted revolutionary sentiment by appeals to law and order. Speaking of the American Tories, Parrington declares: “Compressed in a sentence it (Tory philosophy) was the expression of the will to power. Its motive was economic class interest and its object the exploitation of society through the instrumentality of the state. Stated thus, the philosophy does not appear to advantage; it lays itself open to unpleasant criticism by those who are not its beneficiaries. In consequence much ingenuity in tailoring was necessary to provide it with garments to cover its nakedness. Embroidered with patriotism, loyalty, law and order, it made a very respectable appearance and when it put on the stately robes of the British constitution it was enormously impressive.”83 Jonathan Boucher, one of the most prominent of the Tories, priest of the Anglican church, presents us with a veritable mine of Tory hypocrisy in his various writings. “Obedience to government is every man’s duty as it is every man’s interest; but it is particularly incumbent upon Christians because it is enjoined by the positive commands of God.” Or again, “To respect the laws is to respect liberty in the only rational sense in which the term can be used; for liberty consists in subservience to law.” In speaking of the workers he added to the dishonesty of ascribing their discontent to their lack of virtue, to the hypocrisy of identifying law and liberty: “and the laboring classes, instead of regarding the rich as their guardians, patrons and benefactors, now look upon them as so many overgrown colossuses whom it is no demerit in them to wrong. A still more general topic of complaint is that the lower classes, instead of being industrious, frugal and orderly (virtues so peculiarly becoming to their station in life), are becoming idle, improvident and dissolute.”84


    If we turn to a later period of American history, the period in which the farmers of the west revolted against the exploitation of the government by the eastern commercial classes, finding their creed in populism and their champion in Bryan, we discover as intelligent and as liberal an observer of political life as Godkin, founder and editor of The Nation, turning vehemently against the disaffected agrarians and accusing them of anarchy. His critical attitude toward the nefarious political practices of the apostles of the gilded age did not help him to understand the revolt of the farmers as a legitimate protest against injustice. When the farmers’ protest became militant, he declared “Such an unexpected outbreak as this of the last two or three years shows at least that it is not only in the cities where the foreign born swarm that demagogues may thrive and the doctrine of revolution be preached.”85 The fact that the proposal for the free coinage of silver in Bryan’s platform was regarded as “the bold and wicked scheme of repudiation” proves that even as liberal a man as Godkin prefers the injustices of a standardised monetary system, which a depression always aggravates by forcing debtors to repay their debts in depreciated currency, to the possible chaos of an inflationary effort. Here Godkin betrays the typical timidity of the middle-class intellectual. Writing on the Democratic Convention of 1896, he declared: “The country has watched their mad proceedings with disgust and shuddering, only impatient for the coming of November to stamp out them and their incendiary doctrines.” Perhaps the most revealing stricture of Godkin against the Democratic party was that which was concerned with the Democratic protest against the abuse of injunctions by the federal courts. Godkin declared: “This blow at the courts shows how true are the instincts of the revolutionary. They know their most formidable enemies. Judicial decisions have again and again drawn the fangs of revolutionary legislation. . . .”86 We can realise to what degree class interest colors political opinion if as wise an observer as Godkin could not realise how frequently the courts, because of the very prestige of their supposed impartiality, may be used as the instruments of class domination. “Politics,” declares Brooks Adams,87 “is the struggle for the ascendancy of a class and majority. The Constitution . . . is expounded by judges and this function, which, in essence, is political, has brought precisely that quality of pressure on the bench, which it has been the labor of hundreds of generations to remove. . . . From the outset, the American bench, because it deals with the most fiercely contested of political issues, has been an instrument necessary for political success. . . . The bench has always had an avowed partisan bias.” Mr. Adams errs only in assuming that the bias of a judiciary is a unique American characteristic.


    The striking fact about Godkin’s campaign against Mr. Bryan and the Democratic party is that so fair a man as he should have feared the peril of anarchy and revolution in political policies comparatively so innocent and pacific as those which Mr. Bryan avowed. It is a clear revelation of the power of class bias and of the tendency of the classes which have arrived, to place the advancing classes under the opprobrium of anarchy and revolution. On the morning after Mr. Bryan’s defeat The New York Tribune said: “The wicked rattle-pated boy . . . was only a puppet in the blood-imbrued hands of Altgeld, the anarchist, and Debs, the revolutionist, and other desperadoes of that stripe. But he was a willing pupil, Bryan was, willing and eager.”88


    The human mind is so weak an instrument, and is so easily enslaved and prostituted by human passions, that one is never certain to what degree the fears of the privileged classes, of anarchy and revolution, are honest fears which may be explained in terms of their imperfect perspective upon social facts; and to what degree they are dishonest attempts to put the advancing classes at a disadvantage. One suspects, for instance, that when Joseph Choate assailed the new income tax law before the Supreme Court in 1894 as “communistic, socialistic and populistic”89 he hardly could have been honest. On the other hand, when Oliver Wendell Holmes, impatient in his quiet genteel New England world, with the cries for political justice which were arising in the West, declared “We do not want the incendiary’s pillar of cloud by day and pillar of fire by night to lead us in the march of civilisation, and we don’t want a Moses who will smite the rock, not to bring our water for our thirst, but petroleum to burn us all up with,”90 he was probably expressing the honest bias of a comfortable old man who detested every kind of change. Since the prejudices of honest men are just as great a hazard to ethical relations in politics as the dishonest appeals of demagogues, it may be that moralists have placed too great an emphasis upon the value of honesty as a method of escape from injustice in political life.


    The fear of anarchy of American privileged groups and their self-appointment as the guardians of peace and order is significant only because it is so clearly expressed in a nation in which the classes have not become as distinct as in the older nations. It will be found that the history of other nations abounds in even more striking examples of this trait of privileged classes. After the Manchester massacre of 1819, in which election reform agitators were brutally suppressed by the British Government, the privileged classes of Britain were more fearful of the violence which the agitators might use than repentant of the violence which had been used against them. A most oppressive sedition act was passed to prevent further outbreaks and Lord Redesdale declared: “Every meeting for radical reform was not merely a seditious attempt to undermine the existing constitution by bringing it into hatred and disrepute but it is an overt act of treasonable conspiracy against that constitution.”91 The agitation for suffrage reform in Britain which began in 1789 and did not end until 1888 was stoutly contested by the English Tories, who never tired of insisting and reiterating that each new extension of the franchise would result in anarchy.92 Incidentally it has been an unvarying tendency among governments, and the ruling classes which manipulate government, when anarchy is actually threatened, to re-establish peace by the use of force rather than by eliminating the causes of disaffection. An English historian, writing on the disturbances which accompanied the reform agitation at the beginning of the nineteenth century in Britain declares: “The grand fault of the government of 1817 was that it simply endeavored to scotch the agitation without inquiring into the causes that had produced it. . . . Among the contributory causes there was the impression that the government had no desire to cut down public expenditure for the relief of the taxpayer in general, or to shift part of the poor man’s burden of taxation to the shoulders of the property owner.”93 That judgment upon the British Government of 1817 is applicable with almost equal validity to all governments of all ages.94


    Even when no anarchy is threatened and no violence is used by the classes which seek a more equal share in the processes of government and in the privileges of society, it is always possible for the privileged groups to predict anarchy on the score that the ambitious and advancing classes are unfit for the exercise of the rights which they desire. A learned Englishman, writing on India, makes such a prediction, in perfect analogy with similar dire forebodings of privileged groups in every age: “We cannot foresee the time in which cessation of our rule would not be the signal for universal anarchy and ruin, and it is clear that the only hope for India is the long continuance of the benevolent but strong government of Englishmen. . . . Mr. J. S. Mill declared his belief that the British Government in India ‘was not only one of the purest in intention but one of the most beneficent in act ever known among mankind.’ I do not doubt that this is still true now.”95 This judgment combines the pride of a ruling nation with the arrogance of a ruling class. Whatever justification it has (in this case the solid achievements of the British Empire in India give it considerable justification) is vitiated by the unwillingness of the ruling classes to share the experience which is the basis of whatever superior attainments in government they may possess.


    So persistent is the cry of peace among the ruling classes and so strong the seeming abhorrence of every form of violence and anarchy that one might imagine them actuated by the purest pacifist principles, were it not for the fact that they betray no pacifist scruples when they consider international affairs. Most insistent upon peace within the nation, they are most easily provoked to join issue in martial combat with other nations. Sometimes specific economic interests prompt their bellicose ardor; at other times they find it convenient to strengthen their rule at home by permitting the fever of war and the resultant hysteria of patriotism to confuse their interests with the general welfare more perfectly than would be possible in a sober nation. More than one ruling caste has saved itself by an opportune war. The inept Russian aristocracy tried to beguile the Russian public from consideration of the misery into which it had been thrown by the venality and incompetence of its rulers during the World War, by fanning the flames of jingoism to a white heat. The effort proved futile only because the decomposition of Russian society had progressed too far.96


    The prejudices, hypocrisies and dishonesties of privileged and ruling classes are less determined by class loyalty than similar national attitudes are the consequence of loyalty to the nation. Members of privileged classes are not incapable of loyalty to their class and of concerted action when their common privileges are imperilled. But the attitudes of their several members are under less group pressure than in either the nation or the proletarian class. They merely represent the uniform consequence of a given set of circumstances and the unvarying effect of interest upon attitude and conviction. The group egoism of a privileged class is therefore more precisely the sum and aggregate of individual egoisms than is the case in national selfishness, which is sometimes compounded of the unselfish loyalties of individuals. This may mean that the unethical character of class prejudices may, being less complex, be more easily dissolved by reason than similar national attitudes. Nevertheless the task is not as easy as it seems to rational moralists, who are themselves too much the product of comfortable circumstances to understand the desperate problem of social justice. While some of the pretensions of privileged classes are consciously dishonest, most of them arise from the fact that the criteria of reason, religion and culture, to which the class appeals in defense of its position in society are themselves the product of, or at least colored by, the partial experience and perspective of the class. When the intelligent member of a class appeals to the court of reason and justice the biased judgments of the court are all the more dangerous for having the prestige of impartiality. A higher degree of intelligence and a more acute rational perception might conceivably destroy class bias to some degree. It can certainly increase the number of individuals who are able to penetrate through the moral illusions which confuse the mind and conscience of a majority of the class. It might even qualify the certainty with which most of the members of the class hold to their illusions, and thereby insinuate a rational element into the inevitable struggle between the classes. But it cannot abolish the egoism of a class. David Hume declared that the maxim that egoism is, though not the exclusive, yet the predominant inclination of human nature, might not be true in fact, but that it was true in politics.97 He held it to be true in politics since group action is determined by majority opinion and it would always be true that the majority would be actuated by the egotistic motive. It is difficult to read the history of mankind and arrive at any other conclusion. It must be taken for granted therefore that the injustices in society, which arise from class privileges, will not be abolished purely by moral suasion. That is a conviction at which the proletarian class, which suffers most from social injustice, has finally arrived after centuries of disappointed hopes.
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    CHAPTER SIX


    The Ethical Attitudes of the Proletarian Class


    


    


    ALL SOCIETIES of the past perpetrated and perpetuated social injustice without meeting significant resistance from those who were victimised by the social system. There were indeed slave revolts in antiquity and peasant rebellions in the Middle Ages; but they were sporadic and usually ineffectual. They represented the rebellious vehemence of hungry men who lacked a social philosophy to give dignity and sustained force to their efforts, and a political strategy adequate to the problem which they faced. Occasional revolts, when hunger and privation exhausted the patience of the serfs, did not materially alter the attitude of submissiveness which generally characterised the lower classes of ancient and medieval ages. The moral cynicism, the equalitarian idealism, the rebellious heroism, the anti-nationalism and internationalism, and the exaltation of their class as the community of significant loyalty, all these characteristic moral attitudes of the modern working classes are the products of the industrial era. To some degree they are the result of the democratic movement, which, while excluding the workers from its chief benefits, did grant them minimum opportunities for education and thus gave them a perspective upon political and economic facts, which the landless and propertyless classes of other ages lacked. But they are chiefly the result of modern capitalism and industrialism.


    The medieval social organisation was a personal one. The relations between squire and serf, between master and artisan, were direct, and sometimes intimate. The personal quality mitigated and obscured the social injustice and inequality of the relationship. The sense of personal responsibility on the part of the lord or master actually qualified the unethical character of the relationship; and the sentimental charities of the traditional “lady bountiful” added confusion to this measure of moral achievement. The rise of a technological civilisation increased the centralisation of ownership and power; it destroyed the sense of responsibility of the owner, lost the individual laborer in the mass, and obscured the human factors in industrial relations by the mechanism of stock ownership and the technique of mass production. By making human relations mechanical it increased, and more clearly revealed, the economic motive of human activity. It made Adam Smith’s abstraction of the economic man a living reality. Its methods of production and its means of communication provided, moreover, for a higher intensity of social cohesion and a more centralised control within both the owning and the working classes. It therefore intensified the conflict and antagonism between the classes, by drawing individuals of a given economic status more definitely into a self-conscious social and political group and by giving them organs for the expression of a common group interest.98


    The effect of this development of an industrial civilisation is vividly revealed in the social and political attitudes of the modern proletarian class. These attitudes have achieved their authoritative expression and definition in Marxian political philosophy. Critics may contend that Marxism is not so much the natural political philosophy of proletarians, as it is a disease with which they have become infected. They may claim, for instance, that the idea of the class struggle is a dogma which creates, rather than is created by, the conflict experience of the worker. While such criticisms may have a measure of validity, or at least of plausibility, it is a fact that Marxian socialism is a true enough interpretation of what the industrial worker feels about society and history, to have become the accepted social and political philosophy of all self-conscious and politically intelligent industrial workers. Varying political and economic circumstances may qualify socialistic theory in different nations and in different epochs; but it would be impossible to deny that socialism, more or less Marxian, is the political creed of the industrial worker of Western civilisation. If the American worker seems for the moment to be an exception, that fact can be explained in terms which will justify the confident prediction, that the full maturity of American capitalism will inevitably be followed by the emergence of the American Marxian proletarian.


    If we analyse the attitudes of the politically self-conscious worker in ethical terms, their most striking characteristic is probably the combination of moral cynicism and unqualified equalitarian social idealism which they betray. The industrial worker has little confidence in the morality of men; but this does not deter him from projecting a rigorous ethical ideal for society.


    The moral cynicism expresses itself philosophically in terms of the Marxian materialistic and deterministic interpretation of history. In Marx’s preface to his Critique of Political Economy he states his economic determinism in succinct terms: “In the social production which men carry on they enter into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will; these relations of production correspond to a definite stage of development of their material powers of production. The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation on which rise the legal and political superstructures and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production in material life determines the general character of the social, political and spiritual processes of life.”99 This determinism was not quite as absolute with Marx and Engels as with some of their disciples. Engels declared, “The economic condition is the basis, but the various elements of the superstructure . . . the political forms of the class contest, and their results, the constitution. . . . the legal forms . . . the political, legal, philosophical theories, the religious views . . . all these exert an influence on historical struggles and in many instances determine their form.”100 Stated in this reasonable form, few economists or historians would dissent from such an interpretation of history. What gives the Marxian determinism uniqueness, is the complete moral cynicism which is derived from it. The relation of social classes in society is conceived of wholly in terms of the conflict of power with power. Since all cultural, moral and religious forces are “ideologies,” which rationalise, but do not seriously alter, the economic behavior of various classes, it is assumed that the power which inheres in the ownership of the means of production and which makes for social injustice will not be abated, qualified or destroyed by any other means but the use of force against it. “The first condition of salvation,” declares Trotsky, “is to tear the weapons of domination out of the hands of the bourgeoisie. It is hopeless to think of a peaceful arrival to power while the bourgeoisie retains in its hands all the apparatus of power. Three times over hopeless is the idea of coming to power—by the path of parliamentary democracy.”101 If this destruction of power seems an impossible task, the Marxian proletarian is consoled and encouraged by the hope that the increased centralisation of power in the capitalist economy, which he regards as inevitable, will make the defense of the owning classes more vulnerable by reducing their numbers, while the increasing misery of the workers will create the vehement energy out of which the revolutionary force is built. While capitalism thus produces both the possibility and the means of its own destruction, the true Marxian does not believe that the process will be automatic. He does not expect to gain control of either the means of production or the apparatus of the state without a revolutionary struggle.


    If it should be maintained that this social philosophy and prophecy is the creed of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky, rather than the faith and the hope of the proletarian worker, it need only be pointed out that, wherever social injustice rests heaviest upon the worker, wherever he is most completely disinherited, wherever the slight benefits, which political pressure has forced from the owning classes, have failed to materialise for him, he expresses himself in the creed of the unadulterated and unrevised Marx. The difference between Marx and those who have revised his creed in the direction of a greater optimism is not an academic one. It is literally the difference between the less favored and the more favored workers, between those from whose perspective modern capitalism is really hopeless, and those whose slightly more favorable experiences encourage a more hopeful view. Whether the crises of capitalism and the consequent insecurity of the workers will finally reduce all industrial workers to the status of the former, is a question which history alone can answer. Meanwhile it is rather interesting that economic determinists should be so prone to accuse melioristic and parliamentary socialists, whose convictions obviously grow out of their economic experiences, of moral turpitude. They know that revolutionary sentiment can develop only in economic misery, but they find it difficult to square their moral judgments with their deterministic convictions. The individual proletarian leader, whose philosophy of society grows not out of his own experience but out of an imaginative understanding of the experiences and necessities of the working class, is of course justified, from his own point of view, in criticising those whose theories spring from the experiences of the more favored rather than the less favored workers. Since he is imaginatively identified with the least favored proletarians, he feels that those who stop short of such an identification are wanting in either courage or imagination. Interestingly enough Lenin was never sufficiently consistent in his determinism to claim that orthodox Marxism was the natural product of working class experience. He believed that the worker was incapable of elaborating an adequate social philosophy without aid. “The history of all countries,” he writes, “testifies to the fact that the working class can evolve only a trade unionist consciousness, i.e., the conviction that it is necessary to coalesce into unions in order to fight the employers, to demand laws in favor of labor, etc. The doctrine of socialism grew up out of the philosophical and historical theories that were elaborated by educated members of the propertied classes, by the intelligentsia. Marx and Engels and the founders of scientific socialism of today belonged themselves to the bourgeois intelligentsia.”102 The idea that the superior historical perspective of the educated man must be added to the actual experience of the worker, who lacks perspective, before a theory can be evolved which will do justice to that experience, is an interesting qualification of pure determinism. It enabled Lenin to avoid many mistakes into which purer determinists fell.


    The moral cynicism of Marxism and proletarianism, which discounts all ethical pretensions and achievements in the field of politics, is particularly apparent in its estimate of the democratic state. The true proletarian regards the democratic state as the instrument of the bourgeoisie for the oppression of the workers. His complete cynicism upon this point stands in striking antithesis to the sentimental overestimates of the achievements of political democracy which are current in the middle-class world. Lenin declared “In their sum, these restrictions (of middle-class democracy) exclude and thrust out the poor from politics and from active share in democracy. Marx splendidly grasped the essence of capitalistic democracy, when, in his analysis of the experience of the commune, he said the oppressed are allowed, once every few years, to decide which particular representatives of the oppressing classes are to represent and repress them in politics.”103 An unbiased analysis of the power of the owning classes in modern democracy, their dictation of legislation, the almost unvarying interpretation of ambiguous law in their favor, and their evasion of the law when it suits their purposes, will not find it easy to answer this charge of communism. The dictum of Lenin: “Freedom in capitalist society always remains more or less the same as it was in the ancient Greek republics, that is, freedom for the slave-owners,” can be answered only by qualifying it. The most significant qualification upon this thesis has been made by that part of the proletarian world which hopes to use the instruments of democracy for a pacific transmutation of the present capitalist society. Whatever may be the justification for such hopes, it is important for our immediate consideration to note that they also spring from the economic and political experiences of the more favored and less desperate proletarians. In the more orthodox Marxian view, the state is purely an instrument of oppression; and salvation for the worker requires its annihilation. The orthodox Marxian view of the state is not dissimilar from the conviction of Thomas Paine: “Society is the product of our wants and government of our wickedness.”


    The cynical estimate of the democratic state carries with it a similar estimate of nationalism and patriotism. The true proletarian is completely bereft of patriotic loyalty. He stands outside of the whole system of sentiments and loyalties which give cohesive power to the nation. Here again, communist theory, or orthodox Marxism, is not merely an academic anti-nationalist theory. It conforms to the experience of the real proletarian, the truly disinherited worker, who is defrauded not only of the physical but of the cultural benefits which the nation bestows upon its more favored citizens. So powerful is the sentiment of patriotism, that if the injustice, from which the worker suffers, is not quite unbearable and if some minimum portion of the national cultural inheritance is bequeathed to him, he will respond to the appeals of the nation, though more reluctantly than the middle classes. The attitude of the parliamentary socialist parties during the World War is instructive on this point. Prior to the war they had been uniformly anti-militaristic and pacifistic. They opposed the rising military budgets which made the war inevitable. But they were finally seduced into the war. Lenin, and other communist critics, might sneer at their apostasy, and attribute it to the ambition and dishonesty of their leaders. But this moral explanation of the facts is not only incompatible with the deterministic presuppositions of the critic, but an inadequate analysis of the underlying factors. Whenever a nation does not completely disinherit its workers, it has been able to count upon their loyalty. The loyalty has been a little more hesitant than that of the middle classes; but it has been, on the whole, more generous than the nation deserved, when the real motives of its martial enterprises are considered. The pretensions of nations, which only the most penetrating intellects among the intellectuals are able to discount, are discounted among the workers only by those who have had the bitterest experiences of national greed and brutality. Lenin’s uncompromising anti-patriotism, during the World War, found an echo in the hearts of the Russian proletariat, because there the workers were completely and obviously disinherited; and the machinery of state was so manifestly inept and corrupt that it could not claim the usual reverence which even disillusioned workers give a government which manages to maintain its functions. In Europe, on the other hand, the patriotic fervor of the workers was dampened without being destroyed. Even when the German monarchical system succumbed to the vicissitudes of defeat, the German workers made a distinction between anti-monarchism and anti-patriotism. The nationalist of every nation brought the charge of treason against both socialistic and communistic workers indiscriminately; and the German nationalists still affect to believe that they would have won the war but for the socialist “stab in the back.” As far as the socialists are concerned, the charge has less foundation in fact than it ought to have had. The modern worker sacrifices his patriotism in almost exact proportion to the measure of social injustice from which he suffers. He disavows the nation only if it has thrust him out of its system of cultural inheritances and economic benefits in the most obvious terms. It may be taken for granted that all workers will be more sophisticated in a future war than in the past one. Social intelligence may prompt disillusionment without the immediate lesson of complete disinheritance. But the degree of anti-nationalism among workers will always depend somewhat upon the measure of social injustice from which they suffer.


    The exaltation of class loyalty as the highest form of altruism is a natural concomitant of the destruction of national loyalty. The proletarian worker in general, whether socialistic or communistic, makes loyalty to the class a primary claim in his scheme of fealties. Whether class loyalty becomes for him the sole loyalty or only the primary one, whether he conceives the class in such absolute terms that he is able to cut through all of the complexities of social life with a vigorous and potent oversimplification, that again depends upon the degree to which society has cast him out. We have previously noted that nations arrive at full self-consciousness only as they stand in juxtaposition to other nations, particularly in the vivid juxtaposition of controversy. The class arrives at self-consciousness in the same manner. The more it feels itself in conflict with other classes the more it achieves a distinct self-consciousness. A fighting proletarian class will tend to depreciate whatever common interests it may possess with other classes in a national structure, and to interpret the conflict of interest between classes in more absolute terms than the facts warrant. This oversimplification is the kind which the passions of conflict, whether national or intra-national, make inevitable. It is also a natural cynical reaction to the sentimental and dishonest efforts of the privileged classes, to obscure the conflict of interest between the classes by a constant emphasis upon those minimum interests which they have in common. This cynical reaction to, what John Stuart Mill described as, a “goody morality” is at least as near to the truth as the romantic and patriotic descriptions of mutuality of interest between all classes within a national community. “It is the interest of both laborers and employers,” declares Mill, “that business should prosper and that the returns of labor and capital should be large. But to say that they have the same interest as to the division is to say that it is the same thing to a person’s interest whether a sum of money belongs to him or to somebody else.” Inevitably the exaltation of the class, as the community of most significant loyalty, is justified by the proletarian by attaching universal values to his class. He does not differ from the privileged classes in attempting this universalisation of his particular values. It is the tribute he pays to the inner rational and moral necessities of the human spirit. His class for the proletarian is not merely a class. It is the class which is destined by history to usher a classless society into existence. “When the proletariat proclaims the dissolution of the existing order of things,” declares Karl Marx, “it is merely announcing the secret of its own existence, for it is itself the virtual dissolution of this order of things. When the proletariat desires the negation of private property it is merely elevating, as a general principle of society, what it already involuntarily embodies in itself as the negative product of society.”104 There is something rather imposing in this doctrine of Marx. It is more than a doctrine. It is a dramatic, and to some degree, a religious interpretation of proletarian destiny. In such insights as this, rather than in his economics, one must discover the real significance of Marx. His economic theory of labor value may be impossible, but this attempt at the transvaluation of values is in the grand style. To make the degradation of the proletarian the cause of his ultimate exaltation, to find in the very disaster of his social defeat the harbinger of his final victory, and to see in his loss of all property the future of a civilisation in which no one will have privileges of property, this is to snatch victory out of defeat in the style of great drama and classical religion. Nietzsche could regard Christianity as the revolt of slaves. He could see in its morality of meekness and forgiveness the revenge which the weak took upon the strong by imposing moral ideals which sanctified the virtues of the lowly and robbed the traditional virtues of the strong of their moral significance. Marxism is another kind of slave revolt. It exalts not the virtues but the estate of the lowly. These modern helots also engage in the transvaluation of values. It is not the meek but the weak who are given the promise of inheriting the earth. If the Christian poor hoped that spiritual forces would ultimately endow meekness with strength, these modern poor believe that historical, “materialistic” forces will automatically rob the strong of their strength and give it to the weak.


    The whole tragedy and the whole promise of modern life is in the difference between these hopes. It is a tragic difference inasfar as it represents modern man’s loss of confidence in moral forces. It is a helpful one inasfar as it recognises the brutalities of the conflict of power as basic to the collective history of mankind. If there are excesses and extravagances in its amoralism and unqualified determinism, they may be regarded as the poison which the amoral mechanism of a technological civilisation generates. But they must also be appreciated as the antidote which is needed for the toxin of the hypocrisies by which modern society hides its brutalities. An industrial mechanism, which moves by instinct and defies the canons of reason and conscience, makes determinists of those who suffer most from its cruelties. A culture which tries to hide the cruelties by moral pretensions that do not change the facts makes cynics of those who know the facts. History alone will determine whether the proletarian who is both the spiritual victim and the moral savior of such a civilisation will be more the victim or more the savior. Since all history is a conflict between human character and impersonal fate, and since one may never be certain which of the two is more potent in a given instant, there is something of an overstatement in any philosophy of history which reads the future in terms of the complete triumph of one or the other. In the eschatology of the true Christian, virtue will ultimately triumph by the power of its own strength, or by the strength supplied by God’s grace. In the eschatology of the true Marxian, justice will be established because weakness will be made strong through economic forces operating with inexorable logic in human history. The Marxian imagines that he has a philosophy or even a science of history. What he has is really an apocalyptic vision. A confident prophecy of the future is never more than that. In him political hopes achieve religious proportions by overleaping the bounds of rationally verifiable possibilities, just as, in the soul of the true Christian, moral hopes achieve religious verification. There is something both sublime and ridiculous in expecting either the meek or the weak to inherit the earth, that is, in expecting the disinherited to conquer either by virtue of their moral qualities or by virtue of their very disinheritance. Yet there is an element of truth in both expectations; for there are tendencies in history which make for the casting of the mighty from their seats, both morally and politically. Since the political defeat of the mighty is more verifiable in historic terms, and probably more significant socially, than their moral defeat, the religio-political dreams of the Marxians have an immediate significance, which the religio-ethical dreams of the Christians lack. The religious element is in both of them, because both expect the realisation of the absolute. But since political ideals are more capable of historic realisation than purely ethical ones, the Marxian dream is less religious for being more germane to history. In classical religion the realisation of the pure ideal in history is indeed expected, but it is really too pure to have any possibility of complete realisation. The trans-historical element in it therefore gains the ascendency in the long run.


    It is not difficult for the moralist to detect immoral elements in the Marxian exaltation of class. It is charged with both egotism and vindictiveness. The egotism is the more pronounced for being a compensation of frustrated ego in the contemporary situation. The class which has its human meaning and significance destroyed in the immediate situation, declares itself the most significant class for the future of history. While this may lead to a deification of the class, reaching absurd mystical proportions, it is on the subjective side an understandable reaction to present social inferiority, and, objectively considered, it may be justified by the strategic importance of the proletarian class in the task of rebuilding society. Who is better able to understand the true character of a civilisation than those who suffer most from its limitations? Who is better able to state the social ideal in unqualified terms than those who have experienced the bankruptcy of old social realities in their own lives? Who will have more creative vigor in destroying the old and building the new than those in whose lives hunger, vengeance and holy dreams have compounded a tempestuous passion?


    The element of vengeance is of course as dangerous as it is vehement and vital. It may lead to very destructive social consequences. The modern Russians pursue the surviving members of the classes, regarded as their hereditary foes, with relentless vindictiveness. This vengeance, which they justify by the supposed necessity of making a clean sweep of the past, not only outrages the conscience by its cruelties but frequently interferes with the orderly establishment of the new society. Recently Stalin had to call a halt upon the policy of force and fear which was used upon experts and specialists who were suspected of belonging psychologically to the old order. Experience had taught him that there are limits to the policy of “liquidating” the foes of the new order. No community, whether class or nation, can build a society by destroying everything outside itself. It must finally yield to the complexities of society and hope to win its foes to co-operation rather than to destroy them, or to trust that force will coerce a doubtful allegiance.


    The patriots and nationalists who condemn the exaltation of class as immoral merely because it is in conflict with national loyalties do not present a serious moral problem. Their condemnations rest upon prejudices and traditional sentiments rather than upon reason. For there is nothing inherently more sacrosanct about a territorial than a functional community; nor are the claims of the nation, that it embodies values which transcend its own interests, any better than those of a class which dreams of an ideal commonwealth. The rational legitimacy of the claims of the proletarian class does not, of course, guarantee the complete victory over the nation which it expects. Wherever the nation does not totally disinherit its proletarians, they tend to qualify their class loyalty with a measure of national loyalty and to interpret their mission as one of national regeneration. They see themselves as a redemptive community within the nation, rather than as a community standing outside of the nation; and they call upon all those who understand the peril in which the national community stands, to make common cause with them, irrespective of class. This has been the trend particularly in British socialism.105 Whether this type of socialism sacrifices too much to the national feeling and sacrifices it too prematurely is a question which we must consider later.


    The moral cynicism of the worker, which expresses itself in discounting all moral pretensions of bourgeois culture and politics and in disavowing the means of moral suasion, or even political pressure, as adequate for the creation of a new society, is paradoxically relieved by the uncompromising character of his socio-ethical ideal. The proletarian is a rigorous equalitarian. The victory of his class is to usher in a classless society. If his equalitarianism is too absolute to meet the needs of a complex society and the weaknesses of human nature, it has at least the merit of offering a wholesome and necessary antidote to all the specious justifications of inequality, in which the history of human thought abounds, and of projecting a social goal which must always be regarded as the ultimate rational ideal of society. “Equality,” declares Hobhouse, “lies at the foundation of justice in the sense that every person and every function capable of harmony must be equally taken into account in framing the plan of harmony. . . . It follows that the good, which one may claim, all may claim, unless there is a grounded difference; and the only ultimate ground of difference is some requirement of the working system of harmony as a whole.”106 The principle of equality, stated in such rationally acceptable terms, might possibly admit some functional inequalities which a consistent Marxian would not allow, but it would certainly exclude most of the inequalities which the present economic system permits. If Marxian equalitarianism is stated in too rigorous terms, that may well be due to the religious overtones which a vigorous ethical idealism always creates. “From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs” is indeed an ideal, which is as impossible of consistent application in the complexities of society as the Christian ideal of love. But it is an ideal toward which a rational society must move, and the religious overtone may be regarded as a guarantee against the dilution of the ideal. Whether the reorganisation of society will reform human nature sufficiently to make an approximation of the ideal possible, is a question which only history can answer, and which sober reason would certainly not answer with as confident an affirmative as the Marxian enthusiast gives.


    The fact that the equalitarian ideal does not spring from pure ethical imagination, but is the result of the peculiar circumstances of proletarian life, does not detract from its validity as the ultimate social ideal. It is a question whether the proletarian is so rigorous an equalitarian because he suffers so much from inequality or because he has had equality, within the confines of the proletarian class, forced upon him. Both elements may enter into the formation of the ideal. Social ideals are sometimes the converse of the social realities in which people live. Henrik Ibsen observed that the most passionate lovers of liberty were Russians who suffered from the autocracy of Czardom. So the proletarian, who suffers most from inequality, may naturally arrive at his equalitarianism by way of reaction. An element of envy may enter into his motives as de Man suggests.107 Furthermore the equality of living conditions which is forced upon the working class, and the comparative insignificance of differentials in living standards which obtain among the workers, may prompt them to bestow the virtues of this estate upon the whole of society (and, unconsciously, to wish that the whole of society would suffer from its disadvantages). Whatever the mixture of motives may be which enters into the compound of proletarian idealism, its social validity remains undisturbed by these considerations. Nor can it be denied that a genuine moral idealism, a passionate desire for a just society, is a significant element in the social outlook of the working class. The disinherited of every age have dreamt of a just society. The modern proletarian distinguishes himself from the underprivileged of other ages only in that his vision is less obviously religious and more definitely political in its orientation.


    The ethical quality of this dream must be affirmed even when the Marxian is too involved in moral cynicism to be willing to affirm it. Among the early socialists, William Liebknecht was most unequivocal in disavowing the ethical quality of the socialist goal. “Pity for poverty,” he declared, “enthusiasm for equality and freedom, recognition of social injustice and the desire to remove it, is not socialism. Condemnation for wealth and respect for poverty as we find it in Christianity and other religions is not socialism. . . . Modern socialism is the child of capitalist society and its class antagonisms. Without these it could not be.” This effort to interpret the class struggle in purely amoral terms is a note, but a minor one, running through socialist thought. It is negated by the promise of a just society, a promise which the proletarian makes and believes with such fervor and religious feeling. The vision of a classless world gives moral dignity to the dream of the victory of his class. By that vision the proletarian escapes the partial and the relative and bestows the value of universality upon his efforts. If there is an element of religious illusion in estimating the contribution which his class is to make to the redeemed world, it is largely an error of overemphasis. There are other redemptive forces in society beside those of proletarian spirituality. There are eyes which see clearly, other than those which have been clarified by his suffering; and there are wills which are resolute beside those which have been fortified by his bitter personal experience. Yet their number is restricted by the limits of the human imagination which permit only a few to see what they do not personally experience. The element of illusion in the proletarian claim to universality is certainly no greater, more probably it is considerably less, than similar claims of nations and privileged classes. Its conscious dishonesties and deceptions are fewer; for the proletarian does not desire advantages for himself which he is not willing to share with others. If the proletarian should have the virtue of this honesty thrust upon him by the fact that he has no special advantages to defend, it may be well to remember that virtue, which is not tempted, is not thereby robbed of its moral quality, though it may not be as pure as the virtue which has overcome temptation. The blessings which Jesus pronounced upon the poor and the warnings he sounded against riches are justified by the recognition that there are temptations of riches which are too great to be overcome. They can only be escaped by voluntary or involuntary poverty. Special privileges make all men dishonest. The purest conscience and the clearest mind is prostituted by the desire to prove them morally justified. Nothing proves the prejudices of the middle-class world more clearly than its unwillingness to recognise the genuine morality of proletarian aspirations. Steeped as it is in petty virtues and major vices, it has no perspective high enough from which it might achieve a real appreciation of the morality of the rebellious worker. Yet the unbiased observer is forced to admit with Laski, “Communism has made its way by its idealism and not by its realism, by its spiritual promise, not its materialistic prospects.”108


    While the idealism is genuine, it is nevertheless in constant commerce with a realism so searching, that it is in danger of discounting moral and rational factors in social life too completely. There have been other dreams of justice and equality. The distinctive feature of the Marxian dream is that the destruction of power is regarded as the prerequisite of its attainment. Equality will be established only through the socialisation of the means of production, that is, through the destruction of private property, wherever private property is social power. If the Marxian should incline at times to too much cynicism, in underestimating the capacity of social reason to destroy power and bring it under control, he is not cynical but only realistic, in maintaining that disproportion of power in society is the real root of social injustice. We have seen how inevitably special privilege is associated with power, and how the ownership of the means of production is the significant power in modern society. The clear recognition of that fact is the greatest ethical contribution which Marxian thought has made to the problem of social life. It may at times not see with sufficient clarity, that a complex society will always centralise power, whether political or economic, in a dangerous degree; and that the coagulation of economic power can be prevented only by a vigilant and potent state which substitutes political power for economic power. The chief gain in such a substitution is that privilege is only a possible, and not an inevitable, concomitant of political power; and that it is not as easily transmitted by inheritance as economic power. The expectation of changing human nature by the destruction of economic privilege to such a degree that no one will desire to make selfish use of power, must probably be placed in the category of romantic illusions. We shall have more to say about it later. If power remains in society, mankind will never escape the necessity of endowing those who possess it with the largest measure of ethical self-control. But that does not obviate the necessity of reducing power to a minimum, of bringing the remainder under the strongest measure of social control; and of destroying such types of it as are least amenable to social control. For there is no ethical force strong enough to place inner checks upon the use of power if its quantity is inordinate. “The truth is,” declared James Madison, “that all men having power ought to be distrusted.”109 The history of nations bears testimony to the truth of that observation, as we have seen; and it is the perennial error of moralists that they do not recognise its validity. Thus they dream of justice, but have no political programme which would establish justice by eliminating the cause of injustice.


    Only the Marxian proletarian has seen this problem with perfect clarity. If he makes mistakes in choosing the means of accomplishing his ends, he has made no mistake either in stating the rational goal toward which society must move, the goal of equal justice, or in understanding the economic foundations of justice. If his cynicism in the choice of means is at times the basis of his undoing, his realism in implementing ethical ideals with political and economic methods is the reason for his social significance.


    He is right not only in the projection of his social goal but in his insistence upon the urgency of its attainment. Comfortable classes may continue to dream of an automatic progress in society. They do not suffer enough from social injustice to recognise its peril to the life of society. Only the proletarian sees how the centralisation of power and privilege in modern society proceeds so rapidly that it not only outrages the conscience but destroys the very foundations of society. He sees how inequality within each nation forces the nation to be as unmutual as possible in its relation to other nations, demanding markets without giving them, that it may make profits on producing goods which it will not allow its masses the capacity to consume.110 He sees how this unmutuality of international conduct not only makes wars inevitable but finally fails to serve even its immediate purposes. It results in international depressions in which all nations find themselves glutted with goods, which inequality of distribution prevents their masses from consuming. He sees this more clearly than other classes because he stands in the ranks of the unemployed. And if he is employed, he knows how a surplus of labor makes his labor cheap and imperils his living standards more than ever. Others may see these facts, but no one sees them so clearly as those who experience their consequences in their own lives. Thus it is the proletarian who predicts disaster for modern society (and may actually become the instruments of catastrophe), who is potentially the strongest force of redemption in society. Whether he still hopes to save society from disaster, or whether he has become completely catastrophic and expects redemption only after disaster, will depend in a large measure upon the degree of his suffering. We need not therefore regard either his historical prophecies or his political strategies as authoritative. Though he claims absolute truth for them, they are conditioned by peculiar circumstances, as all convictions are. If comfortable people are too complacent, he may be too desperate to see all the relevant facts. Since he stands more completely outside of modern civilisation than any other group, his perspective is relatively better than that of any other. But since he stands outside, he may fail to recognise some rational and redemptive forces in society which must be taken into account. If we accept his social vision as society’s legitimate goal, we ought nevertheless to scrutinise his means of attaining the goal with critical judgment. Society needs greater equality, not only to advance but to survive; and the basis of inequality is the disproportion of power in society. In the recognition of the goal of equal justice and in the analysis of the roots of present injustice the proletarian sees truly. But whether the means he intends to employ are the only possible means, as he thinks, or whether they are the most efficacious which an intelligent and realistic society could devise, is another question. His own belief that he has, in Marxism, an absolutely authoritative philosophy of history and an equally absolute and valid technique of social change must be placed in the category of religious overbeliefs rather than that of scientific truths. His confidence in the inevitability of revolution and the efficacy of violence may have a measure of truth; but the truth in it may not be as convincing or as unqualified as he imagines. It must be subjected to careful analysis. Such an analysis necessarily involves the consideration of other alternatives. The question which confronts society is, how it can eliminate social injustice by methods which offer some fair opportunity of abolishing what is evil in our present society, without destroying what is worth preserving in it, and without running the risk of substituting new abuses and injustices in the place of those abolished. That question raises two issues which the proletarian is not willing to consider. From his perspective there is nothing good in modern society which deserves preservation. In his mood he is not inclined to worry about the future. Like all desperate men he can afford to be romantic about it.
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        The only error in this analysis is the assumption that the disproportion between capital for production and capital for consumption is due to pre-capitalistic habits rather than to the blind self-interest of power in a world of unequal economic power.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER SEVEN


    Justice Through Revolution


    


    


    THE DISILLUSIONING consequences of the World War, the inability of the nations to extricate themselves from the financial and defensive burdens which the war left them as an unholy legacy, the comparative failure of the peace machinery devised to prevent future conflicts, the world depression and the consequent misery and insecurity of millions of workers in every land, and finally the dramatic success of the Russian Revolution, all these factors have made the despised political philosophy of rebellious helots, the great promise and the great peril of the political life of the Western world. It no longer expresses merely the political conviction of advanced proletarians. Intellectuals show covert and overt sympathy toward it, and the business men use it as the bogey man with which to scare the timorous community and prevent it from granting significant concessions to the impatient and sullenly rebellious labor world. The breadth and the depth of the world depression have, moreover, tempted others beside proletarians to express a temper of catastrophism. If they do not share the proletarian hope, that salvation will come out of catastrophe, they are at least inclined to question the possibility of avoiding catastrophe by methods of gradual social change, and await the revolution in the ambivalence of hope and fear.


    In spite of the more general consideration and sympathy which the prophecies of revolution receive in the middle-class community, the methods of revolution remain abhorrent to it. Violence and revolution are usually ruled out as permissible instruments of social change on a priori grounds. The middle classes and the rational moralists, who have a natural abhorrence of violence, may be right in their general thesis; but they are wrong in their assumption that violence is intrinsically immoral. Nothing is intrinsically immoral except ill-will and nothing intrinsically good except goodwill. We have previously examined proletarian motives and discovered that, while they are not altogether pure, they are as pure as the motives of collective man usually are; and are certainly not less moral than the motives of those who defend special privileges by more covert means of coercion than the proletarians are able to command.


    Since it is very difficult to judge human motives, it is natural that, from an external perspective, the social consequences of an action or policy should be regarded as more adequate tests of its morality than the hidden motives. The good motive is judged by its social goal. Does it have the general welfare as its objective? When viewing a historic situation all moralists become pragmatists and utilitarians. Some general good, some summum bonum, “the greatest good of the greatest number” or “the most inclusive harmony of all vital capacities” is set up as the criterion of the morality of specific actions and each action is judged with reference to its relation to the ultimate goal. We have previously analysed the ultimate objectives of Marxian politics and have found them to be identical with the most rational possible social goal, that of equal justice.


    The choice of instruments and immediate objectives which fall between motive and ultimate objective, raises issues which are pragmatic to such a degree that they may be said to be more political than they are ethical. The realm of politics is a twilight zone where ethical and technical issues meet. A political policy cannot be intrinsically evil if it can be proved to be an efficacious instrument for the achievement of a morally approved end. Neither can it be said to be wholly good merely because it seems to make for ultimately good consequences. Immediate consequences must be weighed against the ultimate consequences. The destruction of a life or the suppression of freedom result in the immediate destruction of moral values. Whether the ultimate good, which is hoped to be accomplished by this immediate destruction, justifies the sacrifice, is a question which depends upon many considerations for its answer. How great is the immediate and less inclusive value which is sacrificed for a more ultimate and more inclusive one? How certain is the attainment of the ultimate value? Is there any certainty that violence can establish equality or that an equality so established can be maintained? These are some of the pragmatic questions which suggest themselves. The questions are important but none of them can be dealt with adequately if it is assumed that any social policy, as violence for instance, is intrinsically immoral. The assumption that violence and revolution are intrinsically immoral rests upon two errors.


    The one error is the belief that violence is a natural and inevitable expression of ill-will, and non-violence of goodwill, and that violence is therefore intrinsically evil and non-violence intrinsically good. While such a proposition has a certain measure of validity, or at least of plausibility, it is certainly not universally valid. It is less valid in inter-group relations than in individual relations, if our assumption is correct that the achievement of harmony and justice between groups requires a measure of coercion, which is not necessary in the most intimate and the most imaginative individual relations. Once we admit the factor of coercion as ethically justified, though we concede that it is always morally dangerous, we cannot draw any absolute line of demarcation between violent and non-violent coercion. We may argue that the immediate consequences of violence are such that they frustrate the ultimate purpose by which it is justified. If that is true, it is certainly not self-evident; and violence can therefore not be ruled out on a priori grounds. It is all the more difficult to do this if we consider that the immediate consequences of violence cannot be differentiated as sharply from those of non-violence, as is sometimes supposed. The difference between them is not an absolute one, even though there may be important distinctions, which must be carefully weighed. Gandhi’s boycott of British cotton results in the undernourishment of children in Manchester, and the blockade of the Allies in war-time caused the death of German children. It is impossible to coerce a group without damaging both life and property and without imperilling the interests of the innocent with those of the guilty. Those are factors which are involved in the intricacies of group relations; and they make it impossible to transfer an ethic of personal relations uncritically to the field of inter-group relations.


    The second error by which violence comes to be regarded as unethical in intrinsic terms is due to an uncritical identification of traditionalised instrumental values with intrinsic moral values. Only goodwill is intrinsically good. But as soon as goodwill expresses itself in specific actions, it must be determined whether the right motive has chosen the right instruments for the attainment of its goal and whether the objective is a defensible one. For reason may err in guiding the righteous will in the choice of either means or ends. But there are certain specific actions and attitudes which are generally not judged in terms of their adequacy in achieving an approved social end. Experience has established them; and their traditionalised instrumental value is regarded as an intrinsic one. Respect for the life, the opinions and the interests of another is regarded as intrinsically good and violence to the fellowman’s life, opinions and interests is prohibited. It is not only assumed that they will have the right ultimate consequences but that they are the natural and inevitable expression of goodwill. In purely personal relations these assumptions are quite generally justified. The moral will expresses itself unconsciously in terms of consideration for the life, the interests and the rights of others; and the consequences of such consideration may be presumed to be good. It is good to trust the neighbor, for it will prompt him to trustworthy action; it is good to respect his life because this respect helps to establish and preserve that general reverence for life upon which all morality rests; it is good not to coerce the opinions of the other because coercion does not change opinion or because it may give an undue advantage to the wrong opinion; it is good to tell the truth because truth-telling facilitates the sharing of experience which is basic to all social life. Such judgments as these may not be universally accepted, but they are the working capital of personal morality.


    It is well to note that even in the comparatively simple problems of individual relationships there is no moral value which may be regarded as absolute. It may, in a given instant, have to be sacrificed to some other value. Every action resolves a certain competition between values, in which one value must be subordinated to another. This is necessary in a specific instance even though there may be an ultimate harmony of all high and legitimate moral values. Thus a physician who believes that the neighbor has a right to the truth as well as a right to his life, and that there is no ultimate conflict between the two rights, may nevertheless deny his patient the truth in a given instant, because in that instant the truth might imperil his life. In the same way, though believing that reverence for life is basic to all morality, he may have to make a choice between types of life, and sacrifice an unborn infant to save the life of a mother. A reflective morality is constantly under the necessity of reanalysing moral values which are regarded as intrinsically good and of judging them in instrumental terms. The more inclusive the ends which are held in view, the more the immediate consequences of an action cease to be the authoritative criteria of moral judgment. Since society must constantly deal with these inclusive ends, it always seems to capitulate to the dangerous principle that the end justifies the means. All morality really accepts that principle, but the fact is obscured by the assumption, frequently though not universally justified, that the character of immediate consequences guarantees the character of the ultimate end. A community may believe, as it usually does, that reverence for life is a basic moral attitude, and yet rob a criminal of his life in order to deter others from taking life. It may be wrong in doing this; but if it is, the error is not in taking the life but in following a policy which does not really deter others from murder. The question cannot be resolved on a priori grounds but only by observing the social consequences of various types of punishment. Society may believe that the preservation of freedom of opinion is a social good, not because liberty of thought is an inherent or natural right but because it is a basic condition of social progress. Yet in a given instance the principle of freedom may have to yield to the necessities of social cohesion, requiring a measure of coercion. If the state usually errs in throttling freedom, its error is in using an undue measure of coercion, in applying it prematurely before efforts to achieve solidarity by a mutual accommodation of interests have been exhausted, and in exploiting the resultant social solidarity for morally unapproved ends. On the question of the relative value of freedom and solidarity no final and authoritative answer can be given. Every answer will be relative to the social experience of particular individuals and groups, who have suffered from either anarchy or autocracy and tend to embrace the evils of the one in the effort to escape the perils of the other.


    The differences between proletarian and middle-class morality are on the whole differences between men who regard themselves as primarily individuals and those who feel themselves primarily members of a social group. The latter will emphasise liberty, respect for individual life, the rights of property and the moral values of mutual trust and unselfishness. The former will emphasise loyalty to the group and the need of its solidarity, they will subject the rights of property to the total social welfare, will abrogate the values of freedom for the attainment of their most cherished social goal and will believe that conflicts of interest between groups can be resolved, not by accommodation but by struggle. The middle class tries to make the canons of individual morality authoritative for all social relations. It is shocked by the moral cynicism, the tendency toward violence and indifference toward individual freedom of the proletarian. Inasfar as this represents an honest effort to make the ideals of personal morality norms for the conduct of human groups, it is a legitimate moral attitude which must never be completely abandoned. Inasfar as it represents the illusions and deceptions of middle-class people, who never conform their own group conduct to their individual ideals, it deserves the cynical reaction of the proletarian. The illusory element must be admitted to be very large. The middle classes believe in freedom, but deny freedom when its exercise imperils their position in society; they profess a morality of love and unselfishness but do not achieve an unselfish group attitude toward a less privileged group; they claim to abhor violence and yet use it both in international conflict and in the social crises in which their interests are imperilled; they want mutuality of interest between classes rather than a class struggle but the mutuality must not be so complete as to destroy all their special privileges.


    The proletarian on the other hand is not enough of an individual, in the attainments of his own cultural life and in the conditions of his social life, to be strongly moved by the canons of individual morality. He is most conscious of the reality of group behavior. He is not only more completely immersed in his own group than the more privileged classes, but he feels the effect of the behavior of other groups upon his life more definitely than do the members of privileged classes. His moral attitudes are determined by the moral behavior of groups rather than by the moral behavior of individuals. He discounts the latter not only because he is himself not an individual, as more privileged persons are, but because he has not found individual morality qualifying the dominant greed and lust to power of privileged groups to any appreciable degree. He has come to the conclusion that the hope of achieving a moral group life results in illusion. The conflict between proletarian and middle-class morality is thus a contest between hypocrisy and brutality, and between sentimentality and cynicism. The limitations of the one tend to accentuate the limitations of the other. The full import of that conflict is revealed in Trotsky’s words: “As for us, we were never concerned with the Kantian priestly and vegetarian-Quaker prattle about the ‘sacredness of human life.’ We were revolutionaries in opposition and remain revolutionaries in power. To make the individual sacred we must destroy the social order which crucifies him and this problem can only be solved by blood and iron.”


    The communist’s reaction to middle-class morality is directed not only against the hypocrisy of the men of power, who profess individual moral ideals but are governed in their group behavior by motives of greed and use the instruments of coercion and violence to gain their ends, but also against middle-class intellectual and religious moralists who hope to insinuate the ideal of personal morality into the behavior of groups. The proletarian is as certain that the hopes of the latter represent a futile sentimentality as he is that the protestations of the former are hypocritical. He is going to build an ideal world, not by trusting in the moral resources of individuals but by remaining on the level of the men of power and using their own instruments against them. Since it is obvious that most middle-class idealists overestimate the available moral resources for radical social change, the proletarian is manifestly not completely mistaken in the moral cynicism which informs his political strategy. But since he is too completely immersed in the social group and too much the victim of group brutalities, he may not have the whole truth about the moral resources of human life. The brutality of his political strategy can be justified only if the moral cynicism which inspires it is true to all the facts. On the other hand the middle-class idealist may, and probably does, live under illusions. He is too completely an individual to be conscious of the most significant behavior of groups. He does not suffer enough, in his comfortable position, from the brutality of collective man, fully to understand his dominant impulses. He may have separated himself from those impulses and detached himself psychologically. But he is not detached economically and therefore does not feel the full force and the real meaning of the impulses of dominant groups. He sees moral forces working efficaciously within the confines of his group, and erroneously imagines that they can be extended until they resolve all group conflict.


    The differences in moral outlook between the proletarian and middle-class world can therefore not be judged by any purely a priori criteria. The question between them can be solved only by a study of history. And some of the history which must be studied has not yet been made. Wherefore every analysis trenches inevitably to a certain degree into the field of prophecy. Meanwhile it is important to recognise, that revolutionary strategy is not wanting in either the motives or the objectives which give it a solid moral basis. Neither do its motives or objectives guarantee the validity of its methods or means. These must be judged in the light of all the facts and possibilities in regard to collective human behavior.


    If a season of violence can establish a just social system and can create the possibilities of its preservation, there is no purely ethical ground upon which violence and revolution can be ruled out. This could be done only upon the basis of purely anarchistic ethical and political presuppositions. Once we have made the fateful concession of ethics to politics, and accepted coercion as a necessary instrument of social cohesion, we can make no absolute distinctions between non-violent and violent types of coercion or between coercion used by governments and that which is used by revolutionaries. If such distinctions are made they must be justified in terms of the consequences in which they result. The real question is: what are the political possibilities of establishing justice through violence?


    A certain system of power, based upon the force which inheres in property, and augmented by the political power of the state is set against the demands of the worker. Efforts to destroy the economic power by giving the worker the political power, inherent in the strength of his numbers, are frustrated by the use of the organs of education and propaganda in control of the dominant group, and the ignorance of a portion of the workers. Can the workers overthrow the existing power and come in control of both the apparatus of the state and organs of education so that they can establish an equalitarian world and educate a new generation which will maintain it? The realistic Marxians who have analysed this problem in terms of the comparative resources of power available on each side, do not give themselves to the romantic illusions current among certain classes of intellectuals, who think that a revolution is a fairly easy achievement. They know that the task is not easy, even though they believe the inexorable forces of history are gradually changing the proportion of power and making the ultimate victory of the worker possible. They believe that the increased centralisation of power and privilege will reduce the comparative strength of the privileged groups, that the increased misery of the workers, and of the lower middle classes, will augment their numbers and increase their revolutionary fervor and that international wars, in which capitalism inevitably involves the present social order, will finally reduce the prestige and the power of the national state sufficiently to make a transfer of power possible.


    These catastrophic predictions, which in the true proletarian achieve the character of a religious hope and creed, have been neither proved nor disproved in any authoritative fashion by the history of industrial civilisation. There is very strong evidence both for and against the possibility of their realisation. The fact that industrial workers actually shared some of the benefits of modern technology in the past fifty years, so that their living standards were raised, compared to their previous status, even though they did not win a comparatively larger share of the national income, and that their growing political power actually forced the dominant classes to yield concessions to them, seems to cast grave doubts upon the Marxian theory of revolution through the increasing misery of the workers. In Germany it led to a new school of socialist thought which accepted the revisions of Eduard Bernstein on the original Marxian doctrines111 and changed the expectations of catastrophe into hopes of evolutionary progress toward equal justice. The fact that the concentration of capital did not proceed with the rapidity which Marxian prophesy had envisaged, that a petty bourgeois class, more numerous and more tenacious than anticipated, was developed under capitalism, that the growing political power of labor parties forced the state partially to equalise the inequalities created by the concentration of capital; all these factors seemed to justify the revision of socialism into an evolutionary doctrine. The contention of Bernstein, that the concentration of capital proceeds more slowly in agriculture than in industry, has been borne out completely by history. Even where the farmer and the peasant becomes dispossessed he does not turn collectivist. His political attitudes remain equivocal. Trotsky is right, “The peasantry always has two faces, one turned toward the proletariat, the other toward the bourgeoisie.”112


    In countries more advanced than Russia, the peasant develops his own political organisations, which fight much more stubbornly against proletarian collectivism than they were able to in Russia. Furthermore the middle class, even when the independent retailer becomes a chain store clerk through the force of capital concentration, does not react to the situation in proletarian terms. The white collar worker may not own any property and may therefore logically belong to the proletariat, but the dictum of Boudin and others that salaried workers “are in reality just as much a part of the proletariat as the merest day laborer”113 fails to take important psychological factors into consideration. If we may regard Germany, where all the social and political forces of modern civilisation have reached their most advanced form, as a criterion, none of the disinherited middle classes express themselves politically in proletarian terms. On the contrary they turn to fascism, which combines enough radicalism, to give the poorer middle classes some hope of better things to come, with the political strategy of anti-Marxian nationalism, by which it gains the support of the economic overlords, who are afraid of the rising tide of labor. That the middle classes can be drawn into a party in which the wealthiest and the poorest ostensibly make common cause, is the measure of their political intelligence. Whatever may be the logic of their position in economic terms, they would rather express their resentments in a nationalistic spirit, and in minimum demands for the elimination of financial abuses, than in thoroughgoing economic changes. They will never be reduced to proletarian terms politically (even though they are reduced to those terms economically) until they have lost their cultural as well as their economic inheritance. Unlike the proletarian, they do not stand outside, but thoroughly inside, the national culture. Whether continued economic pressure will limit the educational advantages of this class sufficiently to reduce it to a proletarian status, is one of the questions which cannot be answered confidently at this time. Nothing is certain now, but that the middle classes have had a more solid economic basis in the modern social structure than Marxism predicted, and that even when the economic basis is destroyed, they are prevented by psychological considerations from becoming proletarians.


    The German situation, where the Catholic party has made itself indispensable to the preservation of bourgeois democracy by the solidity and tenacity of its religiously motivated support and by the astuteness of its political leadership, is again roughly typical of another aspect of the social problem in Western civilisation. The cultural opposition to the proletarian negation of the whole historical and traditional cultural life of the bourgeois world, cannot be disposed of in Western civilisation as easily as it was in Russia. There an inept Greek church, completely identified with social reaction and incidentally never really indigenous to Slavic culture, fell an easy prey to proletarian revolt against traditional culture. Ancient cultural and religious inheritances may not always achieve the same living relationship to contemporary politics as is the case in the Catholic party of Germany, but the political power of that party is broadly illustrative of factors in modern society which Marxism has underestimated.


    The complexity of modern society, with its multifarious economic and social groups, which refuse to accept the destiny assigned to them by a consistent logic of economics, and which are able to defend their position in society by political, and if need be, by more martial weapons, seems to offer permanent resistance to the revolutionary venture of which Marxians dream. The strength of the peasants, the urban middle classes and the groups which are fortified by vital cultural defenses against the revolt of the proletarians, may seem to justify revolution, because it seems to offer a permanent bar to the gradual attainment of parliamentary majorities by labor parties. But their power may be able to prevent the revolutionary as well as the parliamentary victory of labor. They need only attain a social cohesion, somewhat comparable to that of the proletarians, and they achieve possession of political and military force sufficient to frustate revolutionary efforts.


    There is a further complexity to be considered, and that is the division in the proletarian ranks, to which allusion has been made in a previous chapter. Modern technology develops a class of skilled and semi-skilled laborers, who achieve a more privileged social position than the unskilled. Ethical motives ought to prompt them to make common cause with the unskilled and the more completely disinherited. But these ethical motives are not always sufficiently potent; and the theory, that economic motives will create the solidarity, has been proved erroneous. In America this type of worker expresses himself politically in the reactionary policies of the American Federation of Labor, and leaves the unskilled worker in his misery. In the more advanced industrial nations, England and Germany, he defends his cause through the instrumentality of parliamentary socialism. He is more collectivistic than the white collar worker, but in many respects less revolutionary. In Germany he has become, in union with the Catholic party, the chief support of bourgeois democracy against revolutionary efforts from both the right and the left. He proves that as soon as workers have something more to lose than their chains, as soon as they have the slightest stake in the status quo (it need not be property, it need be only a fairly secure job or the minimum security of a semi-adequate unemployment dole), they will suffer the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune, rather than fly to evils that they know not of. They will fight the real proletarians, the completely disinherited, almost as vigorously as their reactionary foes. If increased misery forces some of their numbers into the ranks of the communists, as has been the case in Germany, they still outnumber the revolutionists. In the German election of July 31, 1932, they lost roughly ten per cent of their strength to the communists, but still remain, under an economic pressure greater than any proletarian group in any industrial country is likely to suffer for many years, fifty per cent stronger than the communists.


    It is interesting to note that their political attitudes have completely wiped out the differences between the revisionism of Bernstein and the more revolutionary parliamentarism of Kautsky. The dictum of Kautsky, “The emancipation of the laboring class is not to be expected from its increasing demoralisation but from its increasing strength,”114 may be true, but not in the sense that he intended. The envy upon which Henry de Man enlarges, and the more purely economic motives which Kautsky regards as the basis of revolutionary fervor, will continue to unite industrial workers into political parties which have socialism as their goal. But it will not make revolutionists of them, except in the very qualified sense in which Kautsky uses the term. Here the communists are much more realistic and their analysis is much truer. Trotsky quotes the words of Marat with approval: “A Revolution is accomplished and sustained only by the lowest classes of society, by all the disinherited, whom the shameless rich treat as canaille and whom the Romans with their usual cynicism once named proletarians.”115 It may be that workers will not turn revolutionists until their present state of misery can be compared with a previous state of comparative security; but it is equally certain that hunger and not envy or impatience with injustice produces revolution. The communist realism on this point clarifies what middle-class and semi-proletarian thought frequently confuses. They may be wrong in their prediction that inexorable forces will produce the prerequisites of revolution but they are very clear in their understanding of what these prerequisites are.


    If we want to predict the future of revolution in Western civilisation, we would do much better to make Germany, and possibly England, rather than Russia, the basis of our predictions. The complete ineptness of the Russian aristocratic bureaucracy and its thorough dissolution in the war, the formlessness and lack of prestige of the commercial middle class, the political defenselessness of the peasants and their momentary identity of interest with the workers, created by their desire for land and peace; the medieval ignorance of the church; the revolutionary solidarity of the workers, created by economic disinheritance; and a political cynicism, perfectly justified by the brutal inertia and terror of a moribund state; all these factors produced a basis for the Russian Revolution, and conformed to the formula of Marxism much more perfectly than will probably ever be the case in the industrial civilisation for which the formula was designed.


    Even when a modern state is disintegrated by economic and social conflict to the degree which the life of Germany reveals, a vague instinct of self-preservation, a still potent sense of national unity, creates a temper in which a little junta may manipulate the unimpaired police power of the state and use it to frustrate revolutionary efforts from the right and the left. Here again communist realism stands in wholesome contrast to the vague hopes of parlor revolutionists. “No great revolution has happened or can happen,” wrote Lenin, “without the disorganisation of the army. . . . The new social class which aspires to power has never been able and is even today unable, to assure and maintain its authority without the complete dislocation of the old army.”116 But a modern state may maintain its police power even when social disintegration has proceeded to a very far degree, simply because a large portion of the population, at variance on every question of economic policy, is united in its common fear of the dislocations of revolution. Thus in Germany where 44 per cent of the voters are more or less revolutionary in the fascist sense and 36 per cent are either socialist or communist, the impossibility of any group establishing itself in power, without facing years of revolutionary opposition from the other group, creates a temper in the nation which allows either a Bruening or a Von Papen government to wield the unimpaired police power of the nation in the interest of national unity. The lack of revolutionary ardor of the socialists and the political power of the Catholic vote creates the specific political support for such a policy. This kind of national unity is manifestly precarious. It could not be maintained indefinitely if Germany remained under the economic pressure of the moment. But it does illustrate perfectly, how tenacious the will to unity in a modern nation is and how it survives even when every economic basis for it has been destroyed.


    The fear of the international consequences of a revolution in nations who are inserted into a system of economic interdependence by the forces of a technological civilisation, is an additional cause of this caution. A comparatively self-sufficient agrarian Russia is, again, not a good example of the probable political reactions of more complex nations. The success of the Marxian revolutionary formula in Russia has, in other words, given rise to confusions and hopes, which could be realised in Western civilisation only through the rarest concatenation of circumstances.


    Difficult as the method of revolution is for any Western industrial civilisation, it must not be regarded as impossible. The forces which make for concentration of wealth and power are operative, even though they do not move as unambiguously as the Marxians prophesied. Whatever the errors in the prophesies of Marx, he certainly made no mistake in his prophesies of periodic crises of increasing frequency and extent in the business world. Neither was he wrong in attributing them to the overproduction caused by the lack of consuming power of the worker. The fact that we are in such a world crisis today, proves that the concessions which the workers have won by their political power have not been sufficient to give health to the present economic system. Whether this and other crises will prompt enough fear and create enough intelligence in the privileged classes to allow for a more rapid transmutation of the present social system into a more mutual one is a question which cannot be confidently answered in either the affirmative or negative. Such financial crises as the present are more productive of fascist tendencies than of communist revolutions, as long as the middle classes maintain their present power. In both England and Germany the depression has made labor more radical but also stiffened the conservative opposition against it, and thrown the neutral middle classes into the arms of reaction. Revolutionists easily underestimate the patience of peoples. Thus Engels prophesied in 1844: “By the time of the next following crisis, which, according to the analogy of its predecessors, must break out in 1852 or 1853, the English people will have enough of being plundered by their capitalists and left to starve when the capitalists no longer require their services. If, up to that time, the English bourgeoisie does not stop to reflect, and to all appearances it certainly will not do so, a revolution will follow with which none hitherto known can be compared.”117


    Predictions made at present may have as little validity as this quite plausible prediction of Engels in the middle of the nineteenth century. Meanwhile it is true that each decade adds to the tension created by the increasing inequalities of the economic order. Yet it is hardly conceivable that any modern state will be subjected to greater social tensions than the Germany of today; and we have noted what the consequences have been. If any prediction can be made with a fair degree of certainty, it is that Western civilisation will not be ripe for proletarian revolutions for many decades, and may never be ripe for them, unless one further condition of the Marxian prophecy is fulfilled, and that is, that the inevitable imperialism of the capitalistic nations will involve them in further wars on a large scale. Such a war would not necessarily result in communistic revolutions but it would shatter the authority of some states sufficiently and create enough social chaos to make some kind of revolution possible. Whether the chaos would be resolved by fascism, as was the case in Italy, or by a bourgeois, semi-socialistic democracy, as was the case in Germany, would depend upon the comparative strength of the various economic classes at the conclusion of the war. There is no modern industrial state in which the number of the completely disinherited is sufficiently large, or has the possibility of becoming large enough in any imminent future, to guarantee the success of a communist revolution. But that remains a possibility for the more distant future. The aftermath of another World War might very well result in such a general impoverishment. Without another World War, the possibilities of establishing communism by revolution are extremely slight in the whole of the Western world. There is a much greater probability that communism will gain its victories in the agrarian orient than in the industrial occident. In the west even agrarian Spain shows signs of stabilizing its revolution upon the semi-bourgeois, semi-socialistic pattern, which Germany has made familiar. The world may become divided between a communistic orient and a semi-socialistic occident, moving slowly toward the socialistic goal, but always running the danger of moving too slowly to avert another catastrophe.


    So much for the possibilities of establishing an equalitarian world by violence. Before the issue is dismissed, one further problem ought to be considered. Is it possible to maintain such a world once it has been established? The uncompromising equalitarian always has a moral advantage over those who propose slower methods of social change, by pointing out that these methods invariably beguile society to be satisfied with something less than the ideal and to retain many forms of ancient and traditional injustice. If a revolution can destroy social injustice and preserve equal justice, much might be forgiven it in the methods which it employs. This is the more obvious if it is considered that the whole of society is constantly involved in both coercion and violence and that the moral advantages of the more traditional and more covert forms of coercion over the less traditional and more overt forms are not as absolute as moralists usually assume. But it would be tragic indeed if the immediate consequences of revolutionary chaos, naturally greater in an industrial civilisation than in an agrarian one, should fail to issue in the final consequence of a lasting justice.


    The fear that they will fail is associated with a suspicion that communists, in spite of their realism, become hopeless romantics when they estimate the social consequences of a new economic society. They seem to believe that it will be easy to create perfect social mutuality by destroying inequality of power. But can they destroy economic power without creating strong centres of political power? And how may they be certain that this political power will be either ethically or socially restrained? We have seen that it is difficult to prevent the centralisation of economic power without giving the political state tremendous authority. A powerful state necessitates dangerous concentrations of political power in the hands of a few individuals and a small group. There is no certainty that this new power can be brought under either perfect ethical or social restraint. Ethical restraint is provided, for the moment, in Russia by the moral idealism of revolutionaries who espoused the cause of revolution before it offered the rewards of power. Even that idealism is no guarantee against the abuse of power. The abuse of power by communistic bureaucrats is very considerable, and is bound to grow as the purer revolutionary idealists are supplanted by men who have consciously sought for the possession of power. Though the equalitarian traditions of the revolutionary movement prevent them from using their positions for private economic gain, the abuse of power is a fact for which economic equalitarianism only partially compensates. An officious bureaucrat may cause intolerable injustices, even if he eats the same food and wears the same clothes as his victim.118


    The theory of communism is, that the dictatorship is only a transitory state and that it will become unnecessary as soon as the whole community has accepted the equalitarian ideals of communism and no one challenges the regime. This theory fails to do justice to the facts of human nature, revealed not only in the men of power but in ordinary men. If the Russian oligarchy strips itself of its own power, it will be the first oligarchy of history to do so. It cannot, of course, transmit its power by inheritance; but the inheritance of power is not the only cause of its abuse or basis of its perpetuation. The American business oligarchy is not as hereditary as European landed aristocracies, but is for that reason neither more virtuous nor less tenacious in clinging to its power and privilege. Since, according to the tenets of communism, the dictatorship is necessary until all the enemies of the proletarian state are “liquidated,” and since external enemies will remain for many decades or centuries, even if all internal enemies should be destroyed, the power of dictatorship could be perpetuated indefinitely without any conscious dishonesties.


    The hope that the internal enemies will all be destroyed and that the new society will create only men who will be in perfect accord with the collective will of society, and will not seek personal advantage in the social process, is romantic in its interpretation of the possibilities of human nature and in its mystical glorification of the anticipated automatic mutuality in the communist society. The symbol of this romanticism in communist thought is the virtual anarchism which crowns the structure of communist theory. The state will gradually wither away because it is merely the instrument of domination, which will not be needed in a completely mutual society. Lenin, the brutal realist, when dealing with the realities of today, thus turns sentimentalist when envisaging the possibilities of tomorrow: “When people have become accustomed to observe the fundamental principles of social life and their labor is so productive that they will voluntarily work according to their abilities . . . there will be no need of any exact calculation of the quantity of products to be distributed to each of its members; each will take freely ‘according to his needs.’” This perfect mutuality is achieved partly by destroying the disproportion of power and privilege, thus equalising the interests of all and establishing an identity of interest. “Theirs (the masses’),” declares William Z. Foster, “will be an individuality growing out of an harmonising with the interests of all.”119 The communist is right in assuming that the initial equalisation of power and privilege enhances the possibilities of mutuality in society. If there is no insecurity to compel, and no power to tempt, men to think of themselves before they think of the total needs of society, it is manifestly possible to reduce individual self-seeking. The hope that it can be destroyed to such a degree as not to become the basis of future inequality in society, unless the iron will of society, operating through a potent state, suppresses such tendencies, is as romantic as Rousseauistic interpretations of human problems. The Rousseauistic element in communist thought is, in fact, very clearly expressed in Bukharin’s identification of the individual will and the general will: “In such a society (a fully developed communist one) all relations between men will be obvious to each and the social volition will be the organisation of all their wills. It will not be a resultant, obtained by elemental accident, independent of the will of the individual, but a consciously organised social decision. . . . It will be impossible to observe social phenomena whose effect on the majority of the population will be harmful and ruinous.”120 In all these prophesies pure sentimentality obscures the fact, that there can never be a perfect mutuality of interest between individuals who perform different functions in society. There must, for instance, always be, as there is now in Russia, a certain degree of tension between the peasant who wants as many manufactured articles as possible for the food which he delivers to urban workers, and these workers, who want more food from the peasant than he is inclined to give them for their manufactured goods. The hope that there will ever be an ideal society, in which every one can take without restraint from the common social process “according to his need,” completely disregards the limitations of human nature. Man will always be imaginative enough to enlarge his needs beyond minimum requirements and selfish enough to feel the pressure of his needs more than the needs of others. Every society will have to maintain methods of arbitrating conflicting needs to the end of history; and in that process those who are shrewder will gain some advantage over the simple, even if they should lack special instruments of power. Bukharin’s idea, that a social policy harmful or ruinous to the population would be unthinkable in a communist society, is buttressed by the further prediction that the “abolition of the educational monopoly” would equalise intelligence sufficiently to arm every citizen with the power to defend his interests in society. But the idea that intelligence can be equalised by equal educational opportunities, is just as unrealistic as to suppose that present inequalities of intelligence are purely innate and could not be partially eliminated by equal educational advantages for all.


    Significantly the communist does not completely trust the automatic identity of interest to establish perfect mutuality. He believes in moral education for the creation of attitudes of mutuality. With Lenin, he wants people to “become accustomed to observe the fundamental principles of social life.” And he is right in assuming that a society in which the whole power of social approval is behind the co-operative attitude rather than the motive of self-seeking, will have a tremendous effect upon moral attitudes, as it has today in Russia. And when a co-operative society adds the precept of the school to the potent example set by the practice of society itself, there is no reason why it should not be able to minimise individual self-seeking and maximise social co-operation. But it is sentimental and romantic to assume that any education or any example will ever completely destroy the inclination of human nature to seek special advantages at the expense of, or in indifference to, the needs and interests of others. It is significant that the Russians have been forced to compromise with this force in human nature by establishing wage differentials in both industry and agriculture, in order to augment the socialised motive forces with the motive of seeking personal rewards for labor. They have tried to hide the fact that this is a concession to, and compromise with, an inevitable weakness in human nature by insisting that it is merely a concession to a vestigial remnant of capitalist psychology. They hope that the next generation will be entirely emancipated from it. Waldo Frank reports the following interesting conversation with a communist factory director: “‘Is there then no danger,’ I said at last, ‘to your communist ideal?’ ‘From each according to his ability, to each according to his need’ has always seemed to me to be the golden rule of socialism. . . . Yet here you are, remunerating inventions with money, paying superior sums of money to the more capable men. Here you are, planning your new hierarchy of merit by the old hated symbol of money. . . . It almost seems to me as if you were fighting the old order by infecting yourselves with the disease which rotted it.’ The communist answers him. . . . ‘To meet the temporary emergency, we must induce the men we have, men brought up in the capitalist world, men still open to capitalist ideas, to speed up production. We must do this by any means that will convince them. . . . But meantime, our children are being brought up on pure communist values.’ ‘You mean that the standard by which your young people are being taught to live will be stronger than the example they see before them? . . . When has education been according to an ideal superior to the practised way of life? And when has an ideal prevailed against the reality which belied it?’”121


    Inequality of reward need not of course, even if it represents a permanent concession to the weaknesses of human nature, as is probably the case, result in the old inequalities of power which breed inequalities of privilege, which are either disproportionate or totally irrelevant to the importance of function and the efficiency with which function is performed. It is possible for society to prevent accumulations of unequal rewards from being transmuted into instruments of social power. But it cannot prevent them from becoming symbols of unequal social prestige. In other words, if the desperate means which the communist uses are to be justified by the totally different and more ideal society which he creates, the justification is not as convincing as it seems to the romantic communist. If the new society does not eliminate the weaknesses of human nature, which cause injustice, as completely as he supposes, he has lost the moral advantage of his absolutism. Perhaps a society which gradually approximates the ideal will not be so very inferior morally to one which makes one desperate grasp after the ideal, only to find that the realities of history and nature dissolve it. Absolutism, in both religious and political idealism, is a splendid incentive to heroic action, but a dangerous guide in immediate and concrete situations. In religion it permits absurdities and in politics cruelties, which fail to achieve justifying consequences because the inertia of human nature remains a nemesis to the absolute ideal. Individuals may aspire to the absolute with more justification and less peril than societies. If the price which they must pay is high, the probable futility of their effort involves only their own losses. And the sense of a noble tragedy may compensate for the defeat. But societies risk the welfare of millions when they gamble for the attainment of the absolute. And, since coercion is an invariable instrument of their policy, absolutism transmutes this instrument into unbearable tyrannies and cruelties. The fanaticism which in the individual may appear in the guise of a harmless or pathetic vagary, when expressed in political policy, shuts the gates of mercy on mankind.
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    CHAPTER EIGHT


    Justice Through Political Force


    


    


    THE DIVISION of the working class into a more favored and a less favored group, roughly identical with the skilled and the unskilled workers, has been previously considered. The group, which feels itself defrauded of its just proportion of the common wealth of society, but which has a measure of security and therefore does not feel itself completely disinherited, expresses its political aspirations in a qualified Marxism in which the collectivist goal is shared with the more revolutionary Marxians, but in which parliamentary and evolutionary methods are substituted for revolution as means of achieving the goal.


    In all industrial nations, except America, the trade unions are the source of the voting strength of this evolutionary socialism, though its political philosophy has usually been elaborated by middle-class intellectuals. In America the trade unions still adhere to the futile policy of rewarding their friends and punishing their foes in the old parties. Their failure to recognise the futility of this procedure proves how difficult it is to transfer the results of social experience from one nation to another; for the history of European industrial nations has fully discredited this kind of political strategy. Inasfar as it rests upon confidence in the adequacy of the purely economic weapons of the trade union movement it is no less fallacious. The combination of political and economic power which the dominant classes set against the worker in the modern state must be met by a combination of political and economic power. The power of the worker in the economic society (chiefly the weapon of the strike) is not adequate for the defense of his interests. It suffers from several limitations. It is lamed by the state, which under the influence of the dominant classes passes legislation to diminish the power of the strike weapon as much as possible. The use and abuse of federal injunctions in labor disputes, compulsory arbitration, the declaration of martial law and the use of troops against the strikers are a few of the many methods used by the state against the worker. Even without facing the opposition of political power, the worker’s economic weapon is weak, and is becoming weaker. It is weak because the worker is never able to match the economic resources of the owner in a dispute of some duration. He can be starved into submission. It is becoming weaker because the very overproduction which imperils his living standards and forces him to resort to the strike weapon also creates a vast reservoir of unemployed and hungry men who can be used to supplant the strikers. Furthermore the tendency of automatic industry is to rob the worker of his skill and place it in the machine. Thus the backbone of modern labor power is semi-skilled rather than skilled, and can be replaced much more quickly than in the past.


    The worker is thus under the necessity of adding as much political power as possible to his never adequate and increasingly inadequate power in industrial society. In developing political power he cannot naturally rely for representation upon individuals whose political life is rooted in economic interests other than his own. The few concessions into which he can scare them by the threat of his potential political strength mean little in comparison to what he might accomplish in an organised movement of his own. The fact that the large body of American workers have not learned this lesson is the mark of their political ignorance. They will have to learn it, though it require years of disillusioning experience, which might have been saved them had they been able to profit by the experience of European workers. Though the skilled and semi-skilled worker is bound to become disillusioned in the efficacy of his purely economic weapons (trade union organisation and strike action), and to organise his political power, he distinguishes himself from the more completely disinherited by preserving a qualified confidence in the potentialities of his newly acquired instruments of political power.


    The unconscious basis of the relative optimism of this type of worker is his comparative security. He suffers from social injustice and fails to gain his rightful share of the benefits of modern industry; but as long as the unequal distribution of wealth does not reduce him to complete penury, he eschews violence and revolution and trusts in political methods to establish a gradual equality of privileges in society. The conscious philosophy by which he rationalises his political conduct is expressed by a qualified trust in the instruments of democracy. Unlike the middle classes, he does not regard democratic forms as the proof of equality of privilege. He suffers too much from economic inequality to give himself to the illusion that political equality is real or important as long as economic injustice prevails. But he believes that the democratic state can be used to establish justice. Jaurès, the French social democratic leader, expressed this faith in democracy at a party congress in 1903 in terms which are typical of both the reservations and affirmations which such a faith usually contains: “In a democracy,” he said, “in a republic where there is universal suffrage, the state is to the proletarian not a hard, refractory, absolutely impermeable and impenetrable block. Penetration has begun already. In the municipalities, in the central government, there has begun the penetration of proletarian and socialistic influence; and really it is a strange conception of human affairs which can imagine any institution whatever, any political or social form whatever, capable of being closed to the influence, the penetration of one of the great social forces. To say that the state is the same—the same closed, impenetrable rigid state, brazenly bourgeois—under an oligarchic regime, which refuses proletarians universal suffrage and under a regime of universal suffrage, which, after all, lets the workers transmit their will to the government by delegates with the same powers and rights of the delegates of the bourgeoisie itself, is to contradict the laws of nature.”122


    Translated into practical politics, this faith has meant a faithful participation in the democratic process, even if the victory of the proletariat must be postponed until it can be gained by the democratic method of winning a clear majority of all parliamentary votes. The participation of the German socialists in the Revolution of 1918 is not really an exception to this policy. That revolution was due to a complete breakdown of the German monarchy under the stress of war. The socialists did not engineer it. Since they were the strongest party they might well have exploited it, and used the occasion of the resulting political and social chaos to establish a dictatorship. What they did was to help in the establishment of a democratic republic in which they were the most powerful but not a majority party, and were therefore under the necessity of collaborating with non-proletarian parties in the maintenance of government. For years they co-operated with their arch foes in domestic policies, the industrialists, in order to maintain the international policy of conciliation under Stresemann.


    It is interesting to note that differences in shades of political philosophy between continental and English socialists, and between German socialists of the school of Bernstein and those of the school of Kautsky, have finally made little difference in the political strategy of the various parliamentary socialists. The Germans and French always had a stronger Marxian influence in their thought than the British socialists. Fabianism, which gave British socialism its philosophy, had little use for the class conflict. It was an ethical socialism, in which the nation as such was called upon to extend the principles of justice which had been previously accepted in the more radical type of liberalism. The spiritual history of British socialism, as an extension and logical consequence of radical liberalism, is rather well symbolised in the development of the thought of John Stuart Mill, who turned in his later years from individualistic to collectivistic political ideas. “In view of the fact,” declared Sidney Webb, “that the socialist movement has been hitherto inspired, instructed and led by members of the middle class or bourgeoisie, the Fabian society protests against the absurdity of socialists, denouncing the very class from which socialism has sprung, as especially hostile to it.”123 This judgment is, interestingly enough, a good example of the natural confusion into which ethically motivated middle-class leaders, who have identified themselves with the working class, fall, when they imagine that their own attitudes and convictions offer a significant clue to the dominant attitudes of their class. The middle class, though it has furnished leadership for the labor movement, has remained hostile to the labor cause, for all of Mr. Webb’s assurances. The less bellicose attitude of British labor and its softer emphasis upon the class conflict may be a result of the long history of British parliamentarism and the solid achievements of British liberalism in the nineteenth century, which justified, or seemed to justify, confidence in the democratic movement as something more than mere middle-class strategy.


    Nevertheless it is significant that the difference between the more Marxian socialism of the continent and the quite indigenous socialism of England has been pretty well wiped out by subsequent history. The parliamentary socialists of the continent have not been more revolutionary than the English, even though they did have a stronger admixture of Marxism in their thought. And the British socialists, who seemed for a time to be winning the middle classes to a degree, which the continental socialists found impossible, saw in the election of 1931 how the middle class will inevitably turn against socialism in a crisis when national patriotism is arrayed against the policy of the working class. In both England and Germany the socialist party has been at one time or another the largest party in the nation; and in these countries as well as in France, Belgium and the Scandinavian countries, the party has collaborated in government in either a major or minor capacity.


    The hope that socialism could be achieved progressively by parliamentary action has been at least partially justified by the history of all these nations. The increasing social control which government has placed upon economic activity and the larger and larger areas of economic action, in which the government has assumed not only control but actual ownership, offer at least some verification of the judgment of Mr. Webb: “The economic history of the century is an almost continuous record of the progress of socialism.” Everywhere the state has interfered in the processes of economic society with the purpose of diminishing the privileges and restraining the power of the owners, and adding to the privileges and power of the workers. Old laws which prohibited the right of the worker to organise, and thus increase his power in the industrial society, have been abolished; constantly severer income and inheritance taxes have diminished both the rights and the usufructs of property, and the resulting revenue has been used by the state to enlarge the social services for those who were worsted in the economic process. Unemployment insurance, old age pensions, workmen’s liability acts, and other similar legislation represent the effort of political society to mitigate the inequalities which are created by the processes of economic society. Thus the economic system robs the worker of his security, and the state steps in to re-establish a measure of that security. The economic system heaps up profits in the hands of the owners of property, and the state uses the power of taxation to reduce these profits, sometimes to such a degree that those affected complain that the power of taxation has been extended until it has become the power of confiscation. The state may even, as has been the case in Germany recently, place limits upon interest, rents and dividends, and thus completely destroy the autonomy of economic society.


    In this whole development we may discover the usual combination of moral and coercive factors which are evident in political change when violence is avoided and pressure is exerted in purely political terms. The various abridgments and diminutions of the social privilege and power of the owners are accomplished partly by the political power which is exerted by the workers; but there is always an element of voluntary acceptance of the new social standard because it appeals to the total community as a logical and inevitable extension of previously accepted political and social principles. The fact that a very considerable amount of social legislation was passed in all modern nations before the labor parties gained their full strength, and sometimes even before they existed, reveals the capacity of the general community to recognise minimum social needs. In England the Combination Act of 1875, the Trade Union Acts of 1871–6, the Arbitration Acts of 1867, the Education Act of 1870, and the Sanitary Code of 1875 were types of legislation, passed before the advent of the labor party, which justified the statement of a liberal statesman, “We are all socialists now.” Such legislation is of course never due purely to a growing social insight of a privileged community. For even before the workers are politically organised they exert a measure of political pressure. Before they had even the vote in England, the fear of what they might do in revolutionary terms helped the middle classes to win the right of suffrage from the landed aristocracy. In America the threat of political reprisals on the part of Negroes and workers, neither of them organised in their own political parties, was able to accomplish the defeat in the Senate of a nominee to the Supreme Court who was regarded as inimical to their interests.


    Sometimes the privileged classes yield certain advantages because they hope to retard the growth of labor parties or to frustrate more radical demands by labor groups. Bismarck’s social legislation, which remained for some time a model of its kind in Europe, was clearly prompted by the hope of taking the wind out of the sails of the growing German Socialist party. On the other hand such actions as that of Herbert Asquith, when he defied conservative opinion and permitted the first Labor government to assume office with Liberal support, is a rather clear example of a purer moral motive in politics. Asquith believed that the principles of democracy gave labor the right, as the largest party, to assume responsibility for the government. The opposition to his action on the part of many politicians, who had long paid lip service to democratic principles, but who nevertheless regarded Mr. Asquith’s policy as “treason” to his class, and, of course, to England, clearly revealed the limits of pure principle in politics, and the inevitable influence of class interests upon even the noblest political ideals. It is impossible for this reason ever to rely altogether on reason or conscience in politics. Pressure must be used. If it is gradually applied and the new standard of justice is gradually approximated, there is always a possibility that those who lose privileges in the process will accept the loss voluntarily. If they should fail to be convinced by its justice, and if only the threat of political power should secure their acquiescence, their children may regard it as an established standard of society. So society may move toward the goal of equal justice by gradual and evolutionary processes, in which coercive and educational factors operate in varying proportions.


    Yet there are difficulties and hazards in the programme of evolutionary and parliamentary socialism, which are not recognised as clearly as they ought to be by those who place unqualified confidence in the parliamentary method. It is not at all certain that political society can fully transform industrial society by an increased pressure in the direction of equality. The chief instrument which it uses for this purpose, taxation, seems subject to a law of diminishing returns. Excessive tax burdens destroy the effectiveness of the weakest units in the capitalistic system and arouse the strongest units to resistance. Steeply graduated inheritance taxes finally force the state to take over productive enterprises or lose the tax. If enterprises are thus taken over piecemeal, it is difficult to develop a systematic and coherent scheme of social ownership and there is a possibility that society will be plunged into a chaos in which the vices of both systems of ownership, private and social, are compounded. Furthermore there is as yet no evidence that a privileged class, which yields advantage after advantage peacefully, will finally yield the very basis of its special position in society without conflict. It will not only use such influence as it is still able to exert upon the government, for the purpose of frustrating the development toward equality; but it will be tempted in the moment of crisis to resort to violence to maintain itself. The power of the banks in the British political crisis of 1931 and their ability to dictate terms to a labor-dominated parliament, is a good illustration of the defeat of political power by unreconstructed economic power. The fascist efforts in both Italy and Germany, the one successful and the other still hanging in the balance, are examples of the resort to violence by imperilled privileged classes. The long history of gradual equalisation of political power in parliamentary countries is not an analogy which can be made the basis of as confident prophecies of peaceful economic change as is usually supposed. The analogy is faulty because economic power is more basic than political power, and is able to bend even the forms and principles of political equalitarianism to its own purposes. Willingness to grant privileges which are only quasi- or pseudo-privileges, is therefore no guarantee of peaceful acquiescence to radical economic change.


    Parliamentary socialists usually preserve their hope that these difficulties can be overcome and these hazards surmounted, by the belief that the attainment of a clear parliamentary majority will cut through all such difficulties, and put the power and the prestige of the state into the hands of the proletarian class for the reorganisation of society. In the case of socialist thinkers like Kautsky, the old Marxian prophecy of the concentration of capital and the inevitable numerical increase in the laboring classes, is used to substantiate this hope. The only portion of the prophecy which is rejected is that which predicts the increasing misery of the workers. The difficulty with this hope is that the whole experience of Western industrial nations negates it. The workers alone cannot become the majority party. To win a majority they must gain the support of a very considerable proportion of the middle classes of the city and of the peasants and farmers.


    The theory which assumes that the middle classes can be won to the side of parliamentary socialism, though they are affronted by the threat of violence of revolutionary socialism, and permanently alienated from its cause, has a very important bearing upon the question of the relation of moral and coercive factors in politics. In defense of the theory, it may be regarded as true that there is always a considerable class in every community which is chiefly interested in social peace, and will accept any government which is able to establish itself without violence and without interfering too seriously with the even tenor of its ways. It is even possible that a considerable proportion of this class will become rationally and morally committed to the labor ideal of an equalitarian society. That possibility seems to justify the ambition of socially minded educators, to save society by increasing the social and political intelligence of the general community through the agency of the school. One of the most prominent and most imaginative of these leaders in America, Professor Harold Rugg, states the social ideal of education in these words: “The new secondary curriculum will introduce youth frankly and courageously to the difficulties of experimenting with democracy in a country of large territory, of varied climate, of heterogeneous population and increasing urbanisation. It will reveal the tendency of dominant economic classes to control local state and national governments. . . . Correspondingly the creative imagination of our secondary school youth will be released and set at the task of helping to erect a nation-wide planned regime, in which the expert functions of government are performed by trained and experienced specialists in these fields.”124 While this hope of the educators, which in America finds its most telling presentation in the educational philosophy of Professor John Dewey, has some justification, political redemption through education is not as easily achieved as the educators assume. The very terms in which they state the political problem prove that they are themselves bound by middle-class perspectives, which will naturally increase in force and narrowness in proportion to the distance from the ideal of the educator. Thus Professor Rugg, in the very book in which he clearly analyses the economic influences upon culture, gives himself nevertheless to the hope that education can really achieve a significant critical detachment from a contemporary culture and its official propagation in the public schools. Furthermore the ideal of a planned society is projected without recognition of the fact that social planning is possible only by the rigid circumscription or total abolition of the rights of property.125 It is implicitly assumed that modern society fails to plan its economic processes because it lacks the intelligence to do so; and that the schools will furnish this intelligence. The fact is that the interests of the powerful and dominant groups, who profit from the present system of society, are the real hindrance to the establishment of a rational and just society. It would be pleasant to believe that the intelligence of the general community could be raised to such a height that the irrational injustices of society would be eliminated. But unfortunately there is no such general community. There are many classes, all of them partially deriving their perspectives from, or suffering them to be limited by, their economic interest. The failure of modern socially minded educators to realise this fact proves that their very educational theory, which partly transcends the impulses of the dominant economic groups by force of sheer intellectual honesty and penetration, is also partly bound and limited by the environment of their own class, the middle class. For this class, living in comfort and security, is unable to recognise the urgency of the social problem; and, living in a world of individual relationships, is unable to appreciate the consistency with which economic groups express themselves in terms of pure selfishness. The conception that what society needs and, if intelligent enough, will be able to secure, is “trained and experienced specialists” to perform the “expert functions” of government, betrays an additional class prejudice, the prejudice of the intellectual, who is so much the rationalist, that he imagines the evils of government can be eliminated by the expert knowledge of specialists. Any kind of government must of course avail itself of the specialised knowledge of experts. But the idea that such expert knowledge can ever guarantee the impartiality and justice of a state is to overestimate the impartiality of reason in general and the reason of experts in particular. Politics are given their general direction by the pressure of interest of the groups which control them; the expert is quite capable of giving any previously determined tendency both rational justification and efficient detailed application. Such is the inclination of the human mind for beginning with assumptions which have been determined by other than rational considerations, and building a superstructure of rationally acceptable judgments upon them, that all this can be done without any conscious dishonesty. If the expert can function under any type of regime, whether conservative or radical, the experience of socialist governments of Britain and Germany proves that the civil servant is more inclined to conservatism than to radicalism and that he sometimes knows how to frustrate and divert the general policy of the government which he serves by the kind of detailed application which he makes of its general line of policy.


    A careful study of the history of political and economic life proves conclusively that the educators, as all other middle-class moralists, underestimate the conflict of interest in political and economic relations, and attribute to disinterested ignorance what ought usually to be attributed to interested intelligence. Their very error in this regard is a result of the faulty perspective of their class. There will always be individuals in the more privileged classes who will, by force of rational and moral idealism, identify themselves with the less privileged classes and fight their political battles. But the number of these will probably always remain limited. Whatever social intelligence is created in the total body of any privileged class, can be used to mitigate the conflict between the classes, but it will not be powerful enough to obviate the necessity of such a conflict. If it should be maintained that the past does not yield conclusions which are valid for the future, since no middle-class group has ever been subjected to an educational process which placed it in full possession of all relevant social facts, the answer is that there is no educational process which can place any class in possession of all the facts, or cause it to appreciate all the feelings which actuate another class. Since civilisation constantly increases indirect and mechanical human relations, this will probably be even more true in the future than it is at present. It is a question whether any middle class will ever be intellectually better disciplined and socially more intelligent than that class in England and Germany. In both of these nations the entire middle-class community turned to conservatism rather than radicalism in the moment of crisis; in England in the election of 1931, when it participated in the overwhelming Tory defeat of labor, and in Germany, where it expresses itself through the policies of fascism. These very recent examples of middle-class attitudes in politically advanced and socially intelligent nations are a fairly good basis for predicting middle-class political attitudes in the future. No one would care to deny that the degree of social idealism and intelligence which prevails in any class will affect the total quality of a community’s life; will increase the wholesomeness and honesty of economic and political relations which develop within any given equilibrium of political and economic power, and will add to the possibility of adjusting conflicts of interest without violence. But it will not guarantee an adjustment of such conflicts in entirely new terms if some new radical force and interest is not introduced into the political situation.


    The peasant and farmer offers another problem to parliamentary as well as to revolutionary socialism. His aversion to revolutionary socialism has been previously considered. The question is whether a moderate type of radical political policy could win his allegiance. There is not much evidence that it can. The parliamentary socialist parties have made practically no gains among his ranks. They have won some agricultural laborers in England and in Germany but very few of the poorer farmers. Even in Denmark, where highly developed farmers’ co-operatives might be expected to diminish the agrarian’s inveterate individualism, the industrial worker and the farmer remain in opposite political camps. In Europe the still powerful medieval traditions of the countryside and the sense of personal fealty to the landholder frequently determine the peasant’s conservative political opinions. In America these traditions do not exist and the farmer is under stronger urban influence. He remains nevertheless an individualist. Even when he is poor, he may take refuge in a modest self-sufficing economy and have only a minimum dependence upon the outside world. This self-sufficiency prompts an indifference to the larger and more intricate problems of society which, in times of crisis, is translated into, or exploited by, political conservatism. If the farmer should try to save himself from his present plight in an industrial civilisation by voluntary co-operative enterprises or if he should be reduced to the status of a proletarian by large scale capitalistic farm projects, he may ultimately come to terms with the urban industrial worker. If he attempted escape by way of voluntary co-operatives he would discover that increased efficiency alone would not establish his prosperity, as long as greater economic and political power is used against him in determining state policies detrimental to his interests. The greater efficiency of co-operative farming would not eliminate the handicaps of tariff and money policies which financial and industrial classes force upon the state at the expense of the farmer. Gradual disillusionment, which may require many decades, might in that event force the farmer on the side of his natural ally, the industrial worker. If large scale farming, backed by strong financial interests, should reduce the independent farmer to the position of an agrarian proletarian, the convergence of the political theories of the farmer and the worker might also proceed more rapidly; but in either case such a development is not to be reckoned with in any realistic political prognostication limited to the next decades. The hope of establishing a third party in America on the combined strength of the farmer and the worker, will remain unrealistic for many decades to come.126 It may never be realized. It may be that the farmer will never be able to espouse collectivist political goals fervently, no matter how much he suffers from a capitalistic system. The necessities of an industrial civilisation may never seem relevant to the needs of an agrarian, who wants his own piece of land more than he wants anything else, and who will never quite understand the industrial worker’s passion for common ownership.127 It is not even certain that Russia, where the industrial worker established complete political supremacy by a momentary convergence of agrarian and proletarian political interests, and then used that supremacy to force the peasant into collectivisation, may not yet witness the revenge of the peasant upon the industrial worker. It may be that the proletarian will be able to use force upon the peasant long enough to change the circumstances of his life so completely, that collectivist social ideals will finally be accepted by the agrarian. But the degree of force which the Russian dictatorship is using is so great, that it would be rather remarkable if it did not create profound psychological and moral reactions. It may, as in the case of suppressed nationalities, generate and increase a vehemence of resentment which will be its ultimate undoing.


    At any rate it is not safe to count upon the farmer as a political ally of the industrial worker, however much the logic of economic facts might seem to make him a natural ally of the proletarian. If we thus exclude the middle-class urbanite and the farmer as possible adherents of a parliamentary socialist party, we must arrive at the conclusion that the possibility of winning a parliamentary majority for evolutionary socialism is fairly remote and may be entirely out of question. If this should be the case, the same political forces which make the victory of revolutionary socialism doubtful would also cast doubt upon the possibility of a final triumph for melioristic socialism. If these conclusions are valid we would be forced to the further conviction that there is no single political force which can break through and completely reorganise the present unstable equilibrium of forces in modern society. If such a conclusion should be correct (always with the reservation that another war might completely change the picture), it would become necessary to abandon the hope of achieving a rational equalitarian social goal, and be content with the expectation of its gradual approximation. The latter expectation need not be abandoned, because the economically and politically weaker classes of society have not yet, in any nation, developed the full strength which they potentially hold. They can exert more political and economic pressure than they have thus far exerted. Furthermore the social intelligence of the general community, or rather of all classes in the community, can rise higher than its present level, even if there are limits beyond which it cannot rise. If it is the fate of modern society thus to approach a gradual approximation of a rational social ideal by the progressive adjustment and readjustment of power to power, and interest to interest, a non-violent type of political coercion is clearly preferable to a violent one. Parliamentary socialism would, in that case, be justified, even if it were robbed of the hope of a final and complete triumph. It would be justified because no community can live in a permanent state of civil war, which would result from a revolutionary socialism unable to press through to its goal. If violence can be justified at all, its terror must have the tempo of a surgeon’s skill and healing must follow quickly upon its wounds.


    A parliamentary socialism which presses toward the goal of social ownership by exerting the full force of the worker’s political power in the shifting equilibrium of social and political forces, without certainty that the ultimate goal can be reached, and which is forced to use the method of collaboration with other parties, is, however, under some moral and psychological difficulties which have not been fully appreciated by socialists. The abandonment of the eschatological element in socialism means the sacrifice of its religious fervor and the consequent loss of motive power. The effort of evolutionary socialists to interpret this loss as a gain merely proves that they have become too completely rationalistic to understand the roots of human fervor. The goal, said Eduard Bernstein, philosopher of evolutionary socialism, means nothing, the movement everything. “I have at no time had an excessive interest in the future beyond general principles; I have not been able to read to the end any picture of the future. My thoughts and my efforts are concerned with duties of the present and the nearest future, and I only busy myself with the perspectives beyond as far as they give me a line of conduct for suitable action now.”128 If Bernstein could have known how closely that sentiment would approximate the liberal middle-class educational theory of the modern day, he might have taken thought and recognised it as the mark of socialism’s descent and degeneration into liberalism. It is much more rational to refrain from defining an ultimate goal and to abandon some degree of certainty in the possibility of its attainment. But moral potency is sacrificed for this higher degree of rationality. The naïve faith of the proletarian is the faith of the man of action. Rationality belongs to the cool observers. There is of course an element of illusion in the faith of the proletarian, as there is in all faith. But it is a necessary illusion, without which some truth is obscured. The inertia of society is so stubborn that no one will move against it, if he cannot believe that it can be more easily overcome than is actually the case. And no one will suffer the perils and pains involved in the process of radical social change, if he cannot believe in the possibility of a purer and fairer society than will ever be established. These illusions are dangerous because they justify fanaticism; but their abandonment is perilous because it inclines to inertia. Henry de Man, another evolutionary socialist, rather misses the point when he declares: “The idolisation of the ideal which is characteristic of sentimentalists and romanticists, is repugnant to me. Those who promise collective happiness in some remote future seem to me to be naïve when they are honest, and detestable when they are humbugs.”129 Sentimentality and romanticism is the disease of observers who dream of an ideal goal without seeking its achievement. The true proletarian who nerves himself for heroic action by believing both in the purity of his goal and in the possibility of its achievement is no doubt touched with sentimentality and romanticism, but he is something more than a sentimentalist. He is both more dangerous and more vital than the sentimentalist. He is a fanatic.


    We have previously considered the perils of his fanaticism to a complex society. The temptation to inertia and opportunism which the rationalistic radical faces is no less perilous. The history of parliamentary socialism is filled with evidences of it, and Christian history offers interesting analogous instances. There is only one step from a rationally moderated idealism to opportunism, and only another step from opportunism to dishonest capitulation to the status quo. The absolutist and fanatic is no doubt dangerous; but he is also necessary. If he does not judge and criticise immediate achievements, which always involve compromise, in the light of his absolute ideal, the radical force in history, whether applied to personal or to social situations, finally sinks into the sands of complete relativism. Once the religious quality of the proletarian creed is abandoned, and the eschatological emphasis in Marxism is disavowed, evolutionary socialism may easily lose the furious energy which alone is capable of moving against the stubborn inertia of society. There is no way of measuring the perils of fanaticism against the perils of opportunism; but it is rather obvious that society as a whole is more inclined to inertia than to foolish adventure, and is therefore in greater need of the challenge of the absolutist than the sweet reasonableness of the rationalist. Communism is bound to become a force in modern society, as certainly as modern society disinherits a portion of its community completely. Perhaps that fact ought to be welcomed. Perhaps communism will furnish the criticism which will save parliamentary socialism from complete opportunism and futility.


    Parliamentary socialism is imperilled not only by the loss of the religious absolutism, which characterises unspoiled proletarian thought, but by the temptations which arise from the practical tactics which it must pursue. It must collaborate with other parties in the administration of government. In such co-operation it must try to bargain for the realisation of as much of its programme as the opposition will accept. This bargaining must be done by leaders, who are increasingly drawn into the high places of government, who consort with the great and mighty in the financial and industrial world, and are subject to all the blandishments with which aristocracies have learned to confuse their political opponents. If they are not unusually discerning and intellectually stubborn they will forget the viewpoint of the toilers, who endowed them with political power, and will unconsciously absorb the social and political viewpoints of the more privileged groups. If they are not more than usually honest their ambition will be tempted by the power and prestige which they may win as national rather than as proletarian leaders. Parliamentary socialism presents a dismal story of repeated apostasies, too frequent to be regarded as exceptional and politically insignificant cases of personal weakness. MacDonald and Snowden in England; Millerand, Viviani and Briand in France; Scheidemann and Noske in Germany, are but a few of the more conspicuous examples. Sometimes the apostasy expresses itself in terms of complete severance from the socialist party; at other times it is seen in the abandonment of socialist principles and in the defense of national policies which are inimical to labor. This phenomenon of perennial apostasy in parliamentary socialism has two aspects. The personal and moral aspect is less significant than the political one, but it is interesting.


    No doubt every socialist leader who has succumbed to the temptation of prestige and power had an Achilles heel of personal vanity and ambition, which one would hope not to find in a leader of purer metal. Perhaps MacDonald’s foes are right in suggesting that his vanity was his undoing; and that the King, who seems to have played a rather more influential part in the formation of the national government than the constitution assigns to him, may have touched that vanity by suggesting that no one else was as competent as he to lead the coalition government. Perhaps the insinuations, that social ambitions in Snowden’s family partly determined his policy, have a measure of justification. Such details are not particularly important, unless they suggest how strong personal character must be to withstand the temptations which face the labor leader in high office. Resolutions which are made before office is assumed seem to be no proof against the peril. In 1920 Ramsay MacDonald wrote: “Our task is vaster than anything that has yet faced a nation. And yet if at the end of this devastating tragedy (the War), feeble futility, philanthropy and sham are to be accepted by our people as their portion, if the leaders of labor, with the way open in front of them to citadels which they have long been assaulting, turn away blinded in vision and craven in heart, and come to truces that are surrenders, they will have betrayed their class and by that their nation.”130 In the crisis of 1931 MacDonald accepted the dictation of the financial interests and preferred a cut in the dole to heavier burdens upon investments of British citizens in foreign lands. In 1899 Aristide Briand defended the syndicalist doctrine of the general strike in these words: “You can go to battle with the ballot. I have nothing to object. You can go to battle with spears, pistols and rifles; I shall consider it my duty when the time comes, to take my place in your ranks. . . . But do not discourage the workers when they attempt to unite for an action which is entirely their own, and in the efficacy of which they firmly believe. The general strike presents this attraction to the militant, that it is, after all, but the exercise of an incontestable right.”131 In 1909 Briand as Premier stopped a peaceful strike of railroad workers by arresting the union leaders and pressing the workers into military service.


    No one can penetrate into the secret place where the curious mixture of motives, which lie at the basis of every human action, is compounded. Even the author of the action has some difficulty in doing so. Yet it is fair to suspect that purely personal weaknesses are frequently the cause of such apostasies. There have been and there will be leaders in parliamentary socialism, too honest to capitulate to personal temptation. The fact that much may depend upon them in the future, reveals the importance of personal character in politics, however insignificant it may appear in comparison with the great impersonal forces which go into the making of history. If French parliamentary socialism produced a Millerand, a Viviani and a Briand, it also brought forth a Jaurès, whose murder on the eve of the World War was one of the great tragedies of that war and undoubtedly prevented a demonstration of the ability of a great socialist leader to remain free of nationalist hysteria. The esteem in which he was held by socialists of all nations might have prevented international socialism from committing its fatal war-time blunders.


    The questions of the personal morality of socialist leaders are of course secondary to the whole problem of maintaining parliamentary socialism as a critical, radical and detached force within a national community and preventing its absorption in the national ethos. We have previously recognised the tremendous power of the sentiment of nationalism and also the practical impossibility of a national community arising to the heights of effective self-criticism. It is probably not too severe a judgment to declare that no group within a nation will ever criticise the nation as severely as the nation ought to be criticised, if it does not stand partly outside of the nation. That is the strategic and moral significance of the proletarian class. If only those proletarians are completely outside of the national ethos, whom the nation has absolutely disinherited, it ought to be possible, at least for the slightly more privileged proletarians, to stem themselves against the tide of national sentiment which always threatens to engulf them. The apostasy of parliamentary proletarians can never be explained completely in terms of personal weakness. It is partially due to the reabsorption of the whole semi-proletarian movement into the national soul. That will seem a virtue to those who identify the nation with absolute values; but it must appear a weakness to those who recognise the perils of nationalism to all high human values. The nation will always claim a portion of man’s loyalties. Since it usually claims too large a portion, it is necessary that other communities compete with it. There is no reason why a class which is fated by its conditions of life to aspire after an equalitarian society should not have a high moral claim upon the loyalty of its members. Both its ultimate aims and the peril in which it stands justify such a loyalty by every rule of reason. If the nation’s claims seem to be higher, that is only because traditional sentiments overpower rational considerations.


    The tendency of socialist leaders to espouse the cause of the enemies of labor under the guise of preserving the peace of the state, may be actuated by the motives of personal ambition, which we have suggested; but the political milieu in which such a policy is at all possible is created by the semi-nationalism of the whole political movement which they lead. The parliamentary working class movement stands inside of the national ethos and thus creates the opportunities for its leaders to become imbued with the national instinct of self-preservation. This instinct expresses itself in defense against both internal and external foes of the state. Evolutionary socialists are therefore involved in both international wars and the suppression of strikes and other alleged perils to the state’s internal peace. When Briand defended himself against the attacks of Jaurès for his suppression of the strike of French railroad workers, he gave a very illuminating example of the triumph of the national spirit over class loyalty in the heart of a labor leader who had become a national official: “I am ready to admit that theoretically they possess the right to strike and that they may use it legally. But there is another right which has not been mentioned in this debate, and which is superior to all other rights. It is society’s right to live. There is no liberty, time-honored though it may be, whose exercise can be permitted to endanger the nation’s right to live. . . . The right that is above all other rights is the nation’s right to live and to maintain its independence and pride.”132 The identification of the nation with society in Briand’s statement, and the easy logic which makes the nation’s right “to maintain its pride” a part of its right to survival, shows how quickly a nation’s impulses of self-preservation may justify coercive policies against disturbers of its internal peace, and imperialistic policies against its external foes, even in the mind of a former socialist radical. During the War the German socialist leader Philip Scheidemann gave qualified support to German imperial ambitions by declaring that “only political infants could believe that frontier posts would not be moved”; and the scholar of German socialism, Heinrich Cunow, thought the German imperialism deserved the support of socialists because it would hasten the coming of international socialism by giving capitalism its expected climax. Middle-class intellectuals failed to invent a justification of participation in the war more ingenious than that.


    The impulses of nationalism grip the soul of every statesman whose hands are on the helm of the state. It is probably natural that socialistic statesmen should not be immune to such influences; and it may be equally natural that nationalistic impulses should gain the ascendancy over class loyalties. But if that is altogether inevitable, it is vain to expect parliamentary labor parties to preserve that critical detachment from national prejudices and hysterias which gives the working class its redemptive mission to modern society. A nation’s impulses of self-preservation make for a premature internal peace and for unnecessary external war. The social peace, upon which the nation insists, inevitably incorporates social injustice which can only be eliminated by disturbing the peace; and the same injustice makes for international conflict. To capitulate to the nation means therefore to prefer international conflict to the class struggle. Such a preference cannot be rationally justified. The weight of reason is against it; for international conflict grows out of intra-national injustice and the class struggle seeks to abolish such injustice. Any moral judgment which expresses such a preference merely reveals the influence of traditional sentiments upon it. It represents the capitulation of reason to prejudice.


    Since the pure force of reason is never powerful enough to achieve a critical detachment from nationalism, if actual experience does not detach the individual from the nation, only the obviously disinherited worker will achieve it completely. But it may not be too much to hope that increasing intelligence will at least extend slightly beyond personal experience, so that a labor movement which is not completely disinherited will have the intelligence to offer more stubborn resistance to the will of the nation and to the all-pervasive sentiment of nationality. Here, as in other instances, the future of society is served best if we accept the limitations of the human imagination, recognise that it cannot be extended too far beyond the actual experiences of an individual or a class; but bend every effort to increase its penetration so that the obvious may be recognised before its bitter consequences lead to a recognition of the truth after it is too late to profit by it.


    The contrasting virtues and vices of revolutionary and evolutionary socialism are such that no purely rational moral choice is possible between them. Whatever judgments are made depend partly upon personal inclination; whether one prefers the partial preservation of traditional injustices or the risk of creating new iniquities by the attempt to abolish old ones completely. They depend partly upon the extent to which one suffers from traditional social abuses; and they are partly determined by the degree of crisis in which a society finds itself.
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    CHAPTER NINE


    The Preservation of Moral Values in Politics


    


    


    ANY POLITICAL philosophy which assumes that natural impulses, that is, greed, the will-to-power and other forms of self-assertion, can never be completely controlled or sublimated by reason, is under the necessity of countenancing political policies which attempt the control of nature in human history by setting the forces of nature against the impulses of nature. If coercion, self-assertion and conflict are regarded as permissible and necessary instruments of social redemption, how are perpetual conflict and perennial tyranny to be avoided? What is to prevent the instruments of today’s redemption from becoming the chain of tomorrow’s enslavement? A too consistent political realism would seem to consign society to perpetual warfare. If social cohesion is impossible without coercion, and coercion is impossible without the creation of social injustice, and the destruction of injustice is impossible without the use of further coercion, are we not in an endless cycle of social conflict? If self-interest cannot be checked without the assertion of conflicting self-interests how are the counter-claims to be prevented from becoming inordinate? And if power is needed to destroy power, how is this new power to be made ethical? If the mistrust of political realism in the potency of rational and moral factors in society is carried far enough, an uneasy balance of power would seem to become the highest goal to which society could aspire. If such an uneasy equilibrium of conflicting social forces should result in a tentative social peace or armistice it would be fairly certain that some fortuitous dislocation of the proportions of power would ultimately destroy it. Even if such dislocations should not take place, it would probably be destroyed in the long run by the social animosities which a balance of power creates and accentuates.


    The last three decades of world history would seem to be a perfect and tragic symbol of the consequences of this kind of realism, with its abortive efforts to resolve conflict by conflict. The peace before the War was an armistice maintained by the balance of power. It was destroyed by the spontaneous combustion of the mutual fears and animosities which it created. The new peace is no less a coerced peace; only the equilibrium of social and political forces is less balanced than it was before the War. The nations which pretended to fight against the principle of militarism have increased their military power, and the momentary peace which their power maintains is certain to be destroyed by the resentments which their power creates.


    This unhappy consequence of a too consistent political realism would seem to justify the interposition of the counsels of the moralist. He seeks peace by the extension of reason and conscience. He affirms that the only lasting peace is one which proceeds from a rational and voluntary adjustment of interest to interest and right to right. He believes that such an adjustment is possible only through a rational check upon self-interest and a rational comprehension of the interests of others. He points to the fact that conflict generates animosities which prevent the mutual adjustment of interests, and that coercion can be used as easily to perpetuate injustice as to eliminate it. He believes, therefore, that nothing but an extension of social intelligence and an increase in moral goodwill can offer society a permanent solution for its social problems. Yet the moralist may be as dangerous a guide as the political realist. He usually fails to recognise the elements of injustice and coercion which are present in any contemporary social peace. The coercive elements are covert, because dominant groups are able to avail themselves of the use of economic power, propaganda, the traditional processes of government, and other types of non-violent power. By failing to recognise the real character of these forms of coercion, the moralist places an unjustified moral onus upon advancing groups which use violent methods to disturb a peace maintained by subtler types of coercion. Nor is he likely to understand the desire to break the peace, because he does not fully recognise the injustices which it hides. They are not easily recognised, because they consist in inequalities, which history sanctifies and tradition justifies. Even the most rational moralist underestimates them, if he does not actually suffer from them. A too uncritical glorification of co-operation and mutuality therefore results in the acceptance of traditional injustices and the preference of the subtler types of coercion to the more overt types.


    An adequate political morality must do justice to the insights of both moralists and political realists. It will recognise that human society will probably never escape social conflict, even though it extends the areas of social co-operation. It will try to save society from being involved in endless cycles of futile conflict, not by an effort to abolish coercion in the life of collective man, but by reducing it to a minimum, by counselling the use of such types of coercion as are most compatible with the moral and rational factors in human society and by discriminating between the purposes and ends for which coercion is used.


    A rational society will probably place a greater emphasis upon the ends and purposes for which coercion is used than upon the elimination of coercion and conflict. It will justify coercion if it is obviously in the service of a rationally acceptable social end, and condemn its use when it is in the service of momentary passions. The conclusion which has been forced upon us again and again in these pages is that equality, or to be a little more qualified, that equal justice is the most rational ultimate objective for society. If this conclusion is correct, a social conflict which aims at greater equality has a moral justification which must be denied to efforts which aim at the perpetuation of privilege. A war for the emancipation of a nation, a race or a class is thus placed in a different moral category from the use of power for the perpetuation of imperial rule or class dominance. The oppressed, whether they be the Indians in the British Empire, or the Negroes in our own country or the industrial workers in every nation, have a higher moral right to challenge their oppressors than these have to maintain their rule by force. Violent conflict may not be the best means to attain freedom or equality, but that is a question which must be deferred for a moment. It is important to insist, first of all, that equality is a higher social goal than peace. It may never be completely attainable, but it is the symbol for the ideal of a just peace, from the perspective of which every contemporary peace means only an armistice within the existing disproportions of power. It stands for the elimination of the inequalities of power and privilege which are frozen into every contemporary peaceful situation. If social conflict in the past has been futile that has not been due altogether to the methods of violence which were used in it. Violence may tend to perpetuate injustice, even when its aim is justice; but it is important to note that the violence of international wars has usually not aimed at the elimination of an unjust economic system. It has dealt with the real or fancied grievances of nations which were uniformly involved in social injustice. A social conflict which aims at the elimination of these injustices is in a different category from one which is carried on without reference to the problem of justice. In this respect Marxian philosophy is more true than pacifism. If it may seem to pacifists that the proletarian is perverse in condemning international conflict and asserting the class struggle, the latter has good reason to insist that the elimination of coercion is a futile ideal but that the rational use of coercion is a possible achievement which may save society. It is of course dangerous to accept the principle, that the end justifies the means which are used in its attainment. The danger arises from the ease with which any social group, engaged in social conflict, may justify itself by professing to be fighting for freedom and equality. Society has no absolutely impartial tribunal which could judge such claims. Nevertheless it is the business of reason, though always involved in prejudice and subject to partial perspectives, to aspire to the impartiality by which such claims and pretensions could be analysed and assessed. Though it will fail in instances where disputes are involved and complex, it is not impossible to discover at least the most obvious cases of social disinheritance. Wherever a social group is obviously defrauded of its rights, it is natural to give the assertion of its rights a special measure of moral approbation. Indeed this is what is invariably and instinctively done by any portion of the human community which has achieved a degree of impartiality. Oppressed nationalities, Armenians fighting against Turkey, Indians against England, Filipinos against America, Cubans against Spain, and Koreans against Japan have always elicited a special measure of sympathy and moral approbation from the neutral communities. Unfortunately the working classes in every nation are denied the same measure of sympathy, because there is no neutral community which is as impartial with reference to their claims as with reference to the claims of oppressed nationalities. In the case of the latter there is always some group in nations, not immediately involved in the struggle, which can achieve and afford the luxury of impartiality. Thus Europeans express their sympathy for our disinherited Negroes and Americans have a special degree of interest in the struggle for the emancipation of India.


    In spite of the partiality and prejudice which beclouds practically every social issue, it is probably true that there is a general tendency of increasing social intelligence to withdraw its support from the claims of social privilege and to give it to the disinherited. In this sense reason itself tends to establish a more even balance of power. All social power is partially derived from the actual possession of physical instruments of coercion, economic or martial. But it also depends to a large degree upon its ability to secure unreasoned and unreasonable obedience, respect and reverence. Inasfar as reason tends to destroy this source of its power, it makes for the diminution of the strength of the strong and adds to the power of the weak. The expropriators are expropriated in another sense beside the one which Marx analysed. Reason divests them of some of their moral conceit, as well as of some measure of the social and moral approbation of their fellows. They are not so certain of the approval of either their own conscience or that of the impartial community. Divested of either or both, they are like Samson with his locks shorn. A considerable degree of power has gone from them. The forces of reason in society are not strong enough to guarantee that this development will ever result in a complete equality of power; but it works to that end. The very fact that rational men are inclined increasingly to condemn the futility of international wars and yet to justify the struggles of oppressed nationalities and classes, proves how inevitably reason must make a distinction between the ultimate ends of social policies and how it must regard the end of equal social justice as the most rational one.


    We have previously insisted that if the purpose of a social policy is morally and rationally approved, the choice of means in fulfilling the purpose raises pragmatic issues which are more political than they are ethical. This does not mean that the issues lack moral significance or that moral reason must not guard against the abuse of dangerous political instruments, even when they are used for morally approved ends. Conflict and coercion are manifestly such dangerous instruments. They are so fruitful of the very evils from which society must be saved that an intelligent society will not countenance their indiscriminate use. If reason is to make coercion a tool of the moral ideal it must not only enlist it in the service of the highest causes but it must choose those types of coercion which are most compatible with, and least dangerous to, the rational and moral forces of society. Moral reason must learn how to make coercion its ally without running the risk of a Pyrrhic victory in which the ally exploits and negates the triumph.


    The most obvious rational check which can be placed upon the use of coercion is to submit it to the control of an impartial tribunal which will not be tempted to use it for selfish ends. Thus society claims the right to use coercion but denies the same right to individuals. The police power of nations is a universally approved function of government. The supposition is that the government is impartial with reference to any disputes arising between citizens, and will therefore be able to use its power for moral ends. When it uses the same power against other nations in international disputes, it lacks the impartial perspective to guarantee its moral use. The same power of coercion may therefore represent the impartiality of society, when used in intra-national disputes, and a threat against the interests of the larger community of mankind when used in international disputes. Thus the effort is made to organise a society of nations with sufficient power to bring the power of individual nations under international control. This distinction between the impartial and the partial use of social and political coercion is a legitimate one, but it has definite limits. The limits are given by the impossibility of achieving the kind of impartiality which the theory assumes. Government is never completely under the control of a total community. There is always some class, whether economic overlords or political bureaucrats, who may use the organs of government for their special advantages. This is true of both nations and the community of nations. Powerful classes dominate the administration of justice in the one, and powerful nations in the other. Even if this were not the case there is in every community as such, an instinctive avoidance of social conflict and such a superficiality in dealing with the roots of social disaffection, that there is always the possibility of the unjust use of the police power of the state against individuals and groups who break its peace, no matter how justified their grievance. A community may be impartial in using coercion against two disputants, whose dispute offers no peril to the life and prestige of the community. But wherever such a dispute affects the order or the prestige of the community, its impartiality evaporates. The prejudice and passion with which a staid, genteel and highly cultured New England community conducted itself in the Sacco-Vanzetti case is a vivid example. For these reasons it is impossible to draw too sharp a moral distinction between the use of force and coercion under the control of impartial tribunals and its use by individuals and groups who make it a frank instrument of their own interests.


    The chief distinction in the problem of coercion, usually made by moralists, is that between violent and non-violent coercion. The impossibility of making this distinction absolute has been previously considered. It is nevertheless important to make a more careful analysis of the issues involved in the choice of methods of coercion in the social process. The distinguishing marks of violent coercion and conflict are usually held to be its intent to destroy either life or property. This distinction is correct if consequences are not confused with intent. Non-violent conflict and coercion may also result in the destruction of life or property and they usually do. The difference is that destruction is not the intended but the inevitable consequence of non-violent coercion. The chief difference between violence and non-violence is not in the degree of destruction which they cause, though the difference is usually considerable, but in the aggressive character of the one and the negative character of the other. Non-violence is essentially non-co-operation. It expresses itself in the refusal to participate in the ordinary processes of society. It may mean the refusal to pay taxes to the government (civil disobedience), or to trade with the social group which is to be coerced (boycott) or to render customary services (strike). While it represents a passive and negative form of resistance, its consequences may be very positive. It certainly places restraints upon the freedom of the objects of its discipline and prevents them from doing what they desire to do. Furthermore it destroys property values, and it may destroy life; though it is not generally as destructive of life as violence. Yet a boycott may rob a whole community of its livelihood and, if maintained long enough, it will certainly destroy life. A strike may destroy the property values inherent in the industrial process which it brings to a halt, and it may imperil the life of a whole community which depends upon some vital service with which the strike interferes. Nor can it be maintained that it isolates the guilty from the innocent more successfully than violent coercion. The innocent are involved with the guilty in conflicts between groups, not because of any particular type of coercion used in the conflict but by the very group character of the conflict. No community can be disciplined without affecting all its members who are dependent upon, even though they are not responsible for, its policies. The cotton spinners of Lancashire are impoverished by Gandhi’s boycott of English cotton, though they can hardly be regarded as the authors of British imperialism. If the League of Nations should use economic sanctions against Japan, or any other nation, workmen who have the least to do with Japanese imperialism would be bound to suffer most from such a discipline.


    Non-co-operation, in other words, results in social con-sequences not totally dissimilar from those of violence. The differences are very important; but before considering them it is necessary to emphasise the similarities and to insist that non-violence does coerce and destroy. The more intricate and interdependent a social process in which non-co-operation is used, the more certainly is this the case. This insistence is important because non-resistance is so frequently confused with non-violent resistance. Mr. Gandhi, the greatest modern exponent of non-violence, has himself contributed to that confusion. He frequently speaks of his method as the use of “soul-force” or “truth-force.” He regards it as spiritual in distinction to the physical character of violence. Very early in his development of the technique of non-violence in South Africa he declared: “Passive resistance is a misnomer. . . . The idea is more completely expressed by the term ‘soul-force.’ Active resistance is better expressed by the term ‘body-force.’”133 A negative form of resistance does not achieve spirituality simply because it is negative. As long as it enters the field of social and physical relations and places physical restraints upon the desires and activities of others, it is a form of physical coercion. The confusion in Mr. Gandhi’s mind is interesting, because it seems to arise from his unwillingness, or perhaps his inability, to recognise the qualifying influences of his political responsibilities upon the purity of his original ethical and religious ideals of non-resistance. Beginning with the idea that social injustice could be resisted by purely ethical, rational and emotional forces (truth-force and soul-force in the narrower sense of the term), he came finally to realise the necessity of some type of physical coercion upon the foes of his people’s freedom, as every political leader must. “In my humble opinion,” he declared, “the ordinary methods of agitation by way of petitions, deputations, and the like is no longer a remedy for moving to repentance a government so hopelessly indifferent to the welfare of its charge as the Government of India has proved to be,”134 an indictment and an observation which could probably be made with equal validity against and about any imperial government of history. In spite of his use of various forms of negative physical resistance, civil-disobedience, boycotts and strikes, he seems to persist in giving them a connotation which really belongs to pure non-resistance. “Jesus Christ, Daniel and Socrates represent the purest form of passive resistance or soul-force,” he declares in a passage in which he explains the meaning of what is most undeniably non-violent resistance rather than non-resistance. All this is a pardonable confusion in the soul of a man who is trying to harmonise the insights of a saint with the necessities of statecraft, a very difficult achievement. But it is nevertheless a confusion.


    In justice to Mr. Gandhi it must be said that while he confuses the moral connotations of non-resistance and non-violent resistance, he never commits himself to pure non-resistance. He is politically too realistic to believe in its efficacy. He justified his support of the British Government during the War: “So long as I live,” he said, “under a system of government based upon force and voluntarily partook of the many facilities and privileges it created for me, I was bound to help that government to the extent of my ability when it was engaged in war. . . . My position regarding that government is totally different today and hence I should not voluntarily participate in its wars.”135 Here the important point is that the violent character of government is recognised and the change of policy is explained in terms of a change in national allegiance and not in terms of pacifist principles. His controversy with his friend C. F. Andrews over his policy of permitting the burning of foreign cloth and his debate with the poet Rabindranath Tagore about the moral implication of the first non-violent resistance campaign in 1919–21, prove that in him political realism qualified religious idealism, in a way which naturally bewildered his friends who carried less or no political responsibility.136 The first non-co-operation campaign was called off by him because it issued in violence. The second campaign also resulted in inevitable by-products of violence, but it was not called off for that reason. Gandhi is not less sincere or morally less admirable because considerations of political efficacy partly determine his policies and qualify the purity of the doctrine of “ahimsa” to which he is committed. The responsible leader of a political community is forced to use coercion to gain his ends. He may, as Mr. Gandhi, make every effort to keep his instrument under the dominion of his spiritual ideal; but he must use it, and it may be necessary at times to sacrifice a degree of moral purity for political effectiveness.


    The use of truth-force or soul-force, in the purer and more exact meaning of those words, means an appeal to the reason and goodwill of an opponent in a social struggle. This may be regarded as a type of resistance, but it is not physical coercion. It belongs in the realm of education. It places no external restraints upon the object of its discipline. It may avail itself of a very vivid and dramatic method of education. It may dramatise the suffering of the oppressed, as for instance Mr. Gandhi’s encouragement to his followers to endure the penalties of their civil disobedience “long enough to appeal to the sympathetic chord in the governors and the lawmakers.” But it is still education and not coercion.


    It must be recognised, of course, that education may contain coercive elements. It may degenerate into propaganda. Nor can it be denied that there is an element of propaganda in all education. Even the most honest educator tries consciously or unconsciously to impress a particular viewpoint upon his disciples. Whenever the educational process is accompanied by a dishonest suppression of facts and truths, relevant to the point at issue, it becomes pure propaganda. But even without such dishonest intentions there is, in all exchange of ideas, a certain degree of unconscious suppression of facts or inability to see all the facts. That is the very reason the educational process alone cannot be trusted to resolve a social controversy. Since reason is never pure, education is a tool of controversy as well as a method of transcending it. The coercive elements in education do not become moral merely because they operate in the realm of mind and emotion, and apply no physical restraints. They also must be judged in terms of the purposes which they serve. A distinction must be made, and is naturally made, between the propaganda which a privileged group uses to maintain its privileges and the agitation for freedom and equality carried on by a disinherited group. It may be true that there is a difference in degree of coercive power between psychological and physical types of coercion, as there is between violent and non-violent types. But such differences would establish intrinsic moral distinctions, only if it could be assumed that the least coercive type of influence is naturally the best. This would be true only if freedom could be regarded as an absolute value. This is generally believed by modern educators but it betrays the influence of certain social and economic circumstances to a larger measure than they would be willing to admit. Freedom is a high value, because reason cannot function truly if it is under any restraints, physical or psychic. But absolute intellectual freedom is achieved by only a few minds. The average mind, which is molded by a so-called free educational process, merely accepts contemporary assumptions and viewpoints rather than the viewpoints which might be inculcated by an older or a newer political or religious idealism. The very education of the “democratic” educators is filled with assumptions and rationally unverifiable prejudices, taken from a rapidly disintegrating nineteenth-century liberalism. Psychic coercion is dangerous, as all coercion is. Its ultimate value depends upon the social purpose for which it is enlisted.


    Mr. Gandhi’s designation of non-violence and non-co-operation as “soul-force” is less confusing and more justified when this emphasis upon non-violence of spirit is considered. Non-violence, for him, has really become a term by which he expresses the ideal of love, the spirit of moral goodwill. This involves for him freedom from personal resentments and a moral purpose, free of selfish ambition. It is the temper and spirit in which a political policy is conducted, which he is really designating, rather than a particular political technique. Thus, while justifying his support of England during the War, he declared: “Non-violence works in a most mysterious manner. Often a man’s actions defy analysis in terms of non-violence; equally often his actions may bear the appearance of violence when he is absolutely non-violent in the highest sense of the term, and is subsequently found to be so. All I can claim for my conduct is that I was, in that instance cited, actuated in the interest of non-violence. There was no thought of sordid national or other interests.”137 What Mr. Gandhi is really saying in these words is that even violence is justified if it proceeds from perfect moral goodwill. But he is equally insistent that non-violence is usually the better method of expressing goodwill. He is probably right on both counts. The advantage of non-violence as a method of expressing moral goodwill lies in the fact, that it protects the agent against the resentments which violent conflict always creates in both parties to a conflict, and that it proves this freedom of resentment and ill-will to the contending party in the dispute by enduring more suffering than it causes. If non-violent resistance causes pain and suffering to the opposition, it mitigates the resentment, which such suffering usually creates, by enduring more pain than it inflicts. Speaking of the non-violent resistance which Gandhi organised in South Africa he declared: “Their resistance consisted of disobedience to the orders of government, even to the extent of suffering death at their hands. Ahimsa requires deliberate self-suffering, not a deliberate injuring of the supposed wrong-doer. In its positive form, Ahimsa means the largest love, the greatest charity.”138 Speaking before the judge who was to sentence him to prison during his first civil disobedience campaign in India he said: “Non-violence requires voluntary submission to the penalty for non-co-operation with evil. I am therefore to invite and submit cheerfully to the highest penalty which can be inflicted upon me for what in law is a deliberate crime.”139 The social and moral effects of these very vivid proofs of moral goodwill are tremendous. In every social conflict each party is so obsessed with the wrongs which the other party commits against it, that it is unable to see its own wrongdoing. A non-violent temper reduces these animosities to a minimum and therefore preserves a certain objectivity in analysing the issues of the dispute. The kindly spirit with which Mr. Gandhi was received during the course of the second Round-table Conference by the cotton spinners of Lancashire, whom his boycott had impoverished, is proof of the social and moral efficacy of this spiritual non-violence. It was one of the great triumphs of his method.


    One of the most important results of a spiritual discipline against resentment in a social dispute is that it leads to an effort to discriminate between the evils of a social system and situation and the individuals who are involved in it. Individuals are never as immoral as the social situations in which they are involved and which they symbolise. If opposition to a system leads to personal insults of its representatives, it is always felt as an unjust accusation. William Lloyd Garrison solidified the south in support of slavery by the vehemence of his attacks against slave-owners. Many of them were, within the terms of their inherited prejudices and traditions, good men; and the violence of Mr. Garrison’s attack upon them was felt by many to be an evidence of moral perversity in him. Mr. Gandhi never tires of making a distinction between individual Englishmen and the system of imperialism which they maintain. “An Englishman in office,” he declares, “is different from an Englishman outside. Similarly an Englishman in India is different from an Englishman in England. Here in India you belong to a system that is vile beyond description. It is possible, therefore, for me to condemn the system in the strongest terms, without considering you to be bad and without imputing bad motives to every Englishman.”140 It is impossible completely to disassociate an evil social system from the personal moral responsibilities of the individuals who maintain it. An impartial teacher of morals would be compelled to insist on the principle of personal responsibility for social guilt. But it is morally and politically wise for an opponent not to do so. Any benefit of the doubt which he is able to give his opponent is certain to reduce animosities and preserve rational objectivity in assessing the issues under dispute.


    The value of reducing resentments to a minimum in social disputes does not mean that resentment is valueless and wholly evil. Resentment is, as Professor Ross observed, merely the egoistic side of the sense of injustice.141 Its complete absence simply means lack of social intelligence or moral vigor. A Negro who resents the injustice done his race makes a larger contribution to its ultimate emancipation than one who suffers injustice without any emotional reactions. But the more the egoistic element can be purged from resentment, the purer a vehicle of justice it becomes. The egoistic element in it may be objectively justified, but, from the perspective of an opponent in a social dispute, it never seems justified and merely arouses his own egotism.


    Both the temper and the method of non-violence yield another very important advantage in social conflict. They rob the opponent of the moral conceit by which he identifies his interests with the peace and order of society. This is the most important of all the imponderables in a social struggle. It is the one which gives an entrenched and dominant group the clearest and the least justified advantage over those who are attacking the status quo. The latter are placed in the category of enemies of public order, of criminals and inciters to violence and the neutral community is invariably arrayed against them. The temper and the method of non-violence destroy the plausibility of this moral conceit of the entrenched interests. If the non-violent campaign actually threatens and imperils existing arrangements the charge of treason and violence will be made against it none-the-less. But it will not confuse the neutral elements in a community so easily. While there is a great deal of resentment in Britain against the Indian challenge of its imperial dominion, and the usual insistence upon “law and order” and the danger of rebellion by British imperialists, it does not have quite the plausible moral unction which such pretensions usually achieve.


    Non-violent coercion and resistance, in short, is a type of coercion which offers the largest opportunities for a harmonious relationship with the moral and rational factors in social life. It does not destroy the process of a moral and rational adjustment of interest to interest completely during the course of resistance. Resistance to self-assertion easily makes self-assertion more stubborn, and conflict arouses dormant passions which completely obscure the real issues of a conflict. Non-violence reduces these dangers to a minimum. It preserves moral, rational and co-operative attitudes within an area of conflict and thus augments the moral forces without destroying them. The conference and final agreement between Mr. Gandhi and the Viceroy Lord Irwin, after the first Round-table Conference, was a perfect example of the moral possibilities of a non-violent social dispute. The moral resources and spiritual calibre of the two men contributed to its success. But it would have been unthinkable in a dispute of similar dimensions carried on in terms of violence. It was a telling example of the possibility of preserving co-operative and mutual attitudes within an area of conflict, when the conflict is conducted with a minimum of violence in method and spirit.


    The differences between violent and non-violent methods of coercion and resistance are not so absolute that it would be possible to regard violence as a morally impossible instrument of social change. It may on occasion, as Mr. Gandhi suggests, be the servant of moral goodwill. And non-violent methods are not perfect proofs of a loving temper. During the War one sect of the pacifist Doukhobors petitioned the Canadian Government to withdraw the privileges of conscientious objectors from another sect which had disassociated themselves from it, “for no reason other than to satisfy the feeling of ill-will towards their brothers.”142 The advantages of non-violent methods are very great but they must be pragmatically considered in the light of circumstances. Even Mr. Gandhi introduces the note of expediency again and again, and suggests that they are peculiarly adapted to the needs and limitations of a group which has more power arrayed against it than it is able to command. The implication is that violence could be used as the instrument of moral goodwill, if there was any possibility of a triumph quick enough to obviate the dangers of incessant wars. This means that non-violence is a particularly strategic instrument for an oppressed group which is hopelessly in the minority and has no possibility of developing sufficient power to set against its oppressors.


    The emancipation of the Negro race in America probably waits upon the adequate development of this kind of social and political strategy. It is hopeless for the Negro to expect complete emancipation from the menial social and economic position into which the white man has forced him, merely by trusting in the moral sense of the white race. It is equally hopeless to attempt emancipation through violent rebellion.


    There are moral and rational forces at work for the improvement of relations between whites and Negroes. The educational advantages which have endowed Negro leaders to conduct the battle for the freedom of their race have come largely from schools established by philanthropic white people. The various inter-race commissions have performed a commendable service in eliminating misunderstandings between the races and in interpreting the one to the other. But these educational and conciliatory enterprises have the limitations which all such purely rational and moral efforts reveal. They operate within a given system of injustice. The Negro schools, conducted under the auspices of white philanthropy, encourage individual Negroes to higher forms of self-realisation; but they do not make a frontal attack upon the social injustices from which the Negro suffers. The race commissions try to win greater social and political rights for the Negro without arousing the antagonisms of the whites. They try to enlarge, but they operate nevertheless within the limits of, the “zones of agreement.” This means that they secure minimum rights for the Negro such as better sanitation, police protection and more adequate schools. But they do not touch his political disfranchisement or his economic disinheritance. They hope to do so in the long run, because they have the usual faith in the power of education and moral suasion to soften the heart of the white man. This faith is filled with as many illusions as such expectations always are. However large the number of individual white men who do and who will identify themselves completely with the Negro cause, the white race in America will not admit the Negro to equal rights if it is not forced to do so. Upon that point one may speak with a dogmatism which all history justifies.


    On the other hand, any effort at violent revolution on the part of the Negro will accentuate the animosities and prejudices of his oppressors. Since they outnumber him hopelessly, any appeal to arms must inevitably result in a terrible social catastrophe. Social ignorance and economic interest are arrayed against him. If the social ignorance is challenged by ordinary coercive weapons it will bring forth the most violent passions of which ignorant men are capable. Even if there were more social intelligence, economic interest would offer stubborn resistance to his claims.


    The technique of non-violence will not eliminate all these perils. But it will reduce them. It will, if persisted in with the same patience and discipline attained by Mr. Gandhi and his followers, achieve a degree of justice which neither pure moral suasion nor violence could gain. Boycotts against banks which discriminate against Negroes in granting credit, against stores which refuse to employ Negroes while serving Negro trade, and against public service corporations which practice racial discrimination, would undoubtedly be crowned with some measure of success. Non-payment of taxes against states which spend on the education of Negro children only a fraction of the amount spent on white children, might be an equally efficacious weapon. One waits for such a campaign with all the more reason and hope because the peculiar spiritual gifts of the Negro endow him with the capacity to conduct it successfully. He would need only to fuse the aggressiveness of the new and young Negro with the patience and forbearance of the old Negro, to rob the former of its vindictiveness and the latter of its lethargy.


    There is no problem of political life to which religious imagination can make a larger contribution than this problem of developing non-violent resistance. The discovery of elements of common human frailty in the foe and, concomitantly, the appreciation of all human life as possessing transcendent worth, creates attitudes which transcend social conflict and thus mitigate its cruelties. It binds human beings together by reminding them of the common roots and similar character of both their vices and their virtues. These attitudes of repentance which recognise that the evil in the foe is also in the self, and these impulses of love which claim kinship with all men in spite of social conflict, are the peculiar gifts of religion to the human spirit. Secular imagination is not capable of producing them; for they require a sublime madness which disregards immediate appearances and emphasises profound and ultimate unities. It is no accident of history that the spirit of non-violence has been introduced into contemporary politics by a religious leader of the orient. The occident may be incapable of this kind of non-violent social conflict, because the white man is a fiercer beast of prey than the oriental. What is even more tragic, his religious inheritance has been dissipated by the mechanical character of his civilisation. The insights of the Christian religion have become the almost exclusive possession of the more comfortable and privileged classes. These have sentimentalised them to such a degree, that the disinherited, who ought to avail themselves of their resources, have become so conscious of the moral confusions which are associated with them, that the insights are not immediately available for the social struggle in the Western world. If they are not made available, Western civilisation, whether it drifts toward catastrophe or gradually brings its economic life under social control, will suffer from cruelties and be harassed by animosities which destroy the beauty of human life. Even if justice should be achieved by social conflicts which lack the spiritual elements of non-violence, something will be lacking in the character of the society so constructed. There are both spiritual and brutal elements in human life. The perennial tragedy of human history is that those who cultivate the spiritual elements usually do so by divorcing themselves from or misunderstanding the problems of collective man, where the brutal elements are most obvious. These problems therefore remain unsolved, and force clashes with force, with nothing to mitigate the brutalities or eliminate the futilities of the social struggle. The history of human life will always be the projection of the world of nature. To the end of history the peace of the world, as Augustine observed, must be gained by strife. It will therefore not be a perfect peace. But it can be more perfect than it is. If the mind and the spirit of man does not attempt the impossible, if it does not seek to conquer or to eliminate nature but tries only to make the forces of nature the servants of the human spirit and the instruments of the moral ideal, a progressively higher justice and more stable peace can be achieved.
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    CHAPTER TEN


    The Conflict Between Individual and Social Morality


    


    


    A REALISTIC analysis of the problems of human society reveals a constant and seemingly irreconcilable conflict between the needs of society and the imperatives of a sensitive conscience. This conflict, which could be most briefly defined as the conflict between ethics and politics, is made inevitable by the double focus of the moral life. One focus is in the inner life of the individual, and the other in the necessities of man’s social life. From the perspective of society the highest moral ideal is justice. From the perspective of the individual the highest ideal is unselfishness. Society must strive for justice even if it is forced to use means, such as self-assertion, resistance, coercion and perhaps resentment, which cannot gain the moral sanction of the most sensitive moral spirit. The individual must strive to realise his life by losing and finding himself in something greater than himself.


    These two moral perspectives are not mutually exclusive and the contradiction between them is not absolute. But neither are they easily harmonised. Efforts to harmonise them were analysed in the previous chapter. It was revealed that the highest moral insights and achievements of the individual conscience are both relevant and necessary to the life of society. The most perfect justice cannot be established if the moral imagination of the individual does not seek to comprehend the needs and interests of his fellows. Nor can any non-rational instrument of justice be used without great peril to society, if it is not brought under the control of moral goodwill. Any justice which is only justice soon degenerates into something less than justice. It must be saved by something which is more than justice. The realistic wisdom of the statesman is reduced to foolishness if it is not under the influence of the foolishness of the moral seer. The latter’s idealism results in political futility and sometimes in moral confusion, if it is not brought into commerce and communication with the realities of man’s collective life. This necessity and possibility of fusing moral and political insights does not, however, completely eliminate certain irreconcilable elements in the two types of morality, internal and external, individual and social. These elements make for constant confusion but they also add to the richness of human life. We may best bring our study of ethics and politics to a close by giving them some further consideration.


    From the internal perspective the most moral act is one which is actuated by disinterested motives. The external observer may find good in selfishness. He may value it as natural to the constitution of human nature and as necessary to society. But from the viewpoint of the author of an action, unselfishness must remain the criterion of the highest morality. For only the agent of an action knows to what degree self-seeking corrupts his socially approved actions. Society, on the other hand, makes justice rather than unselfishness its highest moral ideal. Its aim must be to seek equality of opportunity for all life. If this equality and justice cannot be achieved without the assertion of interest against interest, and without restraint upon the self-assertion of those who infringe upon the rights of their neighbors, then society is compelled to sanction self-assertion and restraint. It may even, as we have seen, be forced to sanction social conflict and violence.


    Historically the internal perspective has usually been cultivated by religion. For religion proceeds from profound introspection and naturally makes good motives the criteria of good conduct. It may define good motives either in terms of love or of duty, but the emphasis is upon the inner springs of action. Rationalised forms of religion usually choose duty rather than love as the expression of highest virtue (as in Kantian and Stoic morality), because it seems more virtuous to them to bring all impulse under the dominion of reason than to give any impulses, even altruistic ones, moral pre-eminence. The social viewpoint stands in sharpest contrast to religious morality when it views the behavior of collective rather than individual man, and when it deals with the necessities of political life. Political morality, in other words, is in the most uncompromising antithesis to religious morality.


    Rational morality usually holds an intermediary position between the two. Sometimes it tries to do justice to the inner moral necessities of the human spirit rather than to the needs of society. If it emphasises the former it may develop an ethic of duty rather than the religious ethic of disinterestedness. But usually rationalism in morals tends to some kind of utilitarianism. It views human conduct from the social perspective and finds its ultimate standards in some general good and total social harmony. From that viewpoint it gives moral sanction to egoistic as well as to altruistic impulses, justifying them because they are natural to human nature and necessary to society. It asks only that egoism be reasonably expressed. Upon that subject Aristotle said the final as well as the first authoritative word. Reason, according to his theory, establishes control over all the impulses, egoistic and altruistic, and justifies them both if excesses are avoided and the golden mean is observed.


    The social justification for self-assertion is given a typical expression by the Earl of Shaftesbury, who believed that the highest morality represented a harmony between “self-affections” and “natural affections.” “If,” said Shaftesbury, “a creature be self-neglectful and insensible to danger, or if he want such a degree of passion of any kind, as is useful to preserve, sustain and defend himself, this must certainly be esteemed vicious in regard of the end and design of nature.”143


    It is interesting that a rational morality which gives egoism equality of moral standing with altruism, provided both are reasonably expressed and observe the “law of measure,” should again and again find difficulty in coming to terms with the natural moral preference which all unreflective moral thought gives to altruism. Thus Bishop Butler begins his moral theorising by making conscience the balancing force between “self-love” and “benevolence.” But gradually conscience gives such a preference to benevolence that it becomes practically identified with it. Butler is therefore forced to draw in reason (originally identified with conscience) as a force higher than conscience to establish harmony between self-love and conscience.144


    The utilitarian attempt to harmonise the inner and outer perspectives of morality is inevitable and, within limits, possible. It avoids the excesses, absurdities and perils into which both religious and political morality may fall. By placing a larger measure of moral approval upon egoistic impulses than does religious morality and by disapproving coercion, conflict and violence more unqualifiedly than politically oriented morality, it manages to resolve the conflict between them. But it is not as realistic as either. It easily assumes a premature identity between self-interest and social interest and establishes a spurious harmony between egoism and altruism. With Bishop Butler most utilitarian rationalists in morals believe “that though benevolence and self-love are different . . . yet they are so perfectly coincident that the greatest satisfaction to ourselves depends upon having benevolence in due degree, and that self-love is one chief security of our right behavior to society.”145 Rationalism in morals therefore insists on less inner restraint upon self-assertion than does religion, and believes less social restraint to be necessary than political realism demands.


    The dangers of religion’s inner restraint upon self-assertion, and of its effort to achieve complete disinterestedness, are that such a policy easily becomes morbid, and that it may make for injustice by encouraging and permitting undue self-assertion in others. Its value lies in its check upon egoistic impulses, always more powerful than altruistic ones. If the moral enterprise is begun with the complacent assumption that selfish and social impulses are nicely balanced and equally justified, even a minimum equilibrium between them becomes impossible.


    The more the moral problem is shifted from the relations of individuals to the relations of groups and collectives, the more the preponderance of the egoistic impulses over the social ones is established. It is therefore revealed that no inner checks are powerful enough to bring them under complete control. Social control must consequently be attempted; and it cannot be established without social conflict. The moral perils attending such a political strategy have been previously considered. They are diametrically opposite to the perils of religious morality. The latter tend to perpetuate injustice by discouraging self-assertion against the inordinate claims of others. The former justify not only self-assertion but the use of non-rational power in reinforcing claims. They may therefore substitute new forms of injustice for old ones and enthrone a new tyranny on the throne of the old. A rational compromise between these two types of restraint easily leads to a premature complacency toward self-assertion. It is therefore better for society to suffer the uneasy harmony between the two types of restraint than to run the danger of inadequate checks upon egoistic impulses. Tolstoi and Lenin both present perils to the life of society; but they are probably no more dangerous than the compromises with human selfishness effected by modern disciples of Aristotle.


    If we contemplate the conflict between religious and political morality it may be well to recall that the religious ideal in its purest form has nothing to do with the problem of social justice. It makes disinterestedness an absolute ideal without reference to social consequences. It justifies the ideal in terms of the integrity and beauty of the human spirit. While religion may involve itself in absurdities in the effort to achieve the ideal by purely internal discipline, and while it may run the peril of deleterious social consequences, it does do justice to inner needs of the human spirit. The veneration in which a Tolstoi, a St. Francis, a crucified Christ, and the saints of all the ages have been held, proves that, in the inner sanctuary of their souls, selfish men know that they ought not be selfish, and venerate what they feel they ought to be and cannot be.


    Pure religious idealism does not concern itself with the social problem. It does not give itself to the illusion that material and mundane advantages can be gained by the refusal to assert your claims to them. It may believe, as Jesus did, that self-realisation is the inevitable consequence of self-abnegation. But this self-realisation is not attained on the level of physical life or mundane advantages. It is achieved in spiritual terms, such as the martyr’s immortality and the Saviour’s exaltation in the hearts of his disciples. Jesus did not counsel his disciples to forgive seventy times seven in order that they might convert their enemies or make them more favorably disposed. He counselled it as an effort to approximate complete moral perfection, the perfection of God. He did not ask his followers to go the second mile in the hope that those who had impressed them into service would relent and give them freedom. He did not say that the enemy ought to be loved so that he would cease to be an enemy. He did not dwell upon the social consequences of these moral actions, because he viewed them from an inner and a transcendent perspective.


    Nothing is clearer than that a pure religious idealism must issue in a policy of non-resistance which makes no claims to be socially efficacious. It submits to any demands, however unjust, and yields to any claims, however inordinate, rather than assert self-interest against another. “You will meekly bear,” declared Epictetus, “for you will say on every occasion ‘It seemed so to him.’” This type of moral idealism leads either to asceticism, as in the case of Francis and other Catholic saints, or at least to the complete disavowal of any political responsibility, as in the case of Protestant sects practicing consistent non-resistance, as, for instance, the Anabaptists, Mennonites, Dunkers and Doukhobors. The Quakers assumed political responsibilities, but they were never consistent non-resisters. They disavowed violence but not resistance.


    While social consequences are not considered in such a moral strategy, it would be shortsighted to deny that it may result in redemptive social consequences, at least within the area of individual and personal relationships. Forgiveness may not always prompt the wrongdoer to repentance; but yet it may. Loving the enemy may not soften the enemy’s heart; but there are possibilities that it will. Refusal to assert your own interests against another may not shame him into unselfishness; but on occasion it has done so. Love and benevolence may not lead to complete mutuality; but it does have that tendency, particularly within the area of intimate relationships. Human life would, in fact, be intolerable if justice could be established in all relationships only by self-assertion and counter-assertion, or only by a shrewd calculation of claims and counter-claims. The fact is that love, disinterestedness and benevolence do have a strong social and utilitarian value, and the place they hold in the hierarchy of virtues is really established by that value, though religion may view them finally from an inner or transcendent perspective. “The social virtues,” declares David Hume, “are never regarded without their beneficial tendencies nor viewed as barren and unfruitful. The happiness of mankind, the order of society, the harmony of families, the mutual support of friends, are always considered as a result of their gentle dominion over the breasts of men.”146 The utilitarian and social emphasis is a little too absolute in the words of Hume, but it is true within limits. Even the teachings of Jesus reveal a prudential strain in which the wholesome social consequences of generous attitudes are emphasised. “With what measure you mete, it shall be measured to you again.” The paradox of the moral life consists in this: that the highest mutuality is achieved where mutual advantages are not consciously sought as the fruit of love. For love is purest where it desires no returns for itself; and it is most potent where it is purest. Complete mutuality, with its advantages to each party to the relationship, is therefore most perfectly realised where it is not intended, but love is poured out without seeking returns. That is how the madness of religious morality, with its trans-social ideal, becomes the wisdom which achieves wholesome social consequences. For the same reason a purely prudential morality must be satisfied with something less than the best.


    Where human relations are intimate (and love is fully effective only in intimate and personal relations), the way of love may be the only way to justice. Where rights and interests are closely interwoven, it is impossible to engage in a shrewd and prudent calculation of comparative rights. Where lives are closely intertwined, happiness is destroyed if it is not shared. Justice by assertion and counter-assertion therefore becomes impossible. The friction involved in the process destroys mutual happiness. Justice by a careful calculation of competing rights is equally difficult, if not impossible. Interests and rights are too mutual to allow for their precise definition in individual terms. The very effort to do so is a proof of the destruction of the spirit of mutuality by which alone intimate relations may be adjusted. The spirit of mutuality can be maintained only by a passion which does not estimate the personal advantages which are derived from mutuality too carefully. Love must strive for something purer than justice if it would attain justice. Egoistic impulses are so much more powerful than altruistic ones that if the latter are not given stronger than ordinary support, the justice which even good men design is partial to those who design it.


    This social validity of a moral ideal which transcends social considerations in its purest heights, is progressively weakened as it is applied to more and more intricate, indirect and collective human relations. It is not only unthinkable that a group should be able to attain a sufficiently consistent unselfish attitude toward other groups to give it a very potent redemptive power, but it is improbable that any competing group would have the imagination to appreciate the moral calibre of the achievement. Furthermore a high type of unselfishness, even if it brings ultimate rewards, demands immediate sacrifices. An individual may sacrifice his own interests, either without hope of reward or in the hope of an ultimate compensation. But how is an individual, who is responsible for the interests of his group, to justify the sacrifice of interests other than his own? “It follows,” declares Hugh Cecil, “that all that department of morality which requires an individual to sacrifice his interests to others, everything which falls under the heading of unselfishness, is inappropriate to the action of a state. No one has a right to be unselfish with other people’s interests.”147


    This judgment is not sufficiently qualified. A wise statesman is hardly justified in insisting on the interests of his group when they are obviously in unjust relation to the total interests of the community of mankind. Nor is he wrong in sacrificing immediate advantages for the sake of higher mutual advantages. His unwillingness to do this is precisely what makes nations so imprudent in holding to immediate advantages and losing ultimate values of mutuality. Nevertheless it is obvious that fewer risks can be taken with community interests than with individual interests. The inability to take risks naturally results in a benevolence in which selfish advantages must be quite apparent, and in which therefore the moral and redemptive quality is lost.


    Every effort to transfer a pure morality of disinterestedness to group relations has resulted in failure. The Negroes of America have practiced it quite consistently since the Civil War. They did not rise against their masters during the war and remained remarkably loyal to them. Their social attitudes since that time, until a very recent date, have been compounded of genuine religious virtues of forgiveness and forbearance, and a certain social inertia which was derived not from religious virtue but from racial weakness. Yet they did not soften the hearts of their oppressors by their social policy.


    During the early triumphs of fascism in Italy the socialist leaders suddenly adopted pacifist principles. One of the socialist papers counselled the workers to meet the terror of fascism with the following strategy: “(1) Create a void around fascism. (2) Do not provoke; suffer any provocation with serenity. (3) To win, be better than your adversary. (4) Do not use the weapons of your enemy. Do not follow in his footsteps. (5) Remember that the blood of guerilla warfare falls upon those who shed it. (6) Remember that in a struggle between brothers those are victors who conquer themselves. (7) Be convinced that it is better to suffer wrong than to commit it. (8) Don’t be impatient. Impatience is extremely egoistical; it is instinct; it is yielding to one’s ego urge. (9) Do not forget that socialism wins the more when it suffers, because it was born in pain and lives on its hopes. (10) Listen to the mind and to the heart which advises you that the working people should be nearer to sacrifice than to vengeance.”148 A nobler decalogue of virtues could hardly have been prescribed. But the Italian socialists were annihilated by the fascists, their organisations destroyed, and the rights of the workers subordinated to a state which is governed by their enemies. The workers may live “on their hopes,” but there is no prospect of realising their hopes under the present regime by practicing the pure moral principles which the socialistic journal advocated. Some of them are not incompatible with the use of coercion against their foes. But inasfar as they exclude coercive means they are ineffectual before the brutal will-to-power of fascism.


    The effort to apply the doctrines of Tolstoi to the political situation of Russia had a very similar effect. Tolstoi and his disciples felt that the Russian peasants would have the best opportunity for victory over their oppressors if they did not become stained with the guilt of the same violence which the czarist regime used against them. The peasants were to return good for evil, and win their battles by non-resistance. Unlike the policies of Gandhi, the political programme of Tolstoi remained altogether unrealistic. No effort was made to relate the religious ideal of love to the political necessity of coercion. Its total effect was therefore socially and politically deleterious. It helped to destroy a rising protest against political and economic oppression and to confirm the Russian in his pessimistic passivity. The excesses of the terrorists seemed to give point to the Tolstoian opposition to violence and resistance. But the terrorists and the pacifists finally ended in the same futility. And their common futility seemed to justify the pessimism which saw no escape from the traditional injustices of the Russian political and economic system. The real fact was that both sprang from a romantic middle-class or aristocratic idealism, too individualistic in each instance to achieve political effectiveness. The terrorists were diseased idealists, so morbidly oppressed by the guilt of violence resting upon their class, that they imagined it possible to atone for that guilt by deliberately incurring guilt in championing the oppressed. Their ideas were ethical and, to a degree, religious, though they regarded themselves as irreligious. The political effectiveness of their violence was a secondary consideration. The Tolstoian pacifists attempted the solution of the social problem by diametrically opposite policies. But, in common with the terrorists, their attitudes sprang from the conscience of disquieted individuals. Neither of them understood the realities of political life because neither had an appreciation for the significant characteristics of collective behavior. The romantic terrorists failed to relate their isolated acts of terror to any consistent political plan. The pacifists, on the other hand, erroneously attributed political potency to pure non-resistance.


    Whenever religious idealism brings forth its purest fruits and places the strongest check upon selfish desire it results in policies which, from the political perspective, are quite impossible. There is, in other words, no possibility of harmonising the two strategists designed to bring the strongest inner and the most effective social restraint upon egoistic impulse. It would therefore seem better to accept a frank dualism in morals than to attempt a harmony between the two methods which threatens the effectiveness of both. Such a dualism would have two aspects. It would make a distinction between the moral judgments applied to the self and to others; and it would distinguish between what we expect of individuals and of groups. The first distinction is obvious and is explicitly or implicitly accepted whenever the moral problem is taken seriously. To disapprove your own selfishness more severely than the egoism of others is a necessary discipline if the natural complacency toward the self and severity in the judgment of others are to be corrected. Such a course is, furthermore, demanded by the logic of the whole moral situation. One can view the actions of others only from an external perspective; and from that perspective the social justification of self-assertion becomes inevitable. Only the actions of the self can be viewed from the internal perspective; and from that viewpoint all egoism must be morally disapproved. If such disapproval should occasionally destroy self-assertion to such a degree as to invite the aggression of others, the instances will be insignificant in comparison with the number of cases in which the moral disapproval of egoism merely tends to reduce the inordinate self-assertion of the average man. Even in those few cases in which egoism is reduced by religious discipline to such proportions that it invites injustice in an immediate situation, it will have social usefulness in glorifying the moral principle and setting an example for future generations.


    The distinction between individual and group morality is a sharper and more perplexing one. The moral obtuseness of human collectives makes a morality of pure disinterestedness impossible. There is not enough imagination in any social group to render it amenable to the influence of pure love. Nor is there a possibility of persuading any social group to make a venture in pure love, except, as in the case of the Russian peasants, the recently liberated Negroes and other similar groups, a morally dubious social inertia should be compounded with the ideal. The selfishness of human communities must be regarded as an inevitability. Where it is inordinate it can be checked only by competing assertions of interest; and these can be effective only if coercive methods are added to moral and rational persuasion. Moral factors may qualify, but they will not eliminate, the resulting social contest and conflict. Moral goodwill may seek to relate the peculiar interests of the group to the ideal of a total and final harmony of all life. It may thereby qualify the self-assertion of the privileged, and support the interests of the disinherited, but it will never be so impartial as to persuade any group to subject its interests completely to an inclusive social ideal. The spirit of love may preserve a certain degree of appreciation for the common weaknesses and common aspirations which bind men together above the areas of social conflict. But again it cannot prevent the conflict. It may avail itself of instruments of restraint and coercion, through which a measure of trust in the moral capacities of an opponent may be expressed and the expansion rather than contraction of those capacities is encouraged. But it cannot hide the moral distrust expressed by the very use of the instruments of coercion. To some degree the conflict between the purest individual morality and an adequate political policy must therefore remain.


    The needs of an adequate political strategy do not obviate the necessity of cultivating the strictest individual moral discipline and the most uncompromising idealism. Individuals, even when involved in their communities, will always have the opportunity of loyalty to the highest canons of personal morality. Sometimes, when their group is obviously bent upon evil, they may have to express their individual ideals by disassociating themselves from their group. Such a policy may easily lead to political irresponsibility, as in the case of the more extreme sects of non-resisters. But it may also be socially useful. Religiously inspired pacifists who protest against the violence of their state in the name of a sensitive individual conscience may never lame the will-to-power of a state as much as a class-conscious labor group. But if their numbers grew to large proportions, they might affect the policy of the government. It is possible, too, that their example may encourage similar non-conformity among individuals in the enemy nation and thus mitigate the impact of the conflict without weakening the comparative strength of their own community.


    The ideals of a high individual morality are just as necessary when loyalty to the group is maintained and its general course in relation to other groups is approved. There are possibilities for individual unselfishness, even when the group is asserting its interests and rights against other communities. The interests of the individual are related to those of the group, and he may therefore seek advantages for himself when he seeks them for his group. But this indirect egoism is comparatively insignificant beside the possibilities of expressing or disciplining his egoism in relation to his group. If he is a leader in the group, it is necessary to restrain his ambitions. A leadership, free of self-seeking, improves the morale of the whole group. The leaders of disinherited groups, even when they are avowed economic determinists and scorn the language of personal idealism, are frequently actuated by high moral ideals. If they sought their own personal advantage they could gain it more easily by using their abilities to rise from their group to a more privileged one. The temptation to do this among the abler members of disinherited groups is precisely what has retarded the progress of their class or race.


    The progress of the Negro race, for instance, is retarded by the inclination of many able and educated Negroes to strive for identification and assimilation with the more privileged white race and to minimise their relation to a subject race as much as possible. The American Labor Movement has failed to develop its full power for the same reason. Under the influence of American individualism, able labor men have been more ambitious to rise into the class of owners and their agents than to solidify the laboring class in its struggle for freedom. There is, furthermore, always the possibility that an intelligent member of a social group will begin his career in unselfish devotion to the interests of his community, only to be tempted by the personal prizes to be gained, either within the group or by shifting his loyalty to a more privileged group. The interests of individuals are, in other words, never exactly identical with those of their communities. The possibility and necessity of individual moral discipline are therefore never absent, no matter what importance the social struggle between various human communities achieves. Nor can any community achieve unity and harmony within its life, if the sentiments of goodwill and attitudes of mutuality are not cultivated. No political realism which emphasises the inevitability and necessity of a social struggle, can absolve individuals of the obligation to check their own egoism, to comprehend the interests of others and thus to enlarge the areas of co-operation.


    Whether the co-operative and moral aspects of human life, or the necessities of the social struggle, gain the largest significance, depends upon time and circumstance. There are periods of social stability, when the general equilibrium of social forces is taken for granted, and men give themselves to the task of making life more beautiful and tender within the limits of the established social system. The Middle Ages were such a period. While they took injustices for granted, such as would affront the conscience of our day, it cannot be denied that they elaborated amenities, urbanities and delicate refinements of life and art which must make our age seem, in comparison, like the recrudescence of barbarism.


    Our age is, for good or ill, immersed in the social problem. A technological civilisation makes stability impossible. It changes the circumstances of life too rapidly to incline any one to a reverent acceptance of an ancestral order. Its rapid developments and its almost daily changes in the physical circumstances of life destroy the physical symbols of stability and therefore make for restlessness, even if these movements were not in a direction which imperil the whole human enterprise. But the tendencies of an industrial era are in a definite direction. They tend to aggravate the injustices from which men have perennially suffered; and they tend to unite the whole of humanity in a system of economic interdependence. They make us more conscious of the relations of human communities to each other, than of the relations of individuals within their communities. They obsess us therefore with the brutal aspects of man’s collective behavior. They, furthermore, cumulate the evil consequences of these brutalities so rapidly that we feel under a tremendous urgency to solve our social problem before it is too late. As a generation we are therefore bound to feel harassed as well as disillusioned.


    In such a situation all the highest ideals and tenderest emotions which men have felt all through the ages, when they became fully conscious of their heritage and possible destiny as human beings, will seem from our perspective to be something of a luxury. They will be under a moral disadvantage, because they appear as a luxury which only those are able to indulge who are comfortable enough to be comparatively oblivious to the desperate character of our contemporary social situation. We live in an age in which personal moral idealism is easily accused of hypocrisy and frequently deserves it. It is an age in which honesty is possible only when it skirts the edges of cynicism. All this is rather tragic. For what the individual conscience feels when it lifts itself above the world of nature and the system of collective relationships in which the human spirit remains under the power of nature, is not a luxury but a necessity of the soul. Yet there is beauty in our tragedy. We are, at least, rid of some of our illusions. We can no longer buy the highest satisfactions of the individual life at the expense of social injustice. We cannot build our individual ladders to heaven and leave the total human enterprise unredeemed of its excesses and corruptions.


    In the task of that redemption the most effective agents will be men who have substituted some new illusions for the abandoned ones. The most important of these illusions is that the collective life of mankind can achieve perfect justice. It is a very valuable illusion for the moment; for justice cannot be approximated if the hope of its perfect realization does not generate a sublime madness in the soul. Nothing but such madness will do battle with malignant power and “spiritual wickedness in high places.” The illusion is dangerous because it encourages terrible fanaticisms. It must therefore be brought under the control of reason. One can only hope that reason will not destroy it before its work is done.
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    Foreword


    THE SUBSTANCE of this volume was presented in a series of lectures on the Raymond W. West Memorial Foundation at Leland Stanford University, Palo Alto, California, in January 1944. It has been considerably expanded, since delivery of the lectures, in preparing them for publication.


    The Raymond F. West Memorial Lectures on Immortality, Human Conduct, and Human Destiny were established at Leland Stanford University in 1910 by Mr. and Mrs. Frederick W. West of Seattle in memory of their son, a member of the class of 1906, who died before the completion of his college course. These lectures were the fifteenth in the history of the foundation.


    I desire to express my gratitude to the faculty and students of the university for the sympathetic understanding which they brought to the thesis of the lectures and with which they received my exposition of the thesis. I owe special gratitude to Professor Edgar E. Robinson, head of the history department of the university, and Mrs. Robinson and to the chaplain of the university, Professor D. Elton Trueblood and Mrs. Trueblood for their great kindness to me during my Stanford visit.


    The thesis of this volume grew out of my conviction that democracy has a more compelling justification and requires a more realistic vindication than is given it by the liberal culture with which it has been associated in modern history. The excessively optimistic estimates of human nature and of human history with which the democratic credo has been historically associated are a source of peril to democratic society; for contemporary experience is refuting this optimism and there is danger that it will seem to refute the democratic ideal as well.


    A free society requires some confidence in the ability of men to reach tentative and tolerable adjustments between their competing interests and to arrive at some common notions of justice which transcend all partial interests. A consistent pessimism in regard to man’s rational capacity for justice invariably leads to absolutistic political theories; for they prompt the conviction that only preponderant power can coerce the various vitalities of a community into a working harmony. But a too consistent optimism in regard to man’s ability and inclination to grant justice to his fellows obscures the perils of chaos which perennially confront every society, including a free society. In one sense a democratic society is particularly exposed to the dangers of confusion. If these perils are not appreciated they may overtake a free society and invite the alternative evil of tyranny.


    But modern democracy requires a more realistic philosophical and religious basis, not only in order to anticipate and understand the perils to which it is exposed; but also to give it a more persuasive justification. Man’s capacity for justice makes democracy possible; but man’s inclination to injustice makes democracy necessary. In all non-democratic political theories the state or the ruler is invested with uncontrolled power for the sake of achieving order and unity in the community. But the pessimism which prompts and justifies this policy is not consistent; for it is not applied, as it should be, to the ruler. If men are inclined to deal unjustly with their fellows, the possession of power aggravates this inclination. That is why irresponsible and uncontrolled power is the greatest source of injustice.


    The democratic techniques of a free society place checks upon the power of the ruler and administrator and thus prevent it from becoming vexatious. The perils of uncontrolled power are perennial reminders of the virtues of a democratic society; particularly if a society should become inclined to impatience with the dangers of freedom and should be tempted to choose the advantages of coerced unity at the price of freedom.


    The consistent optimism of our liberal culture has prevented modern democratic societies both from gauging the perils of freedom accurately and from appreciating democracy fully as the only alternative to injustice and oppression. When this optimism is not qualified to accord with the real and complex facts of human nature and history, there is always a danger that sentimentality will give way to despair and that a too consistent optimism will alternate with a too consistent pessimism.


    I have not sought to elaborate the religious and theological convictions upon which the political philosophy of the following pages rests. It will be apparent, however, that they are informed by the belief that a Christian view of human nature is more adequate for the development of a democratic society than either the optimism with which democracy has become historically associated or the moral cynicism which inclines human communities to tyrannical political strategies.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR


    August, 1944.
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    DEMOCRACY, AS every other historic ideal and institution, contains both ephemeral and more permanently valid elements. Democracy is on the one hand the characteristic fruit of a bourgeois civilization; on the other hand it is a perennially valuable form of social organization in which freedom and order are made to support, and not to contradict, each other.


    Democracy is a “bourgeois ideology” in so far as it expresses the typical viewpoints of the middle classes who have risen to power in European civilization in the past three or four centuries. Most of the democratic ideals, as we know them, were weapons of the commercial classes who engaged in stubborn, and ultimately victorious, conflict with the ecclesiastical and aristocratic rulers of the feudal-medieval world. The ideal of equality, unknown in the democratic life of the Greek city states and derived partly from Christian and partly from Stoic sources, gave the bourgeois classes a sense of self-respect in overcoming the aristocratic pretension and condescension of the feudal overlords of medieval society. The middle classes defeated the combination of economic and political power of mercantilism by stressing economic liberty; and, through the principles of political liberty, they added the political power of suffrage to their growing economic power. The implicit assumptions, as well as the explicit ideals, of democratic civilization were also largely the fruit of middle-class existence. The social and historical optimism of democratic life, for instance, represents the typical illusion of an advancing class which mistook its own progress for the progress of the world.


    Since bourgeois civilization, which came to birth in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries and reached its zenith in the nineteenth century, is now obviously in grave peril, if not actually in rigor mortis in the twentieth century, it must be obvious that democracy, in so far as it is a middle-class ideology, also faces its doom.


    This fate of democracy might be viewed with equanimity, but for the fact that it has a deeper dimension and broader validity than its middle-class character. Ideally democracy is a permanantly valid form of social and political organization which does justice to two dimensions of human existence: to man’s spiritual stature and his social character; to the uniqueness and variety of life, as well as to the common necessities of all men. Bourgeois democracy frequently exalted the individual at the expense of the community; but its emphasis upon liberty contained a valid element, which transcended its excessive individualism. The community requires liberty as much as does the individual; and the individual requires community more than bourgeois thought comprehended. Democracy can therefore not be equated with freedom. An ideal democratic order seeks unity within the conditions of freedom; and maintains freedom within the framework of order.


    Man requires freedom in his social organization because he is “essentially” free, which is to say, that he has the capacity for indeterminate transcendence over the processes and limitations of nature. This freedom enables him to make history and to elaborate communal organizations in boundless variety and in endless breadth and extent. But he also requires community because he is by nature social. He cannot fulfill his life within himself but only in responsible and mutual relations with his fellows.


    Bourgeois democrats are inclined to believe that freedom is primarily a necessity for the individual, and that community and social order are necessary only because there are many individuals in a small world, so that minimal restrictions are required to prevent confusion. Actually the community requires freedom as much as the individual; and the individual requires order as much as does the community.


    Both the individual and the community require freedom so that neither communal nor historical restraints may prematurely arrest the potencies which inhere in man’s essential freedom and which express themselves collectively as well as individually. It is true that individuals are usually the initiators of new insights and the proponents of novel methods. Yet there are collective forces at work in society which are not the conscious contrivance of individuals. In any event society is as much the beneficiary of freedom as the individual. In a free society new forces may enter into competition with the old and gradually establish themselves. In a traditional or tyrannical form of social organization new forces are either suppressed, or they establish themselves at the price of social convulsion and upheaval.


    The order of a community is, on the other hand, a boon to the individual as well as to the community. The individual cannot be a true self in isolation. Nor can he live within the confines of the community which “nature” establishes in the minimal cohesion of family and herd. His freedom transcends these limits of nature, and therefore makes larger and larger social units both possible and necessary. It is precisely because of the essential freedom of man that he requires a contrived order in his community.


    The democratic ideal is thus more valid than the libertarian and individualistic version of it which bourgeois civilization elaborated. Since the bourgeois version has been discredited by the events of contemporary history and since, in any event, bourgeois civilization is in process of disintegration, it becomes important to distinguish and save what is permanently valid from what is ephemeral in the democratic order.


    If democracy is to survive it must find a more adequate cultural basis than the philosophy which has informed the building of the bourgeois world. The inadequacy of the presuppositions upon which the democratic experiment rests does not consist merely in the excessive individualism and libertarianism of the bourgeois world view; though it must be noted that this excessive individualism prompted a civil war in the whole western world in which the rising proletarian classes pitted an excessive collectivism against the false individualism of middle-class life. This civil conflict contributed to the weakness of democratic civilization when faced with the threat of barbarism. Neither the individualism nor the collectivism did justice to all the requirements of man’s social life, and the conflict between half-truth and half-truth divided the civilized world in such a way that the barbarians were able to claim first one side and then the other in this civil conflict as their provisional allies.1


    But there is a more fundamental error in the social philosophy of democratic civilization than the individualism of bourgeois democracy and the collectivism of Marxism. It is the confidence of both bourgeois and proletarian idealists in the possibility of achieving an easy resolution of the tension and conflict between self-interest and the general interest. Modern bourgeois civilization is not, as Catholic philosophers and medievalists generally assert, a rebellion against universal law, or a defiance of universal standards of justice, or a war against the historic institutions which sought to achieve and preserve some general social and international harmony. Modern secularism is not, as religious idealists usually aver, merely a rationalization of self-interest, either individual or collective. Bourgeois individualism may be excessive and it may destroy the individual’s organic relation to the community; but it was not intended to destroy either the national or the international order. On the contrary the social idealism which informs our democratic civilization had a touching faith in the possibility of achieving a simple harmony between self-interest and the general welfare on every level.


    It is not true that Nazism is the final fruit of a moral cynicism which had its rise in the Renaissance and Reformation, as Catholic apologists aver. Nazi barbarism is the final fruit of a moral cynicism which was only a subordinate note in the cultural life of the modern period, and which remained subordinate until very recently. Modern civilization did indeed seek to give the individual a greater freedom in the national community than the traditional feudal order had given him; and it did seek to free the nations of restraints placed upon their freedom by the international church. But it never cynically defied the general interest in the name of self-interest, either individual or collective. It came closer to doing this nationally than individually. Machiavelli’s amoral “Prince,” who knows no law beyond his own will and power, is made to bear the whole burden of the Catholic polemic against the modern world. It must be admitted that Machiavelli is the first of a long line of moral cynics in the field of international relations. But this moral cynicism only qualifies, and does not efface, the general universalistic overtone of modern liberal idealism. In the field of domestic politics the war of uncontrolled interests may have been the consequence, but it was certainly not the intention, of middle-class individualists. Nor was the conflict between nations in our modern world their intention. They did demand a greater degree of freedom for the nations; but they believed that it was possible to achieve an uncontrolled harmony between them, once the allegedly irrelevant restrictions of the old religio-political order were removed. In this they proved to be mistaken. They did not make the mistake, however, of giving simple moral sanction to self-interest. They depended rather upon controls and restraints which proved to be inadequate.


    II


    In illumining this important distinction more fully, we may well designate the moral cynics, who know no law beyond their will and interest, with a scriptural designation of “children of this world” or “children of darkness.” Those who believe that self-interest should be brought under the discipline of a higher law could then be termed “the children of light.” This is no mere arbitrary device; for evil is always the assertion of some self-interest without regard to the whole, whether the whole be conceived as the immediate community, or the total community of mankind, or the total order of the world. The good is, on the other hand, always the harmony of the whole on various levels. Devotion to a subordinate and premature “whole” such as the nation, may of course become evil, viewed from the perspective of a larger whole, such as the community of mankind. The “children of light” may thus be defined as those who seek to bring self-interest under the discipline of a more universal law and in harmony with a more universal good.


    According to the scripture “the children of this world are in their generation wiser than the children of light.” This observation fits the modern situation. Our democratic civilization has been built, not by children of darkness but by foolish children of light. It has been under attack by the children of darkness, by the moral cynics, who declare that a strong nation need acknowledge no law beyond its strength. It has come close to complete disaster under this attack, not because it accepted the same creed as the cynics; but because it underestimated the power of self-interest, both individual and collective, in modern society. The children of light have not been as wise as the children of darkness.


    The children of darkness are evil because they know no law beyond the self. They are wise, though evil, because they understand the power of self-interest. The children of light are virtuous because they have some conception of a higher law than their own will. They are usually foolish because they do not know the power of self-will. They underestimate the peril of anarchy in both the national and the international community. Modern democratic civilization is, in short, sentimental rather than cynical. It has an easy solution for the problem of anarchy and chaos on both the national and international level of community, because of its fatuous and superficial view of man. It does not know that the same man who is ostensibly devoted to the “common good” may have desires and ambitions, hopes and fears, which set him at variance with his neighbor.


    It must be understood that the children of light are foolish not merely because they underestimate the power of self-interest among the children of darkness. They underestimate this power among themselves. The democratic world came so close to disaster not merely because it never believed that Nazism possessed the demonic fury which it avowed. Civilization refused to recognize the power of class interest in its own communities. It also spoke glibly of an international conscience; but the children of darkness meanwhile skilfully set nation against nation. They were thereby enabled to despoil one nation after another, without every civilized nation coming to the defence of each. Moral cynicism had a provisional advantage over moral sentimentality. Its advantage lay not merely in its own lack of moral scruple but also in its shrewd assessment of the power of self-interest, individual and national, among the children of light, despite their moral protestations.


    While our modern children of light, the secularized idealists, were particularly foolish and blind, the more “Christian” children of light have been almost equally guilty of this error. Modern liberal Protestantism was probably even more sentimental in its appraisal of the moral realities in our political life than secular idealism, and Catholicism could see nothing but cynical rebellion in the modern secular revolt against Catholic universalism and a Catholic “Christian” civilization. In Catholic thought medieval political universalism is always accepted at face value. Rebellion against medieval culture is therefore invariably regarded as the fruit of moral cynicism. Actually the middle-class revolt against the feudal order was partially prompted by a generous idealism, not unmixed of course with peculiar middle-class interests. The feudal order was not so simply a Christian civilization as Catholic defenders of it aver. It compounded its devotion to a universal order with the special interests of the priestly and aristocratic bearers of effective social power. The rationalization of their unique position in the feudal order may not have been more marked than the subsequent rationalization of bourgeois interests in the liberal world. But it is idle to deny this “ideological taint” in the feudal order and to pretend that rebels against the order were merely rebels against order as such. They were rebels against a particular order which gave an undue advantage to the aristocratic opponents of the middle classes.2 The blindness of Catholicism to its own ideological taint is typical of the blindness of the children of light.


    Our modern civilization, as a middle-class revolt against an aristocratic and clerical order, was irreligious partly because a Catholic civilization had so compounded the eternal sanctities with the contingent and relative justice and injustice of an agrarian-feudal order, that the new and dynamic bourgeois social force was compelled to challenge not only the political-economic arrangements of the order but also the eternal sanctities which hallowed it.


    If modern civilization represents a bourgeois revolt against feudalism, modern culture represents the revolt of new thought, informed by modern science, against a culture in which religious authority had fixed premature and too narrow limits for the expansion of science and had sought to restrain the curiosity of the human mind from inquiring into “secondary causes.” The culture which venerated science in place of religion, worshipped natural causation in place of God, and which regarded the cool prudence of bourgeois man as morally more normative than Christian love, has proved itself to be less profound than it appeared to be in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. But these inadequacies, which must be further examined as typical of the foolishness of modern children of light, do not validate the judgment that these modern rebels were really children of darkness, intent upon defying the truth or destroying universal order.


    The modern revolt against the feudal order and the medieval culture was occasioned by the assertion of new vitalities in the social order and the discovery of new dimensions in the cultural enterprise of mankind. It was truly democratic in so far as it challenged the premature and tentative unity of a society and the stabilization of a culture, and in so far as it developed new social and cultural possibilities. The conflict between the middle classes and the aristocrats, between the scientists and the priests, was not a conflict between children of darkness and children of light. It was a conflict between pious and less pious children of light, both of whom were unconscious of the corruption of self-interest in all ideal achievements and pretensions of human culture.


    III


    In this conflict the devotees of medieval religion were largely unconscious of the corruption of self-interest in their own position; but it must be admitted that they were not as foolish as their secular successors in their estimate of the force of self-interest in human society. Catholicism did strive for an inner and religious discipline upon inordinate desire; and it had a statesmanlike conception of the necessity of legal and political restraint upon the power of egotism, both individual and collective, in the national and the more universal human community.


    Our modern civilization, on the other hand, was ushered in on a wave of boundless social optimism. Modern secularism is divided into many schools. But all the various schools agreed in rejecting the Christian doctrine of original sin. It is not possible to explain the subtleties or to measure the profundity of this doctrine in this connection. But it is necessary to point out that the doctrine makes an important contribution to any adequate social and political theory the lack of which has robbed bourgeois theory of real wisdom; for it emphasizes a fact which every page of human history attests. Through it one may understand that no matter how wide the perspectives which the human mind may reach, how broad the loyalties which the human imagination may conceive, how universal the community which human statecraft may organize, or how pure the aspirations of the saintliest idealists may be, there is no level of human moral or social achievement in which there is not some corruption of inordinate self-love.


    This sober and true view of the human situation was neatly rejected by modern culture. That is why it conceived so many fatuous and futile plans for resolving the conflict between the self and the community; and between the national and the world community. Whenever modern idealists are confronted with the divisive and corrosive effects of man’s self-love, they look for some immediate cause of this perennial tendency, usually in some specific form of social organization. One school holds that men would be good if only political institutions would not corrupt them; another believes that they would be good if the prior evil of a faulty economic organization could be eliminated. Or another school thinks of this evil as no more than ignorance, and therefore waits for a more perfect educational process to redeem man from his partial and particular loyalties. But no school asks how it is that an essentially good man could have produced corrupting and tyrannical political organizations or exploiting economic organizations, or fanatical and superstitious religious organizations.


    The result of this persistent blindness to the obvious and tragic facts of man’s social history is that democracy has had to maintain itself precariously against the guile and the malice of the children of darkness, while its statesmen and guides conjured up all sorts of abstract and abortive plans for the creation of perfect national and international communities.


    The confidence of modern secular idealism in the possibility of an easy resolution of the tension between individual and community, or between classes, races and nations is derived from a too optimistic view of human nature. This too generous estimate of human virtue is intimately related to an erroneous estimate of the dimensions of the human stature. The conception of human nature which underlies the social and political attitudes of a liberal democratic culture is that of an essentially harmless individual. The survival impulse, which man shares with the animals, is regarded as the normative form of his egoistic drive. If this were a true picture of the human situation man might be, or might become, as harmless as seventeenth- and eighteenth-century thought assumed. Unfortunately for the validity of this picture of man, the most significant distinction between the human and the animal world is that the impulses of the former are “spiritualized” in the human world. Human capacities for evil as well as for good are derived from this spiritualization. There is of course always a natural survival impulse at the core of all human ambition. But this survival impulse cannot be neatly disentangled from two forms of its spiritualization. The one form is the desire to fulfill the potentialities of life and not merely to maintain its existence. Man is the kind of animal who cannot merely live. If he lives at all he is bound to seek the realization of his true nature; and to his true nature belongs his fulfillment in the lives of others. The will to live is thus transmuted into the will to self-realization; and self-realization involves self-giving in relations to others. When this desire for self-realization is fully explored it becomes apparent that it is subject to the paradox that the highest form of self-realization is the consequence of self-giving, but that it cannot be the intended consequence without being prematurely limited. Thus the will to live is finally transmuted into its opposite in the sense that only in self-giving can the self be fulfilled, for: “He that findeth his life shall lose it: and he that loseth his life for my sake shall find it.”3


    On the other hand the will-to-live is also spiritually transmuted into the will-to-power or into the desire for “power and glory.” Man, being more than a natural creature, is not interested merely in physical survival but in prestige and social approval. Having the intelligence to anticipate the perils in which he stands in nature and history, he invariably seeks to gain security against these perils by enhancing his power, individually and collectively. Possessing a darkly unconscious sense of his insignificance in the total scheme of things, he seeks to compensate for his insignificance by pretensions of pride. The conflicts between men are thus never simple conflicts between competing survival impulses. They are conflicts in which each man or group seeks to guard its power and prestige against the peril of competing expressions of power and pride. Since the very possession of power and prestige always involves some encroachment upon the prestige and power of others, this conflict is by its very nature a more stubborn and difficult one than the mere competition between various survival impulses in nature. It remains to be added that this conflict expresses itself even more cruelly in collective than in individual terms. Human behaviour being less individualistic than secular liberalism assumed, the struggle between classes, races and other groups in human society is not as easily resolved by the expedient of dissolving the groups as liberal democratic idealists assumed.


    Since the survival impulse in nature is transmuted into two different and contradictory spiritualized forms, which we may briefly designate as the will-to-live-truly and the will-to-power, man is at variance with himself. The power of the second impulse places him more fundamentally in conflict with his fellowman than democratic liberalism realizes. The fact he cannot realize himself, except in organic relation with his fellows, makes the community more important than bourgeois individualism understands. The fact that the two impulses, though standing in contradiction to each other, are also mixed and compounded with each other on every level of human life, makes the simple distinctions between good and evil, between selfishness and altruism, with which liberal idealism has tried to estimate moral and political facts, invalid. The fact that the will-to-power inevitably justifies itself in terms of the morally more acceptable will to realize man’s true nature means that the egoistic corruption of universal ideals is a much more persistent fact in human conduct than any moralistic creed is inclined to admit.


    If we survey any period of history, and not merely the present tragic era of world catastrophe, it becomes quite apparent that human ambitions, lusts and desires, are more inevitably inordinate, that both human creativity and human evil reach greater heights, and that conflicts in the community between varying conceptions of the good and between competing expressions of vitality are of more tragic proportions than was anticipated in the basic philosophy which underlies democratic civilization.


    There is a specially ironic element in the effort of the seventeenth century to confine man to the limits of a harmless “nature” or to bring all his actions under the discipline of a cool prudence. For while democratic social philosophy was elaborating the picture of a harmless individual, moved by no more than a survival impulse, living in a social peace guaranteed by a pre-established harmony of nature, the advancing natural sciences were enabling man to harness the powers of nature, and to give his desires and ambitions a more limitless scope than they previously had. The static inequalities of an agrarian society were transmuted into the dynamic inequalities of an industrial age. The temptation to inordinate expressions of the possessive impulse, created by the new wealth of a technical civilization, stood in curious and ironic contradiction to the picture of essentially moderate and ordinate desires which underlay the social philosophy of the physiocrats and of Adam Smith. Furthermore a technical society developed new and more intensive forms of social cohesion and a greater centralization of economic process in defiance of the individualistic conception of social relations which informed the liberal philosophy.4


    The demonic fury of fascist politics in which a collective will expresses boundless ambitions and imperial desires and in which the instruments of a technical civilization are used to arm this will with a destructive power, previously unknown in history, represents a melancholy historical refutation of the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century conceptions of a harmless and essentially individual human life. Human desires are expressed more collectively, are less under the discipline of prudent calculation, and are more the masters of, and less limited by, natural forces than the democratic creed had understood.


    While the fury of fascist politics represents a particularly vivid refutation of the democratic view of human nature, the developments within the confines of democratic civilization itself offer almost as telling a refutation. The liberal creed is never an explicit instrument of the children of darkness. But it is surprising to what degree the forces of darkness are able to make covert use of the creed. One must therefore, in analyzing the liberal hope of a simple social and political harmony, be equally aware of the universalistic presuppositions which underlie the hope and of the egoistic corruptions (both individual and collective) which inevitably express themselves in our culture in terms of, and in despite of, the creed. One must understand that it is a creed of children of light; but also that it betrays their blindness to the forces of darkness.


    In the social philosophy of Adam Smith there was both a religious guarantee of the preservation of community and a moral demand that the individual consider its claims. The religious guarantee was contained in Smith’s secularized version of providence. Smith believed that when a man is guided by self-interest he is also “led by an invisible hand to promote an end which is not his intention.”5 This “invisible hand” is of course the power of a pre-established social harmony, conceived as a harmony of nature, which transmutes conflicts of self-interest into a vast scheme of mutual service.


    Despite this determinism Smith does not hesitate to make moral demands upon men to sacrifice their interests to the wider interest. The universalistic presupposition which underlies Smith’s thought is clearly indicated for instance in such an observation as this: “The wise and virtuous man is at all times willing that his own private interests should be sacrificed to the public interest of his own particular order of society—that the interests of this order of society be sacrificed to the greater interest of the state. He should therefore be equally willing that all those inferior interests should be sacrificed to the greater interests of the universe, to the interests of that great society of all sensible and intelligent beings, of which God himself is the immediate administrator and director.”6


    It must be noted that in Smith’s conception the “wider interest” does not stop at the boundary of the national state. His was a real universalism in intent. Laissez faire was intended to establish a world community as well as a natural harmony of interests within each nation. Smith clearly belongs to the children of light. But the children of darkness were able to make good use of his creed. A dogma which was intended to guarantee the economic freedom of the individual became the “ideology” of vast corporate structures of a later period of capitalism, used by them, and still used, to prevent a proper political control of their power. His vision of international harmony was transmuted into the sorry realities of an international capitalism which recognized neither moral scruples nor political restraints in expanding its power over the world. His vision of a democratic harmony of society, founded upon the free play of economic forces, was refuted by the tragic realities of the class conflicts in western society. Individual and collective egotism usually employed the political philosophy of this creed, but always defied the moral idealism which informed it.


    The political theory of liberalism, as distinct from the economic theory, based its confidence in the identity of particular and universal interests, not so much upon the natural limits of egotism as upon either the capacity of reason to transmute egotism into a concern for the general welfare, or upon the ability of government to overcome the potential conflict of wills in society. But even when this confidence lies in reason or in government, the actual character of the egotism which must be restrained is frequently measured in the dimension of the natural impulse of survival only. Thus John Locke, who thinks government necessary in order to overcome the “inconvenience of the state of nature,” sees self-interest in conflict with the general interest only on the low level where “self-preservation” stands in contrast to the interests of others. He therefore can express the sense of obligation to others in terms which assume no final conflict between egotism and the wider interest: “Everyone,” he writes, “as he is bound to preserve himself and not to quit his station willfully, so by the like reason, when his own preservation comes not into competition, ought as much as he can preserve the rest of mankind.”7 This is obviously no creed of a moral cynic; but neither is it a profound expression of the sense of universal obligation. For most of the gigantic conflicts of will in human history, whether between individuals or groups, take place on a level, where “self-preservation” is not immediately but only indirectly involved. They are conflicts of rival lusts and ambitions.


    The general confidence of an identity between self-interest and the commonweal, which underlies liberal democratic political theory, is succinctly expressed in Thomas Paine’s simple creed: “Public good is not a term opposed to the good of the individual; on the contrary it is the good of every individual collected. It is the good of all, because it is the good of every one; for as the public body is every individual collected, so the public good is the collected good of those individuals.”8


    While there is a sense in which this identity between a particular and the general interest is ultimately true, it is never absolutely true in an immediate situation; and such identity as could be validly claimed in an immediate situation is not usually recognized by the proponents of particular interest.9 Human intelligence is never as pure an instrument of the universal perspective as the liberal democratic theory assumes, though neither is it as purely the instrument of the ego, as is assumed by the anti-democratic theory, derived from the pessimism of such men as Thomas Hobbes and Martin Luther.


    The most naïve form of the democratic faith in an identity between the individual and the general interest is developed by the utilitarians of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Their theory manages to extract a covertly expressed sense of obligation toward the “greatest good of the greatest number” from a hedonistic analysis of morals which really lacks all logical presuppositions for any idea of obligation, and which cannot logically rise above an egoistic view of life. This utilitarianism therefore expresses the stupidity of the children of light in its most vivid form. Traditional moralists may point to any hedonistic doctrine as the creed of the children of darkness, because it has no real escape from egotism. But since it thinks it has, it illustrates the stupidity of the children of light, rather than the malice of the children of darkness. It must be observed of course that the children of darkness are well able to make use of such a creed. Utilitarianism’s conception of the wise egotist, who in his prudence manages to serve interests wider than his own, supported exactly the same kind of political philosophy as Adam Smith’s conception of the harmless egotist, who did not even have to be wise, since the providential laws of nature held his egotism in check. So Jeremy Bentham’s influence was added to that of Adam Smith in support of a laissez-faire political philosophy; and this philosophy encouraged an unrestrained expression of human greed at the precise moment in history when an advancing industrialism required more, rather than less, moral and political restraint upon economic forces.


    It must be added that, whenever the democratic idealists were challenged to explain the contrast between the actual behaviour of men and their conception of it, they had recourse to the evolutionary hope; and declared with William Godwin, that human history is moving toward a form of rationality which will finally achieve a perfect identity of self-interest and the public good.10


    Perhaps the most remarkable proof of the power of this optimistic creed, which underlies democratic thought, is that Marxism, which is ostensibly a revolt against it, manages to express the same optimism in another form. While liberal democrats dreamed of a simple social harmony, to be achieved by a cool prudence and a calculating egotism, the actual facts of social history revealed that the static class struggle of agrarian societies had been fanned into the flames of a dynamic struggle. Marxism was the social creed and the social cry of those classes who knew by their miseries that the creed of the liberal optimists was a snare and a delusion. Marxism insisted that the increasingly overt social conflict in democratic society would have to become even more overt, and would finally be fought to a bitter conclusion. But Marxism was also convinced that after the triumph of the lower classes of society, a new society would emerge in which exactly that kind of harmony between all social forces would be established, which Adam Smith had regarded as a possibility for any kind of society. The similarities between classical laissez-faire theory and the vision of an anarchistic millennium in Marxism are significant, whatever may be the superficial differences. Thus the provisionally cynical Lenin, who can trace all the complexities of social conflict in contemporary society with penetrating shrewdness, can also express the utopian hope that the revolution will usher in a period of history which will culminate in the Marxist millennium of anarchism. “All need for force will vanish,” declared Lenin, “since people will grow accustomed to observing the elementary conditions of social existence without force and without subjection.”11


    The Roman Catholic polemic against Marxism is no more valid than its strictures against democratic liberalism. The charge that this is a creed of moral cynicism cannot be justified. However strong the dose of provisional cynicism, which the creed may contain, it is a sentimental and not a cynical creed. The Marxists, too, are children of light. Their provisional cynicism does not even save them from the usual stupidity, nor from the fate, of other stupid children of light. That fate is to have their creed become the vehicle and instrument of the children of darkness. A new oligarchy is arising in Russia, the spiritual characteristics of which can hardly be distinguished from those of the American “go-getters” of the latter nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. And in the light of history Stalin will probably have the same relation to the early dreamers of the Marxist dreams which Napoleon has to the liberal dreamers of the eighteenth century.


    IV


    Democratic theory, whether in its liberal or in its more radical form, is just as stupid in analyzing the relation between the national and the international community as in seeking a too simple harmony between the individual and the national community. Here, too, modern liberal culture exhibits few traces of moral cynicism. The morally autonomous modern national state does indeed arise; and it acknowledges no law beyond its interests. The actual behaviour of the nations is cynical. But the creed of liberal civilization is sentimental. This is true not only of the theorists whose creed was used by the architects of economic imperialism and of the more covert forms of national egotism in the international community, but also of those whose theories were appropriated by the proponents of an explicit national egotism. A straight line runs from Mazzini to Mussolini in the history of Italian nationalism. Yet there was not a touch of moral cynicism in the thought of Mazzini. He was, on the contrary, a pure universalist.12


    Even the philosophy of German romanticism, which has been accused with some justification of making specific contributions to the creed of German Nazism, reveals the stupidity of the children of light much more than the malice of the children of darkness. There is of course a strong note of moral nihilism in the final fruit of this romantic movement as we have it in Nietzsche; though even Nietzsche was no nationalist. But the earlier romantics usually express the same combination of individualism and universalism which characterizes the theory of the more naturalistic and rationalistic democrats of the western countries. Fichte resolved the conflict between the individual and the community through the instrumentality of the “just law” almost as easily as the utilitarians resolved it by the calculations of the prudent egotist and as easily as Rousseau resolved it by his conception of a “general will,” which would fulfill the best purposes of each individual will. This was no creed of a community, making itself the idolatrous end of human existence. The theory was actually truer than the more individualistic and naturalistic forms of the democratic creed; for romanticism understood that the individual requires the community for his fulfillment. Thus even Hegel, who is sometimes regarded as the father of state absolutism in modern culture, thought of the national state as providing “for the reasonable will, insofar as it is in the individual only implicitly the universal will coming to a consciousness and an understanding of itself and being found.”13


    This was not the creed of a collective egotism which negated the right of the individual. Rather it was a theory which, unlike the more purely democratic creed, understood the necessity of social fulfillment for the individual, and which, in common with the more liberal theories, regarded this as a much too simple process.


    If the theory was not directed toward the annihilation of the individual, as is the creed of modern religious nationalism, to what degree was it directed against the universal community? Was it an expression of the national community’s defiance of any interest or law above and beyond itself? This also is not the case. Herder believed that “fatherlands” might “lie peaceably side by side and aid each other as families. It is the grossest barbarity of human speech to speak of fatherlands in bloody battle with each other.” Unfortunately this is something more than a barbarity of speech. Herder was a universalist, who thought a nice harmony between various communities could be achieved if only the right would be granted to each to express itself according to its unique and peculiar genius. He thought the false universalism of imperialism, according to which one community makes itself the standard and the governor of others, was merely the consequence of a false philosophy, whereas it is in fact one of the perennial corruptions of man’s collective life.


    Fichte, too, was a universalist who was fully conscious of moral obligations which transcend the national community. His difficulty, like that of all the children of light, was that he had a too easy resolution of the conflict between the nation and the community of nations. He thought that philosophy, particularly German philosophy, could achieve a synthesis between national and universal interest. “The patriot,” he declared, “wishes the purpose of mankind to be reached first of all in that nation of which he is a member. . . . This purpose is the only possible patriotic goal. . . . Cosmopolitanism is the will that the purpose of life and of man be attained in all mankind, Patriotism is the will that this purpose be attained first of all in that nation of which we are members.”14 It is absurd to regard such doctrine as the dogma of national egotism, though Fichte could not express it without insinuating a certain degree of national pride into it. The pride took the form of the complacent assumption that German philosophy enabled the German nation to achieve a more perfect relation to the community of mankind than any other nation. He was, in other words, one of the many stupid children of light, who failed to understand the difficulty of the problem which he was considering; and his blindness included failure to see the significance of the implicit denial of an ideal in the thought and action of the very idealist who propounds it.


    Hegel, too, belongs to the children of light. To be sure he saw little possibility of constructing a legal structure of universal proportions which might guard the interests of the universal community and place a check upon the will of nations. He declared “states find themselves in a natural, more than a legal, relation to each other. Therefore there is a continuous struggle between them. . . . They maintain and procure their rights through their own power and must as a matter of necessity plunge into war.”15 It may be observed in passing that this is a more accurate description of the actual realities of international relations than that of any of the theorists thus far considered. But the question is whether Hegel regarded this actual situation as morally normative. Hegel’s thought upon this matter was ambiguous. On the one hand he tended to regard the demands of the state as final because he saw no way of achieving a legal or political implementation of the inchoate community which lies beyond the state. But on the other hand he believed that a more ultimate law stood over the nation, that it “had its real content in Weltgeschichte, the realm of the world mind which holds the supreme absolute truth.”16 This mind, he believed, “constitutes itself the absolute judge over states.” The nation is thus politically, but not morally, autonomous. This is no doctrine of moral cynicism. Rather it is a sentimental doctrine. Hegel imagined that the nation, free of political but not of moral inhibitions, could nevertheless, by thinking “in Weltgeschichte” (that is, by becoming fully conscious of its relation to mankind), thereby “lay hold of its concrete universality.”17 The error is very similar to that of Fichte and of all the universalists, whether naturalistic or idealistic, positivist or romantic. It is the error of a too great reliance upon the human capacity for transcendence over self-interest. There is indeed such a capacity. If there were not, any form of social harmony among men would be impossible; and certainly a democratic version of such harmony would be quite unthinkable. But the same man who displays this capacity also reveals varying degrees of the power of self-interest and of the subservience of the mind to these interests. Sometimes this egotism stands in frank contradiction to the professed ideal or sense of obligation to higher and wider values; and sometimes it uses the ideal as its instrument.


    It is this fact which a few pessimists in our modern culture have realized, only to draw undemocratic and sometimes completely cynical conclusions from it. The democratic idealists of practically all schools of thought have managed to remain remarkably oblivious to the obvious facts. Democratic theory therefore has not squared with the facts of history. This grave defect in democratic theory was comparatively innocuous in the heyday of the bourgeois period, when the youth and the power of democratic civilization surmounted all errors of judgment and confusions of mind. But in this latter day, when it has become important to save what is valuable in democratic life from the destruction of what is false in bourgeois civilization, it has also become necessary to distinguish what is false in democratic theory from what is true in democratic life.


    The preservation of a democratic civilization requires the wisdom of the serpent and the harmlessness of the dove. The children of light must be armed with the wisdom of the children of darkness but remain free from their malice. They must know the power of self-interest in human society without giving it moral justification. They must have this wisdom in order that they may beguile, deflect, harness and restrain self-interest, individual and collective, for the sake of the community.


    


    
      
        1 The success of Nazi diplomacy and propaganda in claiming the poor in democratic civilization as their allies against the “plutocrats” in one moment, and in the next seeking to ally the privileged classes in their battle against “communism,” is a nice indication of the part which the civil war in democratic civilization played in allowing barbarism to come so near to a triumph over civilization.

      


      
        2 John of Salisbury expresses a quite perfect rationalization of clerical political authority in his Policraticus in the twelfth century. He writes: “Those who preside over the practice of religion should be looked up to and venerated as the soul of the body. . . . Furthermore since the soul is, as it were, the prince of the body and has a rule over the whole thereof, so those whom our author calls the prefects of religion preside over the entire body.” Book V, ch. ii.


        A modern Catholic historian accepts this justification of clerical rule at its face value as he speaks of Machiavelli’s politics as a “total assault upon the principles of men like John of Salisbury, preferring to the goodness of Christ, the stamina of Cæsar.” (Emmet John Hughes, The Church and the Liberal Society, p. 33.)


        John of Salisbury’s political principles were undoubtedly more moral than Machiavelli’s. But the simple identification of his justification of clericalism with the “goodness of Christ” is a nice illustration of the blindness of the children of light, whether Christian or secular.

      


      
        3 Matthew 10:39.

      


      
        4 Thus vast collective forms of “free enterprise,” embodied in monopolistic and large-scale financial and industrial institutions, still rationalize their desire for freedom from political control in terms of a social philosophy which Adam Smith elaborated for individuals. Smith was highly critical of the budding large-scale enterprise of his day and thought it ought to be restricted to insurance companies and banks.

      


      
        5 Wealth of Nations, Book IV, ch. 7.

      


      
        6 Ibid., Book V, ch. i, part 3.

      


      
        7 Two Treatises of Government, Book II, ch. xix, par. 221.

      


      
        8 Dissertations on Government, The Affairs of the Bank, and Paper-Money (1786).

      


      
        9 The peril of inflation which faces nations in war-time is a case in point. Each group seeks to secure a larger income, and if all groups succeeded, the gap between increased income and limited consumer goods available to satisfy consumer demand would be widened to the point at which all groups would suffer from higher prices. But this does not deter short-sighted groups from seeking special advantages which threaten the commonweal. Nor would such special advantage threaten the welfare of the whole, if it could be confined to a single group which desires the advantage. The problem is further complicated by the fact that an inflationary peril never develops in a “just” social situation. Some groups therefore have a moral right to demand that their share of the common social fund be increased before the total situation is “frozen.” But who is to determine just how much “injustice” can be redressed by a better distribution of the common fund in war-time, before the procedure threatens the whole community?

      


      
        10 William Godwin, Political Justice, Book VIII, ch. ix.

      


      
        11 Lenin, Toward the Seizure of Power, Vol. II, p. 214.

      


      
        12 “Your first duty,” wrote Mazzini, “first as regards importance, is toward humanity. You are men before you are citizens and fathers. If you do not embrace the whole human family in your affections, if you do not bear witness to the unity of that family, if—you are not ready, if able, to aid the unhappy,—you violate your law of life and you comprehend not that religion which will be the guide and blessing of the future.”


        Mazzini held kings responsible for national egotism: “The first priests of the fatal worship [of self-interest] were the kings, princes and evil governments. They invented the horrible formula: every one for himself. They knew that they would thus create egoism and that between the egoist and the slave there is but one step.” The Duties of Man, ch. xii.

      


      
        13 Philosophy of Mind, Sect. II, par. 539.

      


      
        14 “Patriotische Dialogen,” in Nachgelassene Werke, Vol. III, p. 226.

      


      
        15 Saemtliche Werke, Vol. III, p. 74.

      


      
        16 Philosophy of Right, par. 33.

      


      
        17 Philosophy of Mind, Sect. II, par. 552.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER TWO


    The Individual and the Community


    I


    


    


    BOURGEOIS DEMOCRACY, as we now have it, was established primarily to give the individual freedom from the traditional cultural, social and political restraints of the feudal-medieval world. The democratic idealists of the eighteenth century did not anticipate any significant tension between the individual and the community, because they failed to gauge the indeterminate vitalities and ambitions which may arise from any center of life, whether individual or social. They did not fear the peril of anarchy which might arise from individual ambitions, because they estimated the forces of human nature in terms of man’s relation to “nature” or to “reason” and thought that there were adequate checks upon inordinate ambition in either one or the other. They believed, in short, that men were essentially tame, cool and calculating and that individual egotism did not rise beyond the limits of nature’s impulse of self-preservation.


    They did not fear the power, ambition or collective egotism of the community because they associated undue political restraints upon the individual with the particular form of such restraints which they had known in a feudal economic order on a monarchical political order. They thought they had reduced the power of the community to minimal proportions by the constitutional principles of democratic government, according to which government had only negative powers and was limited to the adjudication of disputes or to the rôle of a traffic policeman, maintaining minimal order.


    There were of course modern realists and pessimists who understood the dynamic character of human life, and knew that human ambitions may easily become inordinate and thereby imperil the peace of the community. These pessimists fashioned anti-democratic political theories, believing that only a strong government and one which stood above the rivalries and competitions which it would have to suppress would be able to maintain the peace of the community. Unfortunately these pessimists were betrayed into two errors which have proved as grievous as the illusions of the optimists. They assigned only the negative task of suppression to government; and they failed to provide for any checks upon the inordinate ambitions which the community as such, or its rulers, might conceive and thereby imperil the rights and interests of the individual.


    The first error was due to their too consistent pessimism. In the case of both Luther and Thomas Hobbes (the one of whom elaborated a religious and the other a secular version of a purely pessimistic analysis of man’s nature) human desires are regarded as inherently inordinate, and human character is believed to be practically devoid of inner checks upon expansive desires. In their opinion the business of government is to maintain order by repression. Though it is true that government must have the power to subdue recalcitrance, it also has a more positive function. It must guide, direct, deflect and rechannel conflicting and competing forces in a community in the interest of a higher order. It must provide instruments for the expression of the individual’s sense of obligation to the community as well as weapons against the individual’s anti-social lusts and ambitions.


    The second error reveals the moral naïveté of every form of absolutistic political theory. It identifies the national community with the universal and fails to recognize that the nation is also an egocentric force in history, tempted on the one hand to claim a too unconditioned position in relation to the individuals and to the subordinate institutions in the national community; and on the other hand to become a source of anarchy in the larger community of nations. Furthermore it identifies the interests of the ruler or the ruling oligarchy of a community too simply with the interests of the community. Therefore it fails to provide checks against the inordinate impulses to power, to which all rulers are tempted.18 This latter error may be made by some optimists as well as pessimists. The political theory of Rousseau contains the conception of a “general will” which is supposedly the final harmony of conflicting individual wills. This conception obscures the fact that there is a conflict of wills in every living community, and that the victorious will is at least partly fashioned and crystallized by the ruling oligarchy which has the instruments to express it. In a democratic society there is presumably some concurrence between the will of the rulers and that of the majority; but the Rousseauistic conception leads to constitutional forms which offer inadequate safeguards to the minority.


    Marxist social theory betrays striking similarities to Rousseau’s conceptions. It fails to anticipate the rise of a ruling group in a socialist society. When the group does arise, the theories are forced to obscure the initiative of the rulers, and to pretend that the policies at which the leaders arrive represent merely the expression of what the multitude has conceived.19


    Democracy cannot be validated purely upon the basis of early democratic theory. Some of the facts of human nature, discerned by Hobbes and Luther, must be taken into consideration. These facts prove a democratic society to be more difficult of achievement than idealistic democratic theory assumes; but they also prove it to be more necessary. For certainly one perennial justification for democracy is that it arms the individual with political and constitutional power to resist the inordinate ambition of rulers, and to check the tendency of the community to achieve order at the price of liberty.


    II


    While democratic theorists failed to measure the full dimensions and the dynamic quality of human vitalities, the undemocratic constitutionalists saw the destructive but not the creative possibilities of individual vitality and ambition and appreciated the necessity, but not the peril, of strong government. Preoccupation with the perils of collective forms of ambition produce social theories which emphasize freedom at the expense of order, ending finally in the philosophy of anarchism. Preoccupation with the perils of individual inordinateness, on the other hand, allows the fear of anarchy to bear the fruit of connivance with tyranny.


    Actually human vitalities express themselves from both individual and collective centers in many directions, and both are capable of unpredictable creative and destructive consequences. Nor can the line between the creative and the inordinate be simply drawn. Were the priestly and military organizers of the early Egyptian and Babylonian empires creative or destructive? They created new and vaster communities but also finally destroyed them by the very power through which they had created them.


    The indeterminate character of human vitalities, including their most spiritualized forms, must be considered in its various dimensions if the problem of democratic unity is to be fully understood. Three aspects must be considered particularly. (1) The individual is related to the community (in its various levels and extensions) in such a way that the highest reaches of his individuality are dependent upon the social substance out of which they arise and they must find their end and fulfillment in the community. No simple limit can be placed upon the degree of intimacy to the community, and the breadth and extent of community which the individual requires for his life.


    (2) Both individual and collective centers of human vitality may be endlessly elaborated. Any premature definition of what the limits of these elaborations ought to be inevitably destroys and suppresses legitimate forms of life and culture. But this capacity for human creativity also involves the destructive capacity of human vitality. Vitalities may be developed inordinately. Various forms of vitality may come in conflict with one another, or one form may illegitimately suppress another. The tension between the various forms may threaten or destroy the harmony and peace of the community. The indeterminate creativity of history validates the idea of a free or democratic society, which refuses to place premature checks upon human vitalities. The destructive possibilities of these vitalities prove democracy to be a more difficult achievement than is usually supposed.


    (3) Individual vitality rises in indeterminate degree over all social and communal concretions of life. The freedom of the human spirit over the natural process makes history possible. The transcendent perspective of the individual over the historical process makes history perpetually creative and capable of producing new forms; but it also means that the individual finally has some vantage point over history itself. Man is able to ask some questions about the meaning of life, for which the course of history cannot supply adequate answers; and to seek after fulfillments of meaning for which there are no satisfactions in the moral ambiguities of history. This fact negates the “secularism” of modern democratic idealism and refutes the erroneous belief that man would be more creative in society and history if he would confine himself within its limits. The three forms of indeterminate possibilities must be studied more fully in order.


    III


    The individual and the community are related to each other on many levels. The highest reaches of individual consciousness and awareness are rooted in social experience and find their ultimate meaning in relation to the community. The individual is the product of the whole socio-historical process, though he may reach a height of uniqueness which seems to transcend his social history completely. His individual decisions and achievements grow into, as well as out of, the community and find their final meaning in the community. Even the highest forms of art avail themselves of tools and forms, of characteristic insights and styles which betray the time and place of the artist; and if they rise to very great heights of individual insight they will also achieve a corresponding height of universal validity. They will illustrate, or penetrate into, some universal, rather than some particular and dated experience, and thereby will illumine the life of a more timeless and wider community. Thus Shakespeare is the product of Elizabethan England, and Cervantes springs from the soil of a dying Spanish feudalism, but each in his uniqueness rises to a universal perspective which makes the ages, and all civilized communities, his debtors.


    The individualism of bourgeois democracy, in which the social substance of human existence was misunderstood in thought, and reduced to minimal proportions in practice, was partly derived from illusions which seemed plausible enough in the early stages of the bourgeois rebellion against feudalism. The new commercial civilization offered individuals a wider variety of vocational choices than the old agrarian community. The competence of the craftsman and the skill of the trader gave men a new and more flexible form of social power, while industrial and commercial wealth was more mobile and dynamic than the old wealth of land ownership. The new urban communities created conditions of anonymity in which the more organic ties to family and clan, which disciplined life in the rural community, were broken; and the urban man celebrated his independence of the older social restraints, which had both formed and limited his life. History really seemed to be in the mastery of the individual. The range of his choices was wider; and his position in society seemed to be the consequence of his own initiative, rather than some hereditary influence.


    Even man’s dependence upon nature appeared to be broken in the city. The rhythms of seedtime and harvest, of waxing and waning moon, were very remote from the perspective of urban man. Therefore the man of the soil’s religious reverence and awe before the forces of nature beyond his control, and his sense of gratitude for nature’s beneficence (celebrated in all ages in harvest festivals) atrophied in urban life.


    Thus the sense of bourgeois self-sufficiency was created. Human freedom had increased; but not to the degree imagined in liberal democratic thought. A particularly pathetic aspect of this ideal of individual self-sufficiency is given by the fact that early bourgeois culture was the childhood of a technical civilization in which men would become intimately related to, and dependent upon, vaster and vaster historical forces. This culture culminated in a period in which Frenchmen who wanted to know nothing about Danzig and Englishmen, who wanted to know nothing about Czecho-Slovakia, were drawn into universal wars which had their beginnings in these very areas.


    The bourgeois sense of individual mastery over historical destiny and the liberal idea of a self-sufficient individual is admirably expressed in the “social contract” theory of the origin of civil government. The theory is ostensibly a justification of democratic government (though Hobbes used it to justify the creation of despotic government through the individual’s abnegation of his freedom in favor of the community’s authority). But in reality the theory was more than a concept of the origin and nature of government. It assumes that communities, and not merely governments, are created by a fiat of the human will. It also perpetuates the illusion that communities remain primarily the instruments of atomic individuals, who are forced to create some kind of minimal order for their common life, presumably because the presence of many other such individuals in some limited area, makes “traffic rules” necessary.


    The theory completely obscures the primordial character of the human community and the power of historical destiny over human decisions. Every human decision about the character of a community or its government has always been taken in the light of, and been limited by, the actualities of the community which existed before the decision was taken. There is freedom in history; otherwise tribal communities, held together by consanguinity and gregariousness, would not have developed into the wider communities of empires and nations, in which human intelligence has added various artifacts to nature’s original minimal force of social cohesion. But there is no absolute freedom in history; for every choice is limited by the stuff which nature and previous history present to the hour of decision. Even today when statesmen deal with global politics they must consider ethnic and geographic facts which represent nature’s limitations upon man’s decisions; and they must take account of affinities and animosities which ages of previous history have created.


    A significant refutation of bourgeois individualism lies in the fact that the more the individual ostensibly emerges from the community to establish his own independence and uniqueness, the more he becomes dependent upon a wider system of mutual services. Men have never been individually self-sufficient; but older pastoral and agrarian societies had smaller units of self-sufficiency than are possible today. Every specialization of unique gifts in the life of the individual, every elaboration of special skills means that a larger community is required to support the individual. It also means that instruments and skills are created which can bind a larger community together in one unit of cooperation, though it must be admitted that the political skills, which order the life of the larger community, always lag behind the technical skills which create the potential society in which a greater order is required.


    The individual’s dependence upon the community for the foundation upon which the pinnacle of his uniqueness stands, and the stuff out of which particular and special forms of his vitality are created is matched by his need of the community as the partial end, justification and fulfillment of his existence. The ideal of individual self-sufficiency, so exalted in our liberal culture, is recognized in Christian thought as one form of the primal sin. For self-love, which is the root of all sin, takes two social forms. One of them is the domination of other life by the self. The second is the sin of isolationism. The self can be its true self only by continued transcendence over self. This self-transcendence either ends in mystic otherworldliness or it must be transmuted into indetermine realizations of the self in the life of others. By the responsibilities which men have to their family and community and to many common enterprises, they are drawn out of themselves to become their true selves. The indeterminate character of human freedom makes it impossible to set any limits of intensity or extent to this social responsibility. (We have spoken of the community thus far without defining its boundaries. Family and nation have become the inner and outer confines of the community for most men; but we have advisedly left the limits undefined because we must presently consider the fact that no bounds can be finally placed upon man’s responsibility to his fellows or upon his need of their help.)


    It is significant that the mood which prompted the social-contract theory of government finally also generated a similar theory of family life in the heyday of bourgeois culture. The theory assumed that two people could establish a sexual partnership by a revocable contract and that the contract should preserve as much liberty as possible for each partner. But a healthy marriage produces children who are not revocable. It initiates an organic process of mutuality which outruns any decision which created it. This is not to say that all marriages should be indissoluble or should be legally maintained when they have been broken in fact; but the organic character of social relationships certainly refutes the modern conception of the free individual who must preserve his freedom even in the most organic forms of togetherness, and must be intent upon the perpetual possibility of reclaiming the absolute freedom which was “compromised” in the marriage relationship.


    Marxist collectivism was, on the whole, a healthy and inevitable revolt against bourgeois individualism. The new class of industrial workers had found the limits of individual uniqueness and freedom in the intensive togetherness of the modern industrial plant. They knew themselves to be members, one of another. They also sensed their true relation to the vast forces of historical destiny, which human decisions may affect and deflect but not negate. Their sense of the relation of decision to destiny was sometimes corrupted by the mechanistic conceptions of life and history, which urban man, whether bourgeois or proletarian, tends to conceive. Marxists therefore spoke of the “laws of motion” in society, and tried to comprehend the dynamics of society as if they were problems in social physics. But at best Marxism preserved a proper dialectical balance between destiny and decision in history, while it refuted the illusions of individual self-sufficiency.


    Marxism is sometimes counted among the children of darkness, the barbarians, who have snuffed out the individual in the demonic glorification of the collective. It must be observed, however, that if the difference in practice between national collectivists and Marxists is not always very great, the difference in theory is immense. The similarity in practice arises from the fact that a dictatorship, which according to the theory is to be only provisional, becomes permanent. The difference in theory is that Marxism really desires a perfect harmony between the individual and the community. “One must always avoid,” declares Marx, “setting up ‘society’ as an abstraction, opposed to the individual. The individual is the social entity. The expression of his life is therefore an expression and verification of the life of society.”20


    In this vision Marxism rightly conceives the social character of all individual existence. But its dream of a frictionless harmony and identity between individual and community is an illusion. The error is partly the consequence of the Marxist belief that the tendency toward domination is caused by the class structure of human society and will disappear with the revolution which destroys the class system. The materialist conception of human consciousness in Marxist theory obscures both the creative and destructive transcendence of individual consciousness over any and every social and historical concretion of life. Life requires a more organic and mutual form than bourgeois democratic theory provides for it; but the social substance of life is richer and more various, and has greater depths and tensions than are envisaged in the Marxist dream of social harmony.


    IV


    The deficiency of both bourgeois and Marxist social theory in estimating the indeterminate possibilities of historic vitalities, as they express themselves in both individual and collective terms, is derived from their common effort to understand man without considering the final dimension of his spirit: his transcendent freedom over both the natural and the historical process in which he is involved. This freedom accounts for both the creative and destructive possibilities in human history. The difference between bourgeois liberalism and Marxism leads the former to regard the world of competitive economic life as essentially tame or capable of being tamed; while the latter sees all the demonic fury of this struggle, and anticipates its final debacle. But Marxism expects men to be as tame and social on the other side of the revolution as Adam Smith and Jeremy Bentham thought them to be tame and prudential on this side of the revolution. The difference between the two theories therefore prompts contradictory estimates of particular social situations; but the similarity between them results in identical estimates of the ultimate human and historical situation. The social harmony of which Marxism dreams would eliminate the destructive power of human freedom; but it would also destroy the creative possibilities of human life. The Marxist theory, when applied to a particular situation—as for instance to that curious “Earnest” of the ideal society, Russia—leads to as many miscalculations of the actual dynamic forces at work in such a society as does liberal theory, when it deals with contemporary capitalistic society.


    The expansive character of human ambitions, lusts, fears and desires is the consequence of the indeterminate transcendence of man’s spirit over the physical, natural and historical processes in which he is involved. Every human desire and vitality has a core of natural need and no spiritual transmutation ever eliminates this natural core. The hunger, sex and survival impulses lie at the foundation of human vitality; but they are endlessly elaborated. This is why psychology can never be absolutely precise, without being arbitrary, in defining even natural “instincts” or “prepotent reflexes.” The sex impulse is never purely as biological in man as in the brute. It is creatively related to the artistic impulse and lies at the foundation of the family organization, which in turn is the nucleus of larger organizations of the human community. But sex can also become the perverse obsession of man because he has the freedom to center his life inordinately in one impulse, while the economy of nature preserves a pre-established harmony of the various vitalities.


    Economic desires are never merely the expression of the hunger or the survival impulse in human life. The desires for “power and glory” are subtly compounded with the more primeval impulse. The lion’s desire for food is satisfied when his maw is crammed. Man’s desire for food is more easily limited than other human desires; yet the hunger impulse is subject to the endless refinements and perversions of the gourmand. Shelter and raiment have much more extensible limits than food. Man’s coat is never merely a cloak for his nakedness but the badge of his vocation, or the expression of an artistic impulse, or a method of attracting the other sex, or a proof of social position. Man’s house is not merely his shelter but, even more than his raiment, the expression of his personality and the symbol of his power, position and prestige. The houses and the raiment of the poor remain closer to the original “natural” requirement; but it is significant that the power to transmute them into something more spiritual and symbolic is invariably exploited.


    The economic activities by which these desires are satisfied are subject to an even greater transmutation than the desires themselves. Every skill, or every organization of skill, in industry or trade, is a form of social power. Every such social power seeks to enhance or to stabilize itself by the acquisition of property. If economic power becomes great enough, it seeks to transmute itself into political power. Whenever a power, which is generated in specific functions, becomes strong enough to make the step possible or plausible, it seeks to participate in organizing the community. Thus the societies of the past have been organized by various types of oligarchies who had the most significant or most dominant social power of their epoch. Early societies were organized and dominated by priests and warriors, either in competition or in cooperation with each other, while in the modern period the commercial and industrial oligarchy has sought to gain added political hegemony in the bourgeois community. The satisfaction of primary needs, particularly if it is achieved with a fair degree of equity, may ease social friction. Contrariwise a threatened famine, or any threat to the satisfaction of elementary needs, may accentuate conflict and reduce the social struggle to its elemental proportions. But there is no basis for the Marxist hope that an “economy of abundance” will guarantee social peace; for men may fight as desperately for “power and glory” as for bread.


    A free society is justified by the fact that the indeterminate possibilities of human vitality may be creative. Every definition of the restraints which must be placed upon these vitalities must be tentative; because all such definitions, which are themselves the products of specific historical insights, may prematurely arrest or suppress a legitimate vitality, if they are made absolute and fixed. The community must constantly re-examine the presuppositions upon which it orders its life, because no age can fully anticipate or predict the legitimate and creative vitalities which may arise in subsequent ages.


    The limitations upon freedom in a society are justified, on the other hand, by the fact that the vitalities may be destructive. We have already noted that the justification of classical laissez-faire theories was the mistaken belief that human passions were naturally ordinate and limited. It must be added that there are also some types of social theory, which understand the boundless character of man’s vitalities and yet advocate unlimited freedom. In the nineteenth century Darwinian, rather than physiocratic, presuppositions frequently furnished the rationale of laissez-faire social theory.21 The physiocrats trusted the pre-established harmony of nature. The Darwinians attributed a moral historical significance to the struggles of nature. They failed to understand that human society is a vast moral and historical artifact, which would be destroyed if natural conflicts and contests between various vitalities were not mitigated, managed and arbitrated. Both the intensity and the breadth of social cohesion have been historically created. A conflict against the background of this historical cohesion is never, as in the natural world, a limited conflict between two simple or individual units of vitality. A contest between monopolistic and smaller units of economic power, for instance, is not a “natural” contest. The unequal power of one contestant is the product of the tendency toward centralization of power in the processes of a technical civilization. The power is a social and historical accretion; and the community must decide whether it is in the interest of justice to reduce monopolistic control artificially for the sake of re-establishing the old pattern of “fair competition,” or whether it is wiser to allow the process of centralization of economic power to continue until the monopolistic centers have destroyed all competition. But, if the second alternative is chosen, the community faces the new problem of bringing the centralized economic power under communal control. These historical contests of power must be managed, supervised, and suppressed by the community, precisely because they do not move within the limits of “nature.” The battleground is the human community and not the animal herd; and the contestants are armed with powers which have been drawn from the historical and communal process.


    Modern libertarian doctrines, all of which implicitly or explicitly look forward to an anarchistic culmination of the historical process, are not limited to those theories which reduce the community to the dimensions of nature and which regard either the conflicts or the harmonies of nature as normative. Many of them place their trust in a developing reason, as the force which will progressively eliminate social tension and conflict and obviate the use of coercion in maintaining order. Reason is provisionally an organ of the universal, as against the particular, interest; and growing rationality has thus undoubtedly contributed to the extension of human communities. Even practical reason has contributed to this end; for it has furnished the technical and political instruments which bind larger communities together in one unit of mutual dependence.


    Yet there is no evidence that reason is becoming progressively disembodied. It always remains organically related to a particular center of vitality, individual and collective; and it is therefore always a weapon of defense and attack for this vitality against competing vitalities, as well as a transcendent force which arbitrates between conflicting vitalities. A high perspective of reason may as easily enlarge the realm of dominion of an imperial self as mitigate expansive desires in the interest of the harmony of the whole. No community, whether national or international, can maintain its order if it cannot finally limit expansive impulses by coercion.


    But the question arises, how the strategies of coercion of the community are judged and prevented from becoming inordinate. If it is granted that both the rulers and the community as such are also centers of vitality and expansive impulse, would not their use of restrictive power be purely arbitrary if it were not informed by some general principles of justice, which define the right order of life in a community? The fact is that there are no living communities which do not have some notions of justice, beyond their historic laws, by which they seek to gauge the justice of their legislative enactments. Such general principles are known as natural law in both Catholic and earlier liberal thought. Even when, as in the present stage of liberal democratic thought, moral theory has become too relativistic to make appeal to natural law as plausible as in other centuries, every human society does have something like a natural-law concept; for it assumes that there are more immutable and purer principles of justice than those actually embodied in its obviously relative laws.


    The final question to confront the proponent of a democratic and free society is whether the freedom of a society should extend to the point of allowing these principles to be called into question. Should they not stand above criticism or amendment? If they are themselves subjected to the democratic process and if they are made dependent upon the moods and vagaries of various communities and epochs, have we not sacrificed the final criterion of justice and order, by which we might set bounds to what is inordinate in both individual and collective impulses?


    It is on this question that Catholic Christianity has its final difficulties with the presuppositions of a democratic society in the modern, liberal sense, fearing, in the words of a recent pronouncement of the American bishops, that questions of “right and wrong” may be subjected to the caprice of majority decisions. For Catholicism believes that the principles of natural law are fixed and immutable, a faith which the secular physiocrats of the eighteenth century shared.22 It believes that the freedom of a democratic society must stop short of calling these principles of natural law in question.


    The liberal democratic tradition of our era gave a different answer to this question. It did not have very plausible reasons for its answer; but history has provided better ones. The truth is that the bourgeois democratic theory held to the idea of absolute and unrestricted liberty, partly because it assumed the unlimited right of private judgment to be one of the “inalienable” rights which were guaranteed by the liberal version of the natural law.23 Its adherence to the principle of complete liberty of private judgment was also partly derived from its simple confidence in human reason. It was certain that reason would, when properly enlightened, affirm the “self-evident” truths of the natural law. Both the Catholic and the liberal confidence in the dictates of the natural law, thus rest upon a “non-existential” description of human reason. Both fail to appreciate the perennial corruptions of interest and passion which are introduced into any historical definition of even the most ideal and abstract moral principles. The Catholic confidence in the reason of common men was rightly less complete than that of the Enlightenment. Yet it wrongly sought to preserve some realm of institutional religious authority which would protect the uncorrupted truths of the natural law. The Enlightenment erroneously hoped for a general diffusion of intelligence which would make the truths of the natural law universally acceptable. Yet it rightly refused to reserve any area of authority which would not be subject to democratic criticism.


    The reason this final democratic freedom is right, though the reasons given for it in the modern period are wrong, is that there is no historical reality, whether it be church or government, whether it be the reason of wise men or specialists, which is not involved in the flux and relativity of human existence; which is not subject to error and sin, and which is not tempted to exaggerate its errors and sins when they are made immune to criticism.


    Every society needs working principles of justice, as criteria for its positive law and system of restraints. The profoundest of these actually transcend reason and lie rooted in religious conceptions of the meaning of existence. But every historical statement of them is subject to amendment. If it becomes fixed it will destroy some of the potentialities of a higher justice, which the mind of one generation is unable to anticipate in the life of subsequent eras.


    Alfred Whitehead has distinguished between the “speculative” reason which “Plato shared with God” and the “pragmatic” reason which “Ulysses shared with the foxes.”24 The distinction is valid, provided it is understood that no sharp line can be drawn between the two. For man’s spirit is a unity; and the most perfect vantage point of impartiality and disinterestedness in human reason remains in organic relation to a particular center of life, individual or collective, seeking to maintain its precarious existence against competing forms of life and vitality. Even if a particular age should arrive at a “disinterested” vision of justice, in which individual interests and passions were completely transcended, it could not achieve a height of disinterestedness from which it could judge new emergents in history. It would use its apparatus of “self-evident truths” and “inalienable rights” as instruments of self-defence against the threat of the new vitality.


    Because reason is something more than a weapon of self-interest it can be an instrument of justice; but since reason is never dissociated from the vitalities of life, individual and collective, it cannot be a pure instrument of the justice. Natural-law theories which derive absolutely valid principles of morals and politics from reason, invariably introduce contingent practical applications into the definition of the principle. This is particularly true when the natural law defines not merely moral but also political principles. It is easier to state a moral, than a political, principle in generally valid terms. Even hedonistic moral theory, which ostensibly has no other criterion of the good but pleasure, manages to introduce the criterion of the “greatest good of the greatest” number into its estimate of moral value, thereby proving that moral theory is practically unanimous in preferring the general to the particular interest, however variously the particular or the general interest may be defined. But political morality must be morally ambiguous because it cannot merely reject, but must also deflect, beguile, harness and use self-interest for the sake of a tolerable harmony of the whole.


    The principles of political morality, being inherently more relative than those of pure morality, cannot be stated without the introduction of relative and contingent factors. In terms of pure moral principle one may contend that the ideal possibility of community is that every vital capacity should find its limit and its fulfillment in the harmony of the whole. In terms of political morality one must state the specific limits beyond which the individual cannot go if the minimal harmony of the community is to be preserved, and beyond which the community must not go if a decent minimal individual freedom is to be protected. But every precise definition of the requirements and the perils of government is historically conditioned by the comparative dangers of either a too strict order or of potential chaos in given periods of history.


    Another example may be cited. Equality is a transcendent principle of justice and is therefore rightly regarded as one of the principles of natural law. But if a natural-law theory insists that absolute equality is a possibility of society, it becomes an ideology of some rebellious group which does not recognize that functional inequalities are necessary in all societies, however excessive they may be in the society which is under attack. If on the other hand functional inequalities are exactly defined the definitions are bound to contain dubious justifications of some functional privileges, possessed by the dominant classes of the culture which hazards the definition.


    Even if natural-law concepts do not contain the ideological taint of a particular class or nation, they are bound to express the limited imagination of a particular epoch, which failed to take new historical possibilities into consideration. This alone would justify the ultimate freedom of a democratic society, in which not even the moral presuppositions upon which the society rests are withdrawn from constant scrutiny and re-examination. Only through such freedom can the premature arrest of new vitalities in history be prevented.


    One might define a descending scale of relativity in the definition of moral and political principles. The moral principle may be more valid than the political principles which are derived from it. The political principles may have greater validity than the specific applications by which they are made relevant to a particular situation. And the specific applications may have a greater validity than the impulses and ambitions of the social hegemony of a given period which applies or pretends to apply them. But this descending scale of relativity never inhibits the bearers of power in a given period from claiming the sanctity of the pure principle for their power. There was a greater degree of validity in the ethical content of medieval natural law than in the social and political hegemony of priests and landed aristocrats in the feudal society. And there is more truth in the natural law as Jefferson conceived it, than there is justice in the social hegemony of monopolistic capitalism in our era, which maintains its prestige by appeals to Jefferson’s principles. A society which exempts ultimate principles from criticisms will find difficulty in dealing with the historical forces which have appropriated these truths as their special possession.


    Another and contrasting justification for a free society must be added. Sometimes new truth rides into history upon the back of an error. An authoritarian society would have prevented the new truth with the error. The idea that economic life is autonomous and ought not to be placed under either moral or political control is an error, for reasons which we have previously discussed. The self-regulating and self-balancing forces in economic life are not as strong as Adam Smith supposed. The propagation of this error has caused great damage in modern life. But a seed of truth was contained in the error. The intricacies of modern commerce and industry could not have developed if the medieval moral and political controls had been maintained; and even now when we know that all economic life must submit to moral discipline and political restraint, we must be careful to preserve whatever self-regulating forces exist in the economic process. If we do not, the task of control becomes too stupendous and the organs of control achieve proportions which endanger our liberty.


    The truth in modern feminism came into history with some help from the errors of an inorganic and libertarian conception of the family and of an abstract rationalism which defied the facts of nature. The mother is biologically more intimately related to the child than the father. This fact limits the vocational freedom of women; for it makes motherhood a more exclusive vocation than fatherhood, which is indeed no more than an avocation. The wider rights of women have been achieved in the modern period, partly by defying this limitation which nature places upon womanhood. But it is also a fact that human personality rises in indeterminate freedom over biological function. The right of women to explore and develop their capacities beyond their family function, was unduly restricted in all previous societies. It was finally acknowledged in our society, partly because the bourgeois community had lost some of its appreciation of the organic integrity of the family. Had this error been prematurely suppressed, the new freedom of women would have been suppressed also. It must be added that the wisdom of the past which recognized the hazard to family life in the freedom of women, was not devoid of the taint of male “ideology.” The male oligarchy used fixed principles of natural law to preserve its privileges and powers against a new emergent in history.


    The freedom of society is thus made necessary by the fact that human vitalities have no simply definable limits.25 The restraints which all human communities place upon human impulses and ambitions are made necessary by the fact that all man’s vitalities tend to defy any defined limits. But since the community may as easily become inordinate in its passion for order, as may the various forces in the community in their passion for freedom, it is necessary to preserve a proper balance between both principles, and to be as ready to champion the individual against the community as the community against the individual. Any definition of a proper balance between freedom and order must always be at least slightly colored by the exigencies of the moment which may make the peril of the one seem greater and the security of the other therefore preferable. Thus even the moral and social principle which sets limits upon freedom and order must, in a free society, be subject to constant re-examination. In our own society this re-examination has actually been too long delayed. That is why economic forces which come within an ace of dominating the community are able to prevent communal control of their power by appealing to traditional conceptions of liberty.


    V


    Though the individual is organically related to the community there is a point in human freedom where the individual transcends both his own community and the total historical process. Modern democratic theory has been too secular to understand or measure this full height of human self-transcendence. That is why it tends to oscillate between an individualism which makes the individual his own end, and a collectivism which regards the community as the end of the individual.


    The ultimate transcendence of the individual over communal and social process can be understood and guarded only in a religious culture which knows of a universe of meaning in which this individual freedom has support and significance. When, in ancient empires, the religious interpretations of life became too purely political, as for instance in the Re worship of Egypt, new religions emerged, as the immortality cult of Horus and Osiris, in which individuals found some final meaning and fulfillment of life beyond the vicissitudes of the political situation.


    In the Christian tradition of the West, Catholic Christianity has always insisted that man had a dimension which required freedom of conscience beyond all laws and requirements of the human community. In Catholicism this ultimate freedom was qualified by the fact that its conditions were defined and circumscribed by a religio-historical institution which was anchored in and partly dominated the very political community from which it required this freedom.


    Thus an institutional restraint was placed upon the final freedom of the individual. Protestantism rebelled against these ultimate restraints and demanded a more complete individual freedom in the religious realm. This Protestant individualism is sometimes interpreted as no more than a religious rationalization of bourgeois individualism. It cannot be denied that the bourgeois desire for social freedom and the Protestant impulse to freedom against the inclusive and authoritative church contained points of relevance in thought and developed points of concurrence in history. But in one respect they were very different. Protestant religious individualism was so transcendently conceived that Luther, at any rate, denied that it had any relation to social freedom and he was inclined to suggest that the possession of the one obviated the necessity of the other. Calvinism and sectarian Christianity on the other hand derived their demand for “civil liberty” from the assurance of “evangelical liberty.”


    The real fact is that the final religious transcendence of the individual over the community is both relevant and finally irrelevant to the social process and to communal responsibilities.


    Mystic forms of religion may seek to abstract individual consciousness completely from the social context in which it stands and to withdraw it from the social responsibilities and distractions which limit and discipline the individual. But in historical faiths such as Christianity, the religious transcendence of the individual over the community is a final resource for the highest forms of social realization. The individual who declares with St. Paul, “to me it is a small thing to be judged of men. . . . He who judges me is the Lord,” and who appeals to a higher authority than the community’s approval or disapproval is not thereby emancipated from communal responsibility. On the contrary the uneasy conscience which he experiences in communion with God reveals the social character of his existence. He feels guilty because he has made his life its own end and has not obeyed the commandment, “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God . . . and thy neighbour as thyself.” While modern secularism speaks naïvely about the sociological source of conscience, the most effective opponents of tyrannical government are today, as they have been in the past, men who can say, “We must obey God rather than man.” Their resolution is possible because they have a vantage point from which they can discount the pretensions of demonic Cæsars and from which they can defy malignant power as embodied in a given government.


    Furthermore the final resource against idolatrous national communities, who refuse to acknowledge any law beyond their power, must be found in the recognition of universal law by individuals, who have a source of moral insight beyond the partial and particular national communities, which are always inclined to set a premature limit upon man’s sense of moral obligation. No world community can ever be created if the full religious height of the individual’s freedom over the community is not explored and defended. An ultimate paradox of the moral life is that the same nation, which seems so universal, majestic and final from the perspective of the individual in the dimension of his social existence, is so limited and so bound to nature-necessity from the perspective of the individual’s final freedom. From this height he surveys the ages, knows of ends and beginnings in history of which the nation knows nothing, and aspires to a purity of life which makes the actual community a constant source of frustration as well as fulfillment.


    The sensitive individual has purer and broader ideals of brotherhood than any which are realized in any actual community. There is therefore a constant tension between individual conscience and the moral ambiguities of communities. In them social cohesion is always partly maintained by the denial of brotherhood. This tension persuades some mystics to flee to the quiet and purity of the inner world; and it prompts some utopians to seek the complete elimination of all moral ambiguities from historic existence. The one alternative is false and the other impossible. Rightly directed the tension between the individual conscience and the realities in actual communities can be a constant source of power for purifying and broadening the justice and brotherhood of the community.


    Yet the individual whose freedom over natural process makes history possible, and whose freedom over history creates indeterminate new possibilities in it, has a final pinnacle of freedom where he is able to ask questions about the meaning of life which call the meaning of the historical process itself into question. The individual may ask with the Fourth Ezra: “How does it profit—that there is foretold an imperishable hope, whereas we are brought so miserably to futility?”26 That is to say, he will recognize that his own life is not completely fulfilled by its organic relation to a social process pointing to some ultimate fulfillment beyond his life.


    These profound questions about life from the perspective of the individual who is able to see the whole history of his nation (and of all nations for that matter) as a flux in time, imply eternity. Only a consciousness which transcends time can define and circumscribe the flux of time. The man who searches after both meaning and fulfillments beyond the ambiguous fulfillments and frustrations of history exists in a height of spirit which no historical process can completely contain. This height is not irrelevant to the life of the community, because new richness and a higher possibility of justice come to the community from this height of awareness. But the height is destroyed by any community which seeks prematurely to cut off this pinnacle of individuality in the interest of the community’s peace and order. The problem of the individual and the community cannot be solved at all if the height is not achieved where the sovereign source and end of both individual and communal existence are discerned, and where the limits are set against the idolatrous self-worship of both individuals and communities.


    


    
      
        18 Thomas Hobbes identifies the interests of the ruler with those of the community in the following implausible words: “In monarchy the private interest is the same with the public interest because no prince can be rich and glorious nor secure, whose subjects are poor or weak or contemptible.” Leviathan, ch. 19.

      


      
        19 Sidney and Beatrice Webb’s description of the Soviet five-year plan betrays this naïve illusion. Cf. Soviet Communism: A New Civilisation, Vol. II, ch. viii.

      


      
        20 Oekonomische-philosophische Manuskripte, p. 117.

      


      
        21 A typical American exponent of the idea that the human community must allow a free play of social competition in the hope of the survival of the best was William Graham Sumner. Cf.: What Social Classes Owe to Each Other.

      


      
        22 Catholic theory regards natural law as prescriptive and as derived from “right reason,” whereas modern naturalism frequently defines it as merely descriptive, that is, as the law, which men may observe by analyzing the facts of nature. Jacques Maritain defines the natural law as “an order or a disposition which human reason can discover and according to which the human will must act in order to attune itself to the necessary ends of the human being.” The Rights of Man and Natural Law, p. 61.

      


      
        23 The fact that the content of the natural law as Catholicism conceives it differs so widely from the content of the natural law as the eighteenth century conceived it, though the contents of both are supposed to represent “self-evident” truths of reason, must make the critical student sceptical.

      


      
        24 The Function of Reason, pp. 23–30.

      


      
        25 Jacques Maritain writes in his The Rights of Man and Natural Law: “Natural law is the ensemble of things to do and not to do which follow therefrom in a necessary fashion and from the simple fact that man is man, nothing else being taken into account.” One of the facts about man as man is that his vitalities may be elaborated in indeterminate variety. That is the fruit of his freedom. Not all of these elaborations are equally wholesome and creative. But it is very difficult to derive “in a necessary fashion” the final rules of his individual and social existence. It is this indeterminateness and variety which makes analogies between the “laws of nature” in the exact sense of the words and laws of human nature, so great a source of confusion. It is man’s nature to transcend nature and to elaborate his own historical existence in indeterminate degree.

      


      
        26 Fourth Ezra 7:120.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER THREE


    The Community and Property


    I


    


    


    EVERY RELATION between persons ultimately involves the questions of possessions. The “I” is so intimately related to the “mine” and the “thou” to the “thine” that relations of accord or conflict between individuals usually imply questions of property. When life is very intimately related to life, as for instance in the family, questions of mine and thine are resolved in a sense of common possessions. Tension between persons, on the other hand, usually expresses itself in a sharpening of the sense of unique and distinctive possessions, which are carefully defined in order to discourage the other from taking advantage of the self.


    The collective tensions of society may be created by ethnic rivalries and competing power impulses. They are not as universally economic in origin as Marxism assumes. But questions of ownership and economic power are usually involved in them, even when they are not primary. The class conflicts of human history are, on the whole, contests between those who have, and those who lack, economic power, the latter of whom are driven by want, hunger and resentment to challenge the power of the economic overlords. These conflicts may not be overt; but they have not been absent in any society. They have become, however, increasingly overt and acrimonious in modern industrial society.


    The agrarian societies of the past were not devoid of class conflict. There were slave revolts in Greece and Rome; and the friction between the patrician and plebeian classes of Rome was typical of the rivalries in many civilizations between classes which held various forms and degrees of economic power. But no traditional societies suffered from as acrimonious a debate on the property issue as has modern democratic society. This was partly due to the fact that the poor of ancient societies had no power with which to challenge their overlords, while the modern poor have at least the power inherent in their manipulation of the technical instruments of production. They can withhold their labor and, by this negative weapon of the strike, wrest some concessions from the economically powerful. Furthermore democracy has endowed them with the political power of suffrage, so that they can bring pressure to bear upon economic society through their power in political society.


    But an added reason for the acrimony of the modern class conflict lies in the fact that the issue between the classes has become something more than the question of an equitable distribution of property. It is the issue about the very legitimacy of the right of property. On this issue there is little, or no, common ground between the middle classes, who regard property as the fruit of virtue and the guarantor of justice, and the industrial classes, who have come to think of the institution of property as the root of all evil in man and of all injustice in society.


    Whenever a community faces an issue without any common ground between opposing forces, the resulting social friction may attain the proportions of a civil war. It is significant that modern democratic communities have been threatened by, or involved in, civil war, with the property issue as the crux of the conflict, despite the official democratic presupposition of a natural harmony between the various classes of society. This civil war contributed to the disaster of Germany and France and complicated the task of defending civilization against Nazi tyranny; for the Nazi cynics were successful in their initial political warfare against civilization because they were able to beguile first the propertied classes, and then the propertyless, as their allies within the nations they intended to destroy.


    In Britain and the Scandinavian countries the civil conflict on the property issue was mitigated because older conceptions of property, derived from an agrarian and feudal world, qualified both the extravagant individualism of the bourgeois classes and the doctrinaire collectivism of the industrial workers. In America, and probably also in Holland, the tension between the classes never reached the overt proportions which were manifested in Germany and France, partly because the bourgeois ethos was so powerful in these nations that the labouring classes were unable to develop an effective challenge to its perspectives. Nevertheless the whole of the western world has felt the effect of this acrimonious debate. The world war has postponed, but not solved, the issues which underlie it. These issues will harass each national community as it seeks for social peace after the war, and they will also complicate the problems of the world community; for they are responsible for the religious hatred and affection which various groups have for Russia, the one nation in which the creed of proletarian rebels against private property has been actualized.


    According to the creed of democratic liberalism the right of property is one of the “inalienable” rights, guaranteed by natural law. In Marxist thought the emergence of private property represents a kind of “Fall” in the history of mankind. All social evils are traced to this root source of evil. The present world crisis may well discredit the Marxist, as well as the liberal, credo, despite the rise of Russia as a world power. But our democratic world will not quickly resolve the conflict and social tension which have been created by these opposing views of property.


    The conflict has been a long while in the making. Marxist and liberal property theories had their inception in the sixteenth century, when the Reformation generated two opposing views of property, which destroyed the circumspection of the classical Christian theory. According to the Christian theory (which was partly borrowed from Stoic thought, when it became necessary for the Christian movement to come to terms with the exigencies of politics and economics), property, as well as government, is a necessary evil, required by the Fall of man. The Christian, as the Stoic, theory presupposes an ideal possibility of a perfect accord between life and life which would make a sharp distinction between “mine” and “thine” unnecessary. The sinful selfishness of men, however, had destroyed this ideal possibility and made exclusive possession the only safeguard against the tendency of men to take advantage of one another. Such a theory has the advantage of viewing the “right” of property with circumspection and of justifying it only relatively and not absolutely. It was justified as an expedient tool of justice. The right of possession was not regarded in early Christian thought as a natural extension of the power of the person but rather as a right of defense against the inordinate claims of others.27


    Even before orthodox Protestantism accepted property distinctions uncritically, Catholic thought had gradually made less of the ideal possibility of common property (as symbolized in the perfection before the Fall) and accepted private property as either a requirement of the natural law or as an inevitable supplement of positive law.28


    In Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical Rerum Novarum property is defined as a necessity, in terms which can hardly be distinguished from those of eighteenth-century liberalism, though it must be observed that in Catholic thought economic power always remains under political discipline and moral authority and is not granted the autonomy which eighteenth-century liberalism demanded. Pope Leo wrote: “The common opinion of mankind, little affected by a few dissident voices, has found in a careful study of nature and the laws of nature, the foundations of a division of property; and the practice of all the ages has consecrated the principle of private ownership as being pre-eminently in conformity with human nature and as conducing in an unmistakable manner to the peace and tranquility of human existence.”


    The difference in emphasis between this doctrine and the original doctrine of the Fathers is explained by a modern Catholic theologian as follows: “Great confusion has been caused by socialist writers who conclude, because they have read in some of the works of the Fathers that property did not exist by natural law, that it was therefore condemned as an illegitimate institution. Nothing could be more erroneous. The Fathers meant by these passages that in the state of nature, in the idealized Golden Age of the Pagans and the Garden of Eden of the Christians, there was no individual ownership of goods. The very moment however that men fell from this ideal state, communism became impossible. . . . To this extent it is right to say that the Fathers regarded property with disapproval. It was one of the institutions rendered necessary by the fall. . . . Property must be respected as one of the institutions which put a curb on his [man’s] avarice.”29 This explanation is partly valid but fails to explain why Catholic thought, since the later Middle Ages, tends to omit mention of the ideal possibility of a propertyless state. By this omission Christian economic theory is subtly changed; for it gives property an absolute, rather than a relative, sanction.


    It remained however for orthodox Protestantism, particularly Calvinism, to accept property distinctions without scruple or discrimination. In the case of Calvin this uncritical acceptance of property was due to his excessive determinism. Since property existed, he was certain that it must be by the will of God.30 Calvinism did not, of course, emancipate the administration of property from all moral restraint, as was done in laissez-faire theory; the Christian idea that we are God’s stewards of all we possess remained a force in Calvinistic as in Catholic thought. But the idea of stewardship easily degenerated into the idea of philanthropy as a justification for property distinctions. “Why then,” said Calvin, “does God permit some to be rich and others poor on earth if not that he wants to give us an occasion to do good?”31 Thus Calvinism laid the foundation for the hypocrisies of bourgeois and plutocratic idealism in which charity became a screen for injustice. These hypocrisies deserve all the strictures which have been levelled against them by sixteenth-century sectarianism and Marxism.


    If both orthodox Catholicism and orthodox Protestantism tended to give a more and more uncritical justification of property, in which the early Christian scruples were forgotten, the sectarian Christianity of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in which social revolt was combined with religious rebellion against feudalism, laid the foundation for the property ethic which finally culminated in the Marxist theory. The Anabaptists of the Continent and the Diggers of England were equalitarian and communist. They believed it possible to restore the original state of man’s innocency and they thought that the primary method of this restoration was the return to primitive communism. The Anabaptists taught “that a Christian must not possess anything proper to himself but that whatever he has he must make common.” Gerard Winstanley, leader of the Diggers of the Cromwellian period in England, anticipated practically every facet of the Marxist creed. “The earth,” he declared, “was made by Almighty God to be a common treasury of livelihood for the whole of mankind.” This state of common ownership was destroyed when “our ancestors by the sword first did murder their fellow creatures and then after plunder and steal their land.”32


    Winstanley was half Christian and half Marxist in his interpretation of the rise of evil. Sometimes he declared that sin arose through the development of “particular love” which destroyed the perfection of “universal love” and brought private possession in its train as the first fruit of evil. Sometimes he reversed the process and, as in Marxism, made the inception of private property the root, rather than the fruit, of evil: “This particular propriety of mine and thine,” he declared, “has brought all the misery upon the people.”


    Against the conservative idea that property may be the fruit of diligence Winstanley presents a telling argument: “No man can be rich, but he must be rich by his own labours or by the labours of other men helping him. If a man has no help from his neighbours he shall never gather an estate of hundreds and thousands a year. If other men help him then are those riches his neighbours’ as well as his own.”


    The economic viewpoints of Calvinism on the one hand and of the sectarian Christians, as typified by Winstanley on the other, thus contain the seeds of the contradictory opinions on property which have divided the democratic world from the sixteenth to the present centuries. Even the modern class conflict, in which these ideas are the weapons of opposing classes, was anticipated in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; for Calvinism was on the whole the religion of the middle classes and sectarianism was the religion of the disinherited.


    But modern secularism, both liberal and Marxist, has set property theories in even more complete contradiction to each other. Liberal thought tended to emancipate property relations from all political control or moral restraint which Christian thought always maintained. Marxist philosophy on the other hand derived all historic evil from the rise of private property more completely than sectarian Christianity. Thus secularism removed the last common denominator between opposing convictions on the question of property.


    Ideas, as weapons of social conflict, have no independent potency. We must therefore not assume that a reconsideration of the ideas would eliminate the conflict. But democratic society must find some common denominator in this debate. If history has actually refuted some of the illusions in both the liberal and the Marxist theories of property, it is important to record these lessons of history. This would serve to mitigate the class struggle and reduce it to proportions which would not threaten the whole democratic process.


    II


    The bourgeois notions about property contain two errors, closely related to each other. The one error is the excessive individualism of the bourgeois property concept, which is part and parcel of a general exaggeration of individual freedom in middle-class existence. The other error is contained in the prevailing presupposition of liberal thought that property represents primarily an ordinate and defensive power to be used against the inclination of others to take advantage of the self. The fact is that property, as every other form of power, cannot be limited to the defensive purpose. If it grows strong enough it becomes an instrument of aggression and usurpation. These two errors must be considered more fully.


    Bourgeois ideas of property participated in the generally excessive individualism of middle-class life. Just as the individual does not have as discrete an existence as is assumed in liberal thought, so also is it impossible to draw as sharp distinctions between “mine” and “thine” as liberal property ideas imply. One reason for the acrimony of the conflict on property in the modern world is that this individualism was introduced into history at the beginning of the very epoch which would develop highly collective forms of commercial and industrial wealth. There is thus a serious gulf between social function of modern property and the emphasis upon its “private” character in legal tradition and social thought.


    Sometimes the individualism of liberal property theories is derived from the fact that the intricacies and complexities of a commercial and industrial civilization were simply not anticipated in the early period of our epoch. John Locke significantly draws his justification of property from a consideration of the simplest agricultural economy.


    For Locke property is primarily an extension of the power of the person. “Every man,” he declares, “has a ‘property’ in his own ‘person.’ . . . The ‘labour’ of his body, and the ‘work’ of his hands, we may say, are properly his. Whosoever, then, he removes out of the state that nature hath provided, and left it in, he hath mixed his labour with, and joined to it something that is his own, and thereby makes it his property.”33


    This theory has the merit of being historically correct in tracing the rise of property in primitive society. When Locke declares, “The law of reason makes the deer that Indian’s who hath killed it,” he is describing a historic development which anthropological research has since validated, though Locke’s theory does not do justice to the communistic elements in the hunting period of society and to the vestigial communism in the pastoral period. The deer did not always belong to the Indian who killed it, or the whale to the person who dragged it to the shore. It was frequently made available to the whole tribe. But it is true that the individual usually did establish some special and exclusive claim by the right of his labour, however minimal.


    But a description of the genesis of an institution is no adequate definition of its true character. In Locke’s own day economic life was already too complex and many economic activities were already too mutual to permit as exact an isolation of the labour of each person as his theory implied.


    Sometimes the individualism of bourgeois property concepts is consciously related to the experience of a commercial civilization. This experience was particularly fertile in hiding the social function of property behind its individualistic tokens.


    In terms of its individual accessibility and manageability, commercial property is more liquid and mobile than property in land. Stocks and bonds and certificates of indebtedness can be stuffed into a drawer and can be transferred without the difficulties which attend the transfer of property in land. Yet these papers are tokens of something more substantial, of banks and commercial establishments, of insurance companies and all kinds of properties which represent intricate and complex mutual functions in society. The bourgeois mind, from the earliest to the present day, has been the victim of illusions caused by the contrast between the private character of its “tokens” of property and the social character of the real wealth which these tokens and counters signify.


    Sometimes the individualism of liberal theory is derived from the earliest experiences of capitalistic development, which has been refuted by later experience. The moral justification of dividends in classical economics, for instance, is based upon the experience of budding capitalism. Dividends are regarded as the reward for abstention from immediate satisfactions and as a necessary incentive for building up working capital by prompting individuals to abstemiousness in refraining from the consumption of the rewards of their toil. Actually many a commercial and industrial enterprise was thus initiated by the savings of diligent and thrifty individuals. But a profitable enterprise may soon bring in such large returns that it makes both saving and extravagant consumption possible. The fact that the labour of many, besides the original owners, contributes to the returns is obscured in the individualistic conception of savings and investment.


    The most glaring contradiction between bourgeois individualism and the social function of property became apparent as commercial civilization was gradually transmuted into an industrial society in which collective production became the primary source of wealth. The modern factory is a great collective process. Technical advance has made it impossible for the worker to own either his own tools or the place of his work. Both the wealth represented by the machine and the wealth which the machine produces are generated by complex mutual services. The “private” ownership of such a process is anachronistic and incongruous; and the individual control of such centralized power is an invitation to injustice.


    It is this incongruity between the social tradition and the actual function of industrialized property in modern life which has accentuated social tensions in our society. The Marxist creed has merely been the instrument of this tension and not its creator. The Marxist program for the socialization of productive property involves some difficulties which were not anticipated in Marxist thought for reasons which we must discuss presently. It must be apparent, however, that a theory emphasizing the social character of industrial property is closer to the truth than the bourgeois creed which insists on its individual character. Modern industrial communities have in fact been forced to subject economic process to more and more political control. The stakes of the entire community in the process were so obvious that the logic of the situation overcame the dogmas upon which modern capitalism was founded. Every modern democratic society has been prompted, both by its natural necessities and by the prompting of the voting power of the workers, to redress economic inequalities through the use of political power. This process has invalidated the Marxist thesis that the state is merely the executive committee of the possessing classes. On the other hand this use of political power has not been sufficient to save modern industrial communities from industrial crises, occasioned by the great disproportion of economic power in the community. This disproportion results in a dynamic form of injustice which not only affronts the conscience of the community but also interferes with the industrial process; for too much wealth is heaped up for capital investments and too little is distributed for consumption. A part of the Marxist interpretation of the situation therefore has been validated by history.


    The fact that the Marxist conception of the social character of productive property is clearly nearer to the truth than the bourgeois notions will unfortunately not prevent the privileged classes, particularly in America, from seeking to defy the lessons of history. America is probably the only nation in which a serious effort will be made to restore the purer individualism of the past. In Britain, the birthplace of classical liberalism, the chasm between the Conservative Party, in which older, feudal conceptions of property prevail, and the Labour Party, which is informed by a qualified Marxism, is not as deep as between the opposing forces in America. This is true despite the fact that there is no religious devotion to Marxist creeds in America. What America gains by the lack of a too dogmatic Marxism, it loses by the anachronism of a too dogmatic and consistent liberalism and individualism. This is a consequence of the fact that the wealth, security and vast expanse of America gave bourgeois illusions a greater force in the United States than in any other nation. We must therefore expect more social friction and convulsion in the settlement of this issue than in Britain. The international position of Britain may be more precarious than our own; but her domestic peace and order are more secure.


    III


    Though Marxism is nearer to the truth than liberalism on the property issue, the socialization of property as proposed in Marxism is too simple a solution of the problem. An analysis of the Marxist error reveals a curious affinity between Marxism and liberalism, despite their contradictory conceptions of property. Liberalism and Marxism share a common illusion of the “children of light.” Neither understands property as a form of power which can be used in either its individual or its social form as an instrument of particular interest against the general interest. Liberalism makes this mistake in regard to private property and Marxism makes it in regard to socialized property.


    The bourgeois idea of property participates in the general error of liberalism: its belief that all individual power, whether in the political or the economic sphere, is ordinate, limited and primarily defensive. John Locke limited the power of property by definition. A man’s property was the part of nature with which he had “mixed his labour.” The limit of his labour was therefore the limit of his property. “The measure of property nature has well set,” he declares, “by the extent of men’s labour and the conveniency of life. No man’s labour could subdue or appropriate all, nor could his enjoyment consume more than a small part; so that it was impossible for any man this way to entrench upon the right of another or acquire to himself a property, to the prejudice of his neighbour.”34


    Locke was quite conscious of the fact that history had elaborated the early property relations; that by “the appropriation of land” and the extension of trade through the invention of money, property had ceased to be limited and fairly equal in distribution. Locke had, in fact, his own conception of a state of innocency, a period “before the desire of having more than men needed had altered the intrinsic value of things.”35 It was in the “state of nature,” which in Marxism is described as a state of communism, that, according to Locke, all men had strictly limited property rights, which did not infringe upon the rights of the neighbour. Locke realized that in “civil society” the natural balance of the state of nature is destroyed. That is why civil government becomes necessary, the primary function of which is to “preserve the property” of each member because he can no longer preserve it by his own right, having “quitted his power to punish offenses against the law of nature in prosecution of his own private judgment.”36


    This is no laissez-faire theory. Locke does not believe in an automatic balance in economic relations as the physiocrats did a century later. At the same time he does not fully understand how inordinate and disproportionate economic power may become. He thinks of the political state, functioning as an umpire and preserving each man’s power of property against the undue power of others. He does not anticipate a situation in which property may become so social and its power so centralized and inordinate that the very institution of property may require reconstruction.


    In later physiocratic and laissez-faire theory it is assumed that property, interest on wealth, wages and every other element in the economic process are held in automatic balance by the free market and competition. This theory left the important fact out of account, that every economic process begins with a disproportion of economic power. Some men have land and some have not. Some gain a foothold in the commercial and industrial process and others do not. Modern technical civilization accentuates, rather than diminishes, these disproportions of economic power. This fact, which Ricardo first saw and which Marx explored more fully, invalidates the basic presuppositions of liberal ideas of property. The development from competitive to monopoly capitalism is the historic refutation of the idea that property is primarily an ordinate and defensive power to be used against the inclinations of others to take advantage of the self. Property, like every other form of power, is both defensive and offensive; and no sharp line can be drawn between its two functions. It is defensive only so long as the individual possesses so little of it, that he will not be tempted to use it for domination over others.


    In a sense the disproportions of economic power, accentuated rather than mitigated in modern technical society, refute the early Christian, as well as the bourgeois, property ethic. For the early Christian theory assumed that property was a necessity of defense against the sins of others and failed to appreciate to what degree it was an instrument of the sin of the self against others less favoured with economic power.


    Once it is fully understood that there are no natural harmonies and equilibria of power in history, as there are in nature, and that advancing civilization tends to accentuate, rather than diminish, such disproportions of power as exist in even primitive communities, it must become apparent that property rights become instruments of injustice. In that sense the Marxist interpretation of the effect of property in history is correct. Yet the Marxist solution for the problem of property is involved in merely another version of the older liberal illusion. Marxism assumes that the socialization of property will destroy all disproportions of economic power in the community. It looks for that perfect equilibrium of power on the other side of the revolution, which liberal theory imagines as a characteristic of the economic process in present society. Marxism does not understand that even universalized property may become the instrument of particular interest.


    The Marxist illusion is partly derived from a romantic conception of human nature. It thinks that the inclination of men to take advantage of each other is a corruption which was introduced into history by the institution of property. It therefore assumes that the socialization of property will eliminate human egotism. Its failure to understand the perennial and persistent character of human egotism in any possible society, prompts it to make completely erroneous estimates of human behaviour on the other side of a revolution.


    A second source of Marxist illusions is its belief that the ownership of property is the sole and only source of economic power. The management and manipulation of industrial process represents social power. Such power remains subordinate to the power of ownership in a capitalistic society,37 but it naturally grows in any society in which the rights of private ownership have been destroyed. The development of a managerial class in Russia, combining economic with political power, is an historic refutation of the Marxist theory. In recent years there has been a tendency of industrial technicians, who derived political prestige from technical competence, to supplant managers who achieved industrial positions through political prestige.38


    The Marxist theory fails to anticipate the inevitable rise of an oligarchy in a new society, partly because it has utopian ideas of idyllic relations in such a society, which obviate the necessity of the use of any form of coercive power; and partly because it identifies economic power too absolutely with the power of private ownership.


    The theory does of course provide for a provisional political oligarchy, “the dictatorship of the proletariat.” But nowhere in Marxist thought is the combination of political and economic power in the hands of this oligarchy understood. Nor are any provisions made to place restraints upon its political power; for the utopianism of Marxism generates the illusion that the ultimate universal victory of communism will gradually obviate the necessity of every form of political coercion, including of course the coercion of the provisional dictatorship.


    These illusions are the perfect fruits of the stupidity of the children of light and reveal the affinities, under the differences, between Marxist and bourgeois universalism. Bourgeois property theory has no safeguard against the power of individual property; and Marxist theory has no protection against the excessive power of those who manipulate a socialized economic process or who combine the control of both the economic and the political process.


    Even if a community approached the socialization of property by gradual stages and circumvented the period of revolution and dictatorship, it would still face the question of how to socialize property without creating pools of excessive social power in the hands of those who manage both its economic and political processes. A community which preserved its democratic institutions in the area of politics, while it socialized its large-scale industrial property, would have the advantage of preserving a democratic check upon the power of economic managers. Yet their power might be so great that they could use it to establish control over the political institutions.


    A full analysis of these complexities must invalidate any simple solution of the problem of property. Since economic power, as every other form of social power, is a defensive force when possessed in moderation and a temptation to injustice when it is great enough to give the agent power over others, it would seem that its widest and most equitable distribution would make for the highest degree of justice. This gives a provisional justification to the liberal theory. But bourgeois liberalism assumes a natural equilibrium of economic power in the community which historic facts refute. If the economic process is left severely alone either the strong devour the weak, in which case monopoly displaces competition, or competition breeds chaos in the community. The anarchy of competition in a modern situation of technical interdependence sometimes forces the community to encourage rather than destroy the unification of economic process (in public utilities for instance) in order to avoid the competitive waste. The tendency toward monopoly is obviously a concomitant of the general increase of interdependence in communal relations in a technical society. In so far as the unification of technical process is a service to the community (despite the perils of centralization of power which inhere in it), the effort to destroy the unification in order to avoid its concomitant perils,39 would seem as unwise and futile as the analogous effort of peasants of a previous age to prevent the use of machinery upon the land. The community must find a way of dealing with the problem of centralized power without destroying the unity and efficiency of the process. The social ownership of the power and wealth, derived from a unified process, is certainly more plausible than the effort to maintain its individual character in defiance of inexorable historical developments. Yet it may be wise for the community to sacrifice something to efficiency for the sake of preserving a greater balance of forces and avoiding undue centralization of power.


    This is the kind of question which cannot be solved once for all. The contrasting perils of anarchy and injustice, arising from too little and too much equilibrium of economic power, or from too much or too little social control of it, must be considered in the light of each new situation and technical development. The property issue must, in other words, be continually solved within the framework of the democratic process. In attempting proximate solutions certain distinctions in types of property are valuable without being final. It is valuable to remember that some forms of property are by their very nature power over others, while other types are primarily the power to secure the person against the aggrandizement of others or against the caprice of life and nature; and again others represent primarily the power to perform one’s social function. Yet modern civilization has developed socialized processes in defiance of these distinctions. A workman’s tool is the most obvious form of the extension of personal power. It is an aid for the performance of his function. But the tool has become too big for the worker to own. The home is the most obvious form of property as individual security; and yet the multiple dwellings of urban communities have placed the home beyond the reach of individual ownership.


    Property in land is both individual security and an instrument for the performance of function. Individual ownership in land, therefore, has a moral justification which dogmatic collectivists have never understood. Yet landlordism is the most ancient form of oppression and the effects of a technical civilization have not left agriculture unaffected. Mechanization tends toward large-scale agricultural production; and large-scale production tends to destroy the small owner unless he learns to develop voluntary cooperation in the use of large-scale machinery. Many solutions depend upon the degree of resourcefulness with which new situations are met and cannot be determined abstractly.


    While the intensity and extent of technical interdependence have invalidated bourgeois conceptions of property and have placed the logic of history behind proposals for socialization, the logic is not unambiguous. Since there are no forms of the socialization of property which do not contain some peril of compounding economic and political power, a wise community will walk warily and test the effect of each new adventure before further adventures.


    There must, in other words, be a continuous debate on the property question in democratic society and a continuous adjustment to new developments. Such a debate is possible, however, only if there is some common denominator between opposing factions.


    The contradictory dogmas about property can be most easily dissolved if the utopianism which underlies both of them, is dispelled. In communities, such as America, where the Marxist dogma has never developed the power to challenge the bourgeois one, the primary requirement of justice is that the dominant dogma be discredited. The obvious facts about property which both liberal and Marxist theories have obscured are: that all property is power; that some forms of economic power are intrinsically more ordinate than others and therefore more defensive, but that no sharp line can be drawn between what is ordinate and what is inordinate; that property is not the only form of economic power and that the destruction of private property does not therefore guarantee the equalization of economic power in a community; that inordinate power tempts its holders to abuse it, which means to use it for their own ends; that the economic, as well as the political, process requires the best possible distribution of power for the sake of justice and the best possible management of this equilibrium for the sake of order.


    None of these propositions solves any specific issue of property in a given instance. But together they set the property issue within the framework of democratic procedure. For democracy is a method of finding proximate solutions for insoluble problems.


    


    
      
        27 Even this circumspect justification of property was too much for some of the early Fathers particularly in the East. Chrysostom declared: “The wealth is common to thee and to thy fellow servants, just as the sun is common, the earth, the air and all the rest. To grow rich without injustice is impossible.” Proudhon’s dictum “property is theft,” had in other words an early Christian source.


        St. Basil was equally emphatic: “Why are you rich and that man poor?” he asked. “You make your own things given you to distribute. The coat which you preserve in your wardrobe belongs to the naked; the bread you keep belongs to the hungry. The gold you have hidden in the ground belongs to the needy.”


        The Eastern Church thus had a radical property ethic which was subordinated, however, to the theory that property is a necessary evil, until it emerged again in the sixteenth century as the sectarian property ethic.

      


      
        28 Thomas Aquinas justifies the right of property as follows: “[To possess property] is necessary for human life for three reasons: First, because man is more careful to procure what is for himself alone than that which is common to many or to all; . . . secondly, because human affairs are conducted in a more orderly fashion if each man is charged with taking care of some particular thing himself. . . . Thirdly, a more peaceful state is assured . . . if each man is content with his own.” Summa Theologica, II. ii, q. 66. art. 2.


        St. Thomas declares that “division of possession is not according to natural law but arose from human agreements which belong to positive law; . . . hence ownership of possessions is not contrary to natural law but an addition thereto.” Ibid. The argument follows the thought of Aristotle.

      


      
        29 George O’Brien, An Essay on Medieval Economic Teaching.

      


      
        30 Calvin declared: “Though some seem to enrich themselves by vigilance it is nevertheless God who blesses and cares for them. Though others are rich before they are born and their fathers have acquired great possessions, this is nevertheless not by accident but the providence of God rules over it.” “Sermon on Deut.,” Works, XXVI. 627.

      


      
        31 Works, XXVII. 337.

      


      
        32 From Winstanley’s “Declaration from the Poor Oppressed People.”

      


      
        33 John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, Book II, ch. v, par. 27.

      


      
        34 Ibid., Book II, ch. v, par. 36.

      


      
        35 Ibid., 37.

      


      
        36 Ibid., ch. vii, par. 88.

      


      
        37 The power of the manager is not as great as James Burnham pretends in his The Managerial Revolution. He has nevertheless rendered a service in analyzing the increasing power of the manager in a technical society.

      


      
        38 For a careful analysis of this development see Management in Russian Industry and Agriculture by Gregory Bienstock, Solomon Schwartz and Aaron Yugow. (Oxford Press.)

      


      
        39 As in the Sherman anti-trust laws and in anti-chain store legislation.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER FOUR


    Democratic Toleration and the Groups of the Community


    I


    


    


    CONTRARY TO the belief and expectations of eighteenth-century democrats, a national community is both integrated and divided by many ethnic, cultural, religious and economic groups. Early democratic idealists were too individualistic to appreciate the creative character of these groups or to anticipate the perennial peril of disunity which might arise from them. The founding fathers of America regarded “faction” as an unmitigated evil. The American Constitution was designed to prevent the emergence of the very political parties without which it has become impossible to maintain our democratic processes. Of our early constitutionalists, Madison was realistic enough to recognize the inevitability of factions. But even he tried in every way to circumscribe their development.


    The individualism of the eighteenth century is rather curious in the light of the experience of the seventeenth century. The democracy of England was essentially the achievement of that century. The cause of its emergence was the inability of the nation to solve the problem of cultural diversity on other than democratic terms. With the disintegration of the religious and social unity of the medieval period, the various economic and religious groups expressed each its own characteristic religious and economic convictions with great freedom. Most of them hoped to have their own position prevail within the entire nation; but none were strong enough to achieve this end. Of the religious groups only the Independents and Levellers genuinely believed in religious toleration. The others finally accepted it as the only solution for the variety of religious and cultural movements which had developed and which could not be brought back into the pattern of cultural uniformity.


    Democracy is thus, in one sense, the fruit of a cultural and religious pluralism created by inexorable forces of history. The seventeenth century was in some respects the culmination of a long historical process which began with the first disintegration of the uniformity of the primitive tribe. In primitive life complete uniformity is a necessary prerequisite of communal unity. The more the imagination develops, the more it becomes possible and necessary to allow life to express itself variously within one community. However, the peril of disharmony from such variety is always so great and the pride of a dominant group within any community is so imperious, that some effort is always made to preserve a coerced unity, even after the forces of history have elaborated multifarious forms of culture. The Renaissance and Reformation represent the final emergence of this variety in our western world after centuries of medieval uniformity. The new wine of a humanistic science, of autonomous national cultures and of religious sectarianism could no longer be contained in the old bottles.


    Catholics are fond of defining the Renaissance and Reformation as forces of decadence because they initiated the destruction of the unity of Christendom. The new freedom and variety which they established did indeed threaten the community with, and sometimes actually resulted in, chaos; for chaos is a perennial peril of freedom; but, given a certain level of spiritual maturity, coerced uniformity is more decadent than freedom. Mature cultures must finally face the necessity of achieving communal harmony within the conditions of freedom. The Renaissance and Reformation ushered in a period of creativity rather than decadence; but it must be admitted that western history has been unable to avoid some forms of decadence arising from the new freedom, just as adolescents are not always able to cope with life after emancipation from the restraints of childhood.


    Democratic institutions are the cause, as well as the consequence, of cultural variety and social pluralism. Once freedom is established, economic interests, cultural convictions and ethnic amalgams proliferate in ever greater degree of variety. Traditional communities were ethnically as well as religiously homogeneous. The stability of an agrarian economy held even class forces in a static equilibrium or disbalance. But when the religio-cultural unity was broken all other forces of variety were set in motion and became dynamic. Modern nations are no longer ethnically homogeneous though most of them do have a core of ethnic unity. Furthermore they all must contend with dynamic class forces. Class tensions may, and have, destroyed the very foundations of unity in some modern national communities. Yet the complexities of a technical civilization make it impossible to bring them back into the narrow confines of coerced unity. Democracy must find a way of allowing them to express themselves without destroying the unity and life of the community.


    The profounder significance of Nazism lies in the fact that it sought to re-establish a primitive unity in the community. It did this with a remarkable degree of consistency; for it sought after a tribal homogeneity of race, a cultural unity upon the basis of a tribal religion and an economic unity through the creation of an omnipotent state, powerful enough to suppress all economic freedom. This Nazi effort was profound in the sense that the perils of liberty are sufficient to have made it practically inevitable that some community would try to avoid them in the manner of Nazism. But the effort was also significantly perverse. It is no more possible for a mature and highly elaborated community to return to the unity of its tribal simplicity than for a mature man to escape the perils of maturity by a return to childhood. The fact that primitivism results in perversity and that coerced unity produces sadistic cruelties (in place of the uncoerced unities of genuinely primitive life) is a tremendously valuable lesson for our civilization. It ought to teach us that we must go forward, and cannot go backward, in solving the problems with which higher forms of communal maturity present us.


    The children of darkness in this case set the false universal of the national community against all other particular expressions of vitality; but a genuine universalism must seek to establish harmony without destroying the richness and variety of life. One of the greatest problems of democratic civilization is how to integrate the life of its various subordinate, ethnic, religious and economic groups in the community in such a way that the richness and harmony of the whole community will be enhanced and not destroyed by them.


    II


    It will be well to consider this task of democratic civilization in terms of the three primary types of groups: religious, ethnic and economic, by which the life of the community is both enriched and imperiled. Though religious controversies are not the most fertile sources of conflict in the community today it is well to consider the issue of cultural and religious pluralism first because religious diversity remains potentially the most basic source of conflict. Religious ideas and traditions may not be directly involved in the organization of a community. But they are the ultimate sources of the moral standards from which political principles are derived. In any case both the foundation and the pinnacle of any cultural structure are religious; for any scheme of values is finally determined by the ultimate answer which is given to the ultimate question about the meaning of life. This is true even of ostensibly secular cultures which covertly raise some contingent value of life into the position of the ultimate, and worship it as god. Religio-cultural diversity may prove the most potent source of communal discord because varying answers to the final question about the meaning of life produce conflicting answers on all proximate issues of moral order and political organization. The chasm between Mohammedanism and Hinduism is, for instance, the most serious hazard to the unity and freedom of India. Whenever religious and cultural diversity becomes geographically localized and so marked that interpenetration and mutual contact cease, the peril to the harmony of the community increases.


    There are three primary approaches to the problem of religious and cultural diversity in the western world, the merits of which we ought to weigh in turn. The first is a religious approach (typified particularly by Catholicism) in which an effort is made to overcome religious diversity and restore the original unity of culture. The second is the approach of secularism which attempts to achieve cultural unity through the disavowal of traditional historical religions. The third is again a religious approach, which seeks to maintain religious vitality within the conditions of religious diversity.


    Catholicism frankly accepts religious diversity in a national community only under the compulsion of history. In predominantly Catholic nations it insists on official status. In predominantly secular or Protestant nations it submits to the policy of a free church in a free state but regards this situation as provisional. Its doctrinal position is that the true religion is known and validated, and that it is the business of the state to support the true religion. In the words of Pope Leo XIII: “It is a sin in the state not to have care of religion . . . or out of the many forms of religion to adopt that one which chimes in with the fancy, for we are bound absolutely to worship God in that way which He hath shown to be His will.”40 According to the Catholic doctrine, “no state is justified in supporting error or in according error the same recognition as truth,”41 the truth of course being embodied in the Catholic faith.


    Obviously this position is in conflict with the presuppositions of a free society. Fathers John A. Ryan and Francis J. Boland warn Catholics against the error of denying or obscuring the force of this doctrine in the interest of assuaging the fears of non-Catholic democrats. They think it would be better policy to call attention to the fact that Catholicism does not claim the right to suppress dissident faiths if it happens to have merely a majority in a nation. It must have an overwhelming majority so that the suppression of dissidence will not imperil the public peace. This condition, Ryan and Boland argue, makes the possible application of Catholic policy so remote in a nation in which religious culture has become diversified “that no practical man will let it disturb his equanimity.”42 These Catholic teachers admit, in other words, that the official Catholic policy has become irrelevant to the situation of any modern nation in which religious diversity has become so fully developed that no religious uniformity could be achieved in any predictable future. It is significant, however, that the policy must be maintained despite its irrelevance. This reveals the chasm between the presuppositions of a free society and the inflexible authoritarianism of the Catholic religion.


    Modern secularists, and some Protestants, regard the Catholic position as completely absurd. While it is in basic conflict with a democratic society, the weaknesses of the secular approach to the problem of religious diversity will always give the Catholic answer to the problem some degree of plausibility.


    It is necessary, however, to consider the merits of the secular approach before considering its weaknesses. Modern national communities sometimes favour a secular state, without desiring a secularized community, because they believe that only such a state can prevent one religion from gaining official status. This was the position of Roger Williams, for instance, who was himself a pious sectarian Christian and whose theories of tolerance were, together with those of Thomas Jefferson, most influential in determining American doctrines of religious freedom. Sometimes, as was the case in eighteenth-century France, the secular state was the expression of a secular culture. American theories of religious tolerance stand somewhere between the French theories, which embody the convictions of a secularized culture, and English theories, in which religious freedom is achieved within the presuppositions of a Christian culture. All modern nations have, of course, become increasingly secularized. In America the original pattern was a secular state, favored by a sectarian (highly diversified) Christianity. The present pattern is that of a partially secularized community, favoring religious toleration, partly because it does not regard the religious convictions which create religious differences in the community as significant.


    Pure secularism regards religious loyalties as outmoded forms of culture which will gradually disappear with the general extension of enlightened good-will. It looks forward to the cultural unification of the community upon the basis of a “common faith” embodied in the characteristic credos of bourgeois liberalism.43


    It must be admitted that toleration in religion could probably not have been achieved in any modern democratic society had there not been a considerable decay of traditional religious loyalties. Tolerance is the virtue of people who do not believe anything, said Gilbert Chesterton quite truly. There is an ideal possibility that people may hold ultimate religious convictions with a sufficient degree of humility to live amicably with those who have contradictory convictions. But religious humility is a rarer achievement than religious indifference. For this reason modern democratic toleration was made possible partly because a bourgeois culture had created a spirit of indifference toward the most characteristic affirmations of historic forms of religious faith. It is a question, however, whether the health of a culture can be maintained upon the basis of such a shallow unity.


    The fact is that a theory of democratic toleration which enjoins provisional freedom for all religions in the hope that the bourgeois climate of opinion will gradually dissipate all religious convictions except the secularized bourgeois versions of them, is a typical fruit of the illusions of modern “children of light.” They expect modern society to achieve an essential uniformity through the common convictions of “men of good-will” who have been enlightened by modern liberal education. This belief fails to appreciate the endless variety of cultural and religious convictions, growing out of varying historical situations. It does not understand the perennial power of particularity in human culture. The most pathetic aspect of the bourgeois faith is that it regards its characteristic perspectives and convictions as universally valid and applicable, at the precise moment in history when they are being unmasked as the peculiar convictions of a special class which flourished in a special situation in western society.


    The bourgeois culture which hoped to unify not only western society but ultimately the whole of human culture, expresses itself in two varieties, each of which has its own difficulties in solving the problem of diversity in ultimate religious convictions. In one of its forms bourgeois secularism is itself a covert religion. In the other (and more sophisticated) form it represents a sceptical awareness of the relativity of all perspectives and the finiteness of all human knowledge. In the more naïve form, secularism is a covert religion which believes that it has ultimate answers to life’s ultimate problems. Its profoundest belief is that the historical process is itself redemptive and guarantees both the meaning of life and its fulfillment. It believes, in short, in progress. There is indeed progress in history in the sense that it presents us with continually larger responsibilities and tasks. But modern history is an almost perfect refutation of modern faith in a redemptive history. History is creative but not redemptive. The conquest of nature, in which the bourgeois mind trusted so much, enriches life but also imperils it. The increase in the intensity and extent of social cohesion extends community, but also aggravates social conflict. The bourgeois surrogate for religion is, in other words, a sorry affair.


    Sometimes modern secularism expresses itself in more modest religious terms. It holds that the end of life is the creation of a democratic society. In so far as a part of the meaning of life is created and fulfilled in man’s social relations, this form of the secular faith is at least half true. But it is also half false; because it fails to recognize that man has the capacity and the necessity to transcend every social and political process in which he is involved and to ask ultimate questions about the meaning of life for which there is no answer in the partial fulfillments and frustrations of the historical process. To make a democratic society the end of human existence is a less vicious version of the Nazi creed. It is less vicious because democratic society allows criticism of its life and pretensions. It is thereby prevented from becoming completely idolatrous. The creed is nevertheless dangerous because no society, not even a democratic one, is great enough or good enough to make itself the final end of human existence.


    In its more sophisticated form secularism represents a form of scepticism which is conscious of the relativity of all human perspectives. In this form it stands on the abyss of moral nihilism and threatens the whole of life with a sense of meaninglessness. Thus it creates a spiritual vacuum into which demonic religions easily rush. Continental varieties of secularism have on the whole taken this more sophisticated form; while American secularism has been more naïve and therefore, on the whole, less dangerous. The social and political problems of life have seemed so much more soluble in America that this nation was particularly prone to the illusion of a redemptive history. On the continent of Europe, on the other hand, life was too tragic to allow these sentimentalities to flourish. When therefore the sense of a tragic meaning of life, as expounded in the Christian faith, was dissipated, it gave way to a pure despair. Since no one can live in despair, the primitive and demonic religion of Nazism and extravagant nationalism filled the vacuum. In America the bourgeois mind has not yet faced the ultimate issues, nor been confronted with the inadequacy of its own credos. This is why the secularization of culture still seems an adequate answer in America for both the ultimate questions about the meaning of life and the immediate problem of the unity and harmony of our society.


    There is a religious solution of the problem of religious diversity. This solution makes religious and cultural diversity possible within the presuppositions of a free society, without destroying the religious depth of culture. The solution requires a very high form of religious commitment. It demands that each religion, or each version of a single faith, seek to proclaim its highest insights while yet preserving an humble and contrite recognition of the fact that all actual expressions of religious faith are subject to historical contingency and relativity. Such a recognition creates a spirit of tolerance and makes any religious or cultural movement hesitant to claim official validity for its form of religion or to demand an official monopoly for its cult.


    Religious humility is in perfect accord with the presuppositions of a democratic society. Profound religion must recognize the difference between divine majesty and human creatureliness; between the unconditioned character of the divine and the conditioned character of all human enterprise. According to the Christian faith the pride, which seeks to hide the conditioned and finite character of all human endeavour, is the very quintessence of sin. Religious faith ought therefore to be a constant fount of humility; for it ought to encourage men to moderate their natural pride and to achieve some decent consciousness of the relativity of their own statement of even the most ultimate truth. It ought to teach them that their religion is most certainly true if it recognizes the element of error and sin, of finiteness and contingency which creeps into the statement of even the sublimest truth.


    Historically the highest form of democratic toleration is based upon these very religious insights. The real foundation of Anglo-Saxon toleration lies in the religious experience of seventeenth-century England. In the religious conflicts of the Cromwellian period there were religious fanatics who were anxious to secure religious monopoly for their particular version of the Christian faith. There were also some secularists who hoped for toleration through the decay of religion. But the victory for toleration was really won by various groups of Christians, among which were the Independents and the Levellers, certain types of moderate Anglicans touched with Renaissance-humanistic perspectives, and some individuals in other sectarian groups. Their viewpoint was expressed in John Milton’s Areopagitica and in John Saltmarsh’s Smoke in the Temple. The latter perfectly expresses the religious humility which must form the basis of religious democracy: “Let us,” he declares, “not assume any power of infallibility toward each other . . . for another’s evidence is as dark to me as mine to him . . . till the Lord enlighten us both for discerning alike.”


    The achievement of communal harmony on the basis of secularism means the sacrifice of religious profundity as the price of a tolerable communal accord. It is a dangerous sacrifice; but it would be well for religious devotees who criticize secularism to recognize that it has sometimes been a necessary one. The fanaticism of the various religions and various versions of the same religion frequently made no other solution in the modern democratic state possible.


    In Britain the heritage of the seventeenth century has been sufficiently vital to make it possible for that nation to attain religious liberty without secularizing its culture in the same degree as has been the case in France and America. In this achievement Britain also was favoured by the fact that religious diversity was not quite as marked as in the other nations. But the basic religious homogeneity of Britain, expressed in the dominant Presbyterian version of the Christian faith in Scotland and in Anglicanism in England, also tempts the dominant groups to some unofficial forms of pretension which are absent in America.


    Religious toleration through religiously inspired humility and charity is always a difficult achievement. It requires that religious convictions be sincerely and devoutly held while yet the sinful and finite corruptions of these convictions be humbly acknowledged; and the actual fruits of other faiths be generously estimated. Whenever the religious groups of a community are incapable of such humility and charity the national community will be forced to save its unity through either secularism or authoritarianism.


    III


    Modern nations have become increasingly heterogeneous ethnically despite the fact that all nations do have a core of ethnic homogeneity. Ethnic pluralism is particularly marked in American life because we have been peopled by the nations of Europe. The fact that, in the wide expanse of American life, racial self-consciousness tended to disintegrate and that the American “melting-pot” actually reduced ethnic groups, which remained in conflict in Europe, to a common amalgam, has accentuated the characteristic universalistic illusions of liberal “children of light.” We have regarded racial prejudices as vestiges of barbarism, which an enlightened education was in the process of overcoming. We were certain, in any event, that racial amalgamation would take place in our nation and were inclined to draw from this fact the most ambitious universalistic conclusions; we thought modern history might be a process of a global assimilation of the races. Our anthropologists rightly insisted that there were no biological roots of inequality between races; and they wrongly drew the conclusion from this fact that racial prejudice is a form of ignorance which could be progressively dispelled by enlightenment.


    Racial prejudice is indeed a form of irrationality; but it is not as capricious as modern universalists assume. Racial prejudice, the contempt of the other group, is an inevitable concomitant of racial pride; and racial pride is an inevitable concomitant of the ethnic will to live. Wherever life becomes collectively integrated it generates a collective, as well as an individual, survival impulse. But, as previously observed in dealing with individual life, human life is never content with mere physical survival. There are spiritual elements in every human survival impulse; and the corruption of these elements is pride and the will-to-power. This corruption is deeper and more universal than is understood in our liberal culture. Recently an astute war correspondent, in reporting on the life of American soldiers in Africa, spoke of the amazement of the average American soldier over the inability of the natives to understand English and his anger when they refused to understand even when he spoke louder. The natural inclination to regard a foreign language as gibberish and to enforce understanding of our own language by raising our voices is a pathetic and true expression of man’s incapacity to comprehend his own finiteness and to achieve full consciousness of the particular and unique quality of his own modes of life. This is the root of his pride; of his tendency to make his own standards the final norms of existence and to judge others for failure to conform to them.


    This irrationality presents a perpetual hazard to group relations and makes frictions between groups an inevitable concomitant of group existence. Even while American liberalism anticipated a frictionless harmony of ethnic groups and their eventual assimilation in one racial unity, public pressure prompted legislation which gave preference to north-European groups in our policy of immigration, thereby proving that our real convictions, in distinction from our pretensions, were that the American amalgam should not contain too high a proportion of Latin or Slav ingredients.


    In even more serious conflict with our avowed pretensions is our attitude toward the Negroes. The real crime of any minority group is that it diverges from the dominant type; most of the accusations levelled at these groups are rationalizations of the prejudice aroused by this divergence. The particular crime of the Negroes is that they diverge too obviously from type. They are black. They have their own characteristic virtues and weaknesses as all ethnic groups have; but racial prejudice makes it impossible for the majority to give generous recognition of virtues and attainments (the artistic gifts of the Negroes for instance) or to discount the frailties of the minority as either weaknesses which are very similar to those of the dominant group or as being different in kind and not in degree from those of the majority.


    The case of the Jews presents an equally difficult problem for modern democratic society. It must be admitted that bourgeois liberalism did emancipate Jewish life from the restraints of the medieval ghetto. By creating an impersonal society in which money and credit relations became more important than organic ties it laid the foundations for ethnic pluralism. But the hope that the liberties derived from this situation would be infinitely extensible has proved to be mistaken. While fascist mania and fury have aggravated Anti-Semitism and while some of the noxious fruits of race prejudice which have recently been harvested in the democratic world must be attributed to seeds scattered by the Nazis, we should be blind to attribute this evil altogether to this one specific cause. The Nazis have accentuated but they did not create racial pride. The ideals of democracy do contradict this pride; but it is an illusion of idealistic children of light to imagine that we can destroy evil merely by avowing ideals. The ideal of racial brotherhood is the “law of God” in which we delight “after the inward man”; but racial arrogance is “the law in our members which wars against the law that is in our mind.”


    Racial bigots bring all kinds of charges against the Jewish minority; but these charges are rationalizations of a profounder prejudice. The real sin of the Jews is twofold. They are first of all a nation scattered among the nations; and therefore they cannot afford to become completely assimilated within the nations; for that would mean the sacrifice of their ethnic existence. Secondly, they are a group which affronts us by diverging doubly from the dominant type, both ethnically and culturally. It is idle to speculate on whether the primary source of Anti-Semitism is racial or religious; for the power of the prejudice is derived from the double divergence. If the Jews were only a religious and not an ethnic group, as some of them claim to be, they would arouse some prejudice by their cultural uniqueness. If they were only a unique ethnic group with the same religion as the majority they would also arouse prejudice. But in either case the prejudice would be more moderate. They are actually an ethnic group with a universalistic religious faith which transcends the values of a single people but which they are forced to use as an instrument of survival in an alien world.


    There is no simple solution for a problem of such complexity. No democratic society can afford to capitulate to the pride of dominant groups. The final end of such appeasement is the primitivistic homogeneity of Nazism. On the other hand it is foolish to regard race pride as a mere vestige of barbarism when it is in fact a perpetual source of conflict in human life.


    A democratic society must use every stratagem of education and every resource of religion to generate appreciation of the virtues and good intentions of minority groups, which diverge from the type of the majority, and to prompt humility and charity in the life of the majority. It must seek to establish contacts between the groups and prevent the aggravation of prejudice through segregation. It must uncover the peculiar hazards to right judgment which reveal themselves in inter-group relations. A democratic society must, in other words, seek proximate solutions for this problem in indeterminate creative ventures. But the solutions will be more, rather than less, creative if democratic idealists understand the depth of the problem with which they are dealing.


    Without this understanding the humility necessary for the achievement of democratic good-will is lacking. The foolish children of light are always seeking to mitigate race prejudice merely by championing the minority groups and by seeking to prove that they are not as bad as their detractors claim them to be. This procedure preserves the proud illusion of the majority that its “mind” is the final bar of judgment before which all nations and peoples must be brought. It would be more helpful if we began with the truer assumption that there is no unprejudiced mind and no judgment which is not, at least partially, corrupted by pride. The assumption must include the mind and the judgment of the pure idealists who imagine themselves emancipated of all prejudice but frequently manage to express a covert prejudice in their benevolent condescension.


    Upon the basis of such a presupposition we could work indeterminately on many proximate solutions for the problem of ethnic pluralism. Our knowledge that there is no complete solution for the problem would save us from resting in some proximate solution under the illusion that it is an ultimate one.


    IV


    We have considered some aspects of the class struggle in modern society in our analysis of the conflicting attitudes toward property held by the middle and the industrial classes. The classes of modern industrial society are more complex and dynamic than those of the older agrarian order. The interests of various classes are not as completely contradictory to each other as is assumed in Marxism, nor can the classes be as easily reduced to two opposing classes as Marxism believes. The agrarian groups in an industrial society are neither capitalists nor proletarians; and it is both idle and dangerous to force them to choose between these two class positions. The middle class is moreover endlessly proliferated. A small group at the top is undoubtedly primarily governed in its political and economic attitudes by its possession of economic power. There is also a group of managers who wield power through the expertness of their manipulation of economic process without possessing any great power of ownership. There is furthermore a professional class which has a position of relative detachment from the ideological struggles between owners and workers. And finally there is a lower middle class of small tradesmen and clerks, which is much larger and much more stubborn in maintaining itself than Marxism thought possible. It is on the whole a politically incompetent class; yet fascist demagogues have been able to weld the fears and resentments of this class into a positive and demonic political force.


    Furthermore the classes of industrial workers easily become divided into the skilled and the unskilled or the employed and the unemployed. In America the former division has produced the schism between the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organization, the former of which expresses conservative political attitudes, including a touching devotion to “free enterprise,” which gives its pronouncements a tone, strikingly similar to the statements of the National Association of Manufacturers.


    Yet the Marxist picture of a class struggle between the propertied and the propertyless is partly true to the realities; for the most dynamic and sharply defined class forces are those whose attitudes are determined by the possession or lack of property. But the picture is also partly false; for it does not do justice to the endless complexity and the comparative fluidity of the class structure in a democracy.


    The multifarious character of the class structure in modern industrial communities is a very considerable resource for the continued health of the democratic state. The various classes which hold a mediating position between the two extremes prevent the class conflict from assuming absolutely critical proportions. Thus the healthier modern democracies have used the political power, derived from the right of suffrage held by the poor, to circumscribe the economic power of the propertied classes. On the other hand the complexity of the class structure may also produce a confusion of forces which may immobilize the government which finds itself at the center of a vortex of class forces, no group having sufficient power to move in a positive direction and all of them having enough power to prevent positive action. This was, in a sense, the situation which destroyed parliamentary government in Germany.


    Democracy may thus be destroyed by a confusion of class forces as well as by a civil war in which the extreme classes are pitted against each other and draw the mediating classes into their orbits. The ideal possibility is that the debate between classes should issue, not in an impasse which makes progressive justice impossible, but that it should gradually shift the political institutions of the community to conform to changing economic needs and unchanging demands for a higher justice.


    It is not at all certain that any modern democracy, not yet destroyed by class conflict, as Germany and France were destroyed, will be able to achieve the two prerequisites for growth and development within terms of freedom. The one requirement is that there be some equilibrium between class forces; and the other is that the equilibrium should not become static but be subject to the shifts of power which conform to the development of the economic and social situation.


    These two requirements can be fulfilled only if the proponents of various political theories have some decent and humble recognition of the fact that their theories are always partly the rationalization of their interests. A conservative class which makes “free enterprise” the final good of the community, and a radical class which mistakes some proximate solution of the economic problem for the ultimate solution of every issue of life, are equally perilous to the peace of the community and to the preservation of democracy. It is a tragic fact that the civil war which threatens democratic communities, has been created by two schools of foolish children of light, each of which failed to recognize the corruption of particular interest in ostensibly universal social ideals. Bourgeois liberalism was on the whole completely unconscious of the corruption of its own class interest and fondly imagined its perspectives to be ultimate. Marxism understood the class corruption in bourgeois perspectives; but its theory of ideology was not profound enough to reveal the fact that the industrial worker had his own peculiar and unique approach to the social issues, which would not appeal to other groups (the agrarian for instance) as final and true. This error lies at the basis of the Marxist fanaticism and absolutism and imperils the democratic process.


    The debate between those who see the necessity of freedom and those who desire more social control in the community is not a merely ideological conflict and the opposing protagonists are not merely rationalizing their class interests. The issue is a real one; and that means that the two positions are not equally false or equally true. Since freedom and community are partially contradictory and partially complementary values in human life, there is, however, no perfect solution for the relation of the two values to each other. This means that the debate on how much or how little the economic process should be brought under political control is a never-ending one.


    On the other hand there is always an “ideological” element in the debate. Those who have great power and would like to preserve it, desire a social situation in which “individual initiative” will be preserved. Those on the other hand who are particularly exposed to the perils of a highly interdependent industrial process and who periodically become victims of its dislocations and maladjustments, naturally desire “social security” as the primary goal of the community.


    It is interesting to observe that the preservation of democratic mutuality between class groups finally depends upon the same quality of religious humility which is a prerequisite of ethnic and cultural pluralism in a democracy. Religious idealists usually insist that the primary contribution of religion to democratic life is the cultivation of a moral idealism which inculcates concern for the other rather than the self. But this is only part of the contribution which a profound religion can make. Consistent egotists would, of course, wreck any democratic process; for it requires some decent consideration of the needs of others. But some of the greatest perils to democracy arise from the fanaticism of moral idealists who are not conscious of the corruption of self-interest in their professed ideals. Democracy therefore requires something more than a religious devotion to moral ideals. It requires religious humility. Every absolute devotion to relative political ends (and all political ends are relative) is a threat to communal peace. But religious humility is no simple moral or political achievement. It springs only from the depth of a religion which confronts the individual with a more ultimate majesty and purity than all human majesties and values, and persuades him to confess: “Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God.”


    The real point of contact between democracy and profound religion is in the spirit of humility which democracy requires and which must be one of the fruits of religion. Democratic life requires a spirit of tolerant cooperation between individuals and groups which can be achieved by neither moral cynics, who know no law beyond their own interest, nor by moral idealists, who acknowledge such a law but are unconscious of the corruption which insinuates itself into the statement of it by even the most disinterested idealists. Democracy may be challenged from without by the force of barbarism and the creed of cynicism. But its internal peril lies in the conflict of various schools and classes of idealists, who profess different ideals but exhibit a common conviction that their own ideals are perfect.
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    CHAPTER FIVE


    The World Community


    I


    


    


    THE ORGANIZATION of, and the achievement of peace and justice in, the community have been considered up to this point with the understanding that the national community was usually under consideration, but that the social problem of mankind transcended the national community, though the nation has been for some centuries the only effective organ of social cohesion and cooperation. Beyond the national (and in a few cases the imperial) community lies international chaos, slightly qualified by minimal forms of international cooperation.


    The problem of overcoming this chaos and of extending the principle of community to worldwide terms has become the most urgent of all the issues which face our epoch. The crisis of our age is undoubtedly due primarily to the fact that the requirements of a technical civilization have outrun the limited order which national communities have achieved, while the resources of our civilization have not been adequate for the creation of political instruments of order, wide enough to meet these requirements.


    The special urgency under which we stand in dealing with the problem of the world community has been occasioned by the convergence of two forces of universality, one very old and one very new. For the first time in human history the communal order, which rests upon, and is limited by, forces of national particularity, stands under a double challenge. The old force of universality which challenges nationalistic particularism is the sense of universal moral obligation, transcending the geographic and other limits of historic communities. The new force of universality is the global interdependence of nations, achieved by a technical civilization.


    The older form of moral universalism is the fruit of high religions and philosophies which supplanted tribal and imperial religions some two to three thousand years ago. Primitive society felt no strong sense of obligation to life outside of the tribal community, which was held together and limited by the principle of consanguinity. The early empires were achievements of human freedom over the limits of nature in the sense that they extended the boundaries of effective community beyond the limited force of consanguinity. They were artifacts of the human imagination in which the soldier’s skill and the priest’s manipulation of religious loyalties achieved a wider community than merely natural impulses could have held together. But these imperial communities were informed by a culture which culminated in an imperial religion, unable to envisage a universal history or to comprehend the totality of human existence in its universe of meaning.


    The first religious apprehension of a universal and unlimited moral obligation was achieved in prophetic monotheism, which had its inception in the prophet Amos’ conception of a universal history, over which the God of Israel presided as sovereign but of which the history of Israel was not the center and end. Amos thought of the “Holy One of Israel” as a transcendent God who would both use and reject the special mission of Israel in his universal designs and who could taunt his own people with the words, “Are ye not as children of the Ethiopians unto me?” The religion of Persia culminated in a Zoroastrian universalism, possibly at an earlier, but probably at a later, date. Hebraic prophetism gave rise to an apocalyptic movement in which nationalistic and universalistic motifs were at war with each other; and Christian universalism was born in the atmosphere of this apocalyptic movement, proclaiming to the world that, “In Christ there is neither Jew nor Greek.” In western culture Stoic universalism was added to, and became absorbed in, a universal religion which had its first rise in prophetic monotheism. Even Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy, though strongly infected with Greek parochialism, contained universalistic overtones, which made their contribution to the new universalism of western culture.


    In China the very slight universalistic overtones in the thought of Confucius were extended by Mencius and others; and were transcended in Laotze’s mystic universalism. In India the nationally bound religion of Hinduism was the soil out of which the universally valid Buddhistic scheme of salvation sprang. While the religions of the east were generally too mystic and otherworldly to give historic potency to universal ideals, their emerging universal perspectives must be counted as added evidence of the fact that there has been a general development in human culture toward the culmination of religions and philosophies in which the meaning of life and its obligations were interpreted above and beyond the limits of any particular community.


    In the more than two millennia between the rise of universalistic philosophies and religions and the present day, nations and empires have risen and fallen, and national and imperial cultures have competed, and been compounded, with one another in great profusion. But it seemed a fixed principle of history that the effective human community should be much smaller than the universal community which was implied in any rigorous analysis of man’s obligation to his fellowmen. In this whole long period of history the national and imperial communities, which gave effective social cohesion to human life, drew a considerable part of their force of cohesion from the power of particularity. Geographic boundary, ethnic homogeneity and some common experience and tradition were the primary bases of their unity.


    This state of affairs lasted so long that it seemed to be an immutable fact of history. It seemed to prove that men might achieve sufficient freedom from natural limitations to envisage a universal community, but not sufficient freedom to create it. There seemed no final limit to the size which communities might achieve, except the one limit that they could not embody the entire community of mankind.


    So matters stood until a technical civilization, developed during the past century, introduced a new force of universality into history. Its instruments of production, transport and communication reduced the space-time dimensions of the world to a fraction of their previous size and led to a phenomenal increase in the interdependence of all national communities. This new technical interdependence created a potential world community because it established complex interrelations which could be ordered only by a wider community than now exists.


    A technical civilization added a natural force of universality to the previously existing moral force. Technical instruments for the conquest of space and time are not natural forces in the same sense as are the limits of geography which they have overcome. They are in fact high achievements of man’s ingenuity. But they belong to a quasi-natural realm, not only because they are primarily extensions of man’s physical capacities but also because they were not consciously intended to create the universal interdependence which they have in fact achieved. They did increase the power of human hands, feet, eyes and ears to such a degree that all historical processes were given a new dimension. But the moral and social situation which develops from the extension of technics is a by-product and not the conscious end of these inventions.


    The development of technics thus confronted our epoch with a new situation. The political institutions of national particularity were no longer challenged merely from above but also from below. From above they felt the impact of the sense of universal moral obligation and from below they were under pressure from the new technical-natural fact of a global economy.


    The convergence of two forces of universality, one moral and the other technical, creates such a powerful impetus toward the establishment of a world community that the children of light regard it as a practically inevitable achievement. As always, they underestimate the power of particular forces in history. It is significant that a potential world community announces itself to history by the extension of conflict between nations to global proportions. Two world wars in one generation prove that the logic of history has less power over the recalcitrance of human wills than the children of light assume.


    The pride of nations is not easily brought under the dominion of the universal principle, even when the latter is doubly armed. One reason why this is so is that some of the armament of universality is appropriated by egoistic forces in history. The same technical situation which makes a universal community ultimately imperative, also arms particular nations, empires and centers of power with the instruments which make the unification of the world through imperialistic domination seem plausible, if not actually possible. The Nazi effort to unify the world under the dominion of a master race came close enough to success to prove how easily universal forces in history may be appropriated and corrupted for egoistic ends. Long before a genuine universal community can be established mankind must go through a period in which corrupt forms of universalism must be defeated.


    The battle for a stable world order is not even won when dynamic forms of imperialism are finally defeated. We shall find in the next decades, and perhaps centuries, that the pride of the great victorious powers will present a less dynamic, but yet a potent, peril to the achievement of world community. The great civilized nations are sufficiently children of light to refrain from efforts at the tyrannical unification of the world. But each of the great powers has sufficient strength to be tempted by the hope that it may establish its own security without too much concern for the security of others and without binding commitments to the common interests of all nations.


    This negative form of national egotism, most simply defined as isolationism, will remain a temptation for the great powers for some time to come, however incompatible it may be with the ultimate necessities of the world community. It has at least one element in common with the more dynamic and demonic form of imperialism which mankind has overcome at great cost. It also represents a compound of universalistic and egoistic elements in history; for the great nations which have achieved the strength to indulge in the illusory hope of security by their own power, have their strength by reason of a process of centralization of power in a technical society. Technical processes have accentuated the principle that “to him who hath, shall be given.” It operates in international relations, no less than in the economic life of nations.


    The fact that the instruments of universality can be temporarily borrowed by the forces of particularity makes the final struggle between particular and universal forces in history a much more tragic chapter of history than the children of light are able to realize. We may live for quite a long time in a period of history in which a potential world community, failing to become actual, will give rise to global, rather than limited, conditions of international anarchy and in which the technics of civilization will be used to aggravate the fury of conflict.


    II


    During the whole past century, and more particularly since the First World War, our liberal children of light have spawned innumerable plans for world order, all of which were characterized by the typical illusions of simple universalists. They were all based upon the assumption that the logic which inheres in the universal character of the moral imperative and in the global interdependence of a technical civilization would naturally and inevitably bring the political institutions of mankind into conformity with it. They all underestimated the power of particular and limited vitalities in human history. They failed to understand the persistence and power of the pride of nations or to comprehend the inertial force of traditional loyalties.


    The children of light in our era might be divided into two schools, one more naïve and the other a little more sophisticated. The more naïve school of universalists believes that it would be sufficient to embody a moral imperative into a universally accepted law. They conceive human history, not as a vast realm of vitalities in which ideas and ideals are the instruments of conflict as well as tools for composing it; but rather as a realm of ideas in which ultimate ideals are bound to bring warring vitalities under their dominion. They imagine that nations insist upon absolute sovereignty only because we have had a “natural law” which justified such sovereignty; and that therefore a new definition of international law, which denied the principle of the absolute sovereignty of nations, would serve to annul the fact.44 They think that we lack an international government only because no one has conceived a proper blueprint of it. Therefore they produce such blueprints in great profusion. These pure constitutionalists have a touching faith in the power of a formula over the raw stuff of human history.


    The school of more naïve idealists, however, is not sufficiently numerous to warrant much attention. Far more numerous is a school of more sophisticated idealists who recognize that power is required in the organization of all human communities. They would therefore create an international authority, associate an international court with the authority, and provide it with an international police force so that it would have power to enforce its decisions. With these constitutional instruments they would be ready to overcome international anarchy and solve all problems of the world community of nations. These idealists know that force must provide sanctions for law; but they do not understand the complex and various elements which compose the authority for which force is an instrument and only an instrument. They also have a too neat view of the organic processes of history by which communities coalesce and communal authorities are established. They estimate the problem of building communities in purely constitutional terms because they do not recognize or understand the vital social processes which underlie constitutional forms and of which these forms are only instruments and symbols.45


    While a single sovereignty may be the final and indispensable instrument of a common community, it is not possible to achieve unity by the power of government alone. Government may be the head of the body, which without a single head could not be, or become, a single body; but it is not possible for a head to create a body. The communities of the world, imperial and national, which have achieved a high degree of integration, all have had some core of ethnic homogeneity, though various and heterogeneous elements may be on the periphery. They have also been bound together by particular and unique cultural forces and by the power of a common tradition and of common experiences. The authority of the government in such communities is not infrequently derived from the same history from which the community derived its unity. The prestige of the House of Orange in Holland, for instance, is intimately related to the history of the Dutch emancipation from Spain. Not infrequently the source of unity in a national community, the root of its collective self-consciousness, is provided by the experience of facing a common foe. This experience of arriving at communal self-consciousness through encounter with an enemy is a particularly significant symbol of the rôle which particularity plays in establishing national communities. Geographic limitation, ethnic and cultural uniqueness distinguishing this from other communities, and a common history, usually embodying comradeship in meeting a common foe, all contribute to the cohesion of communities. Governments develop to express and to perfect the unity thus achieved, but they do not create what they must presuppose.


    America has produced so many pure constitutionalists in international political theory partly because American history encourages the illusion that the nation was created purely by constitutional fiat and compact. This is an illusion because the constitution was the end and not the beginning of an historical process which began with a common conflict against an imperial overlord. In this conflict the separate colonial entities gradually coalesced into a single community. In its course a military leader emerged, in the person of Washington, whose prestige was of immeasurable importance as a rallying point for a united nation. Most modern nations do not have as clear a constitutional beginning as the United States. It is therefore the more significant that even in the history of the United States the real beginning is more organic and less constitutional than is usually assumed.


    It cannot be denied that modern nations and empires have been able to extend their dominion and to include within their original community many and various other communities which do not have obvious affinities with the original basis of unity. This policy is not always successful. In the case of Great Britain, Scotland and Wales could be amalgamated into a wider unity but Ireland could not. But even when it is successful, idealists are wrong in assuming that this process is infinitely extensible until the government of the world is finally achieved. They do not see that the power of some particular, limited and unique historical vitality and experience creates the original core of community and the original prestige and authority of its government; and that even in its most complex elaborations an advanced community continues to depend partly upon this power for its cohesion and for the authority of its government.


    This is why the transition from a particular to a universal community is a more difficult step than is usually assumed. It is a step different not merely in degree from those which have marked the development of larger and larger communities in the history of mankind. It is different in kind. It is in fact so completely different that we cannot be certain that it is a step within the possibilities of history. If it is within the possibilities, only desperate necessity makes it so. Yet we may be sure that ages of tragic history will be required to achieve what is so impossible and yet so necessary.


    It may be regarded as axiomatic that the less a community is held together by cohesive forces in the texture of its life the more must it be held together by power. This fact leads to the dismal conclusion that the international community lacking these inner cohesive forces, must find its first unity through coercive force to a larger degree than is compatible with the necessities of justice. Order will have to be purchased at the price of justice; though it is quite obvious that if too much justice is sacrificed to the necessities of order, the order will prove too vexatious to last. For a long time to come the international community will have few elements of inner cohesion, or benefit from the unity of a common culture or tradition. It will possess only two minimal forces of cohesion: a common overtone of universality in its moral ideals, and the fear of anarchy. The fear of anarchy will undoubtedly be the more potent of these two; but this fear is certainly not as powerful as the fear of a common and concrete foe.


    However, it may be idle to estimate the perils of world unity through preponderant power when we face another and previous issue, which the purer constitutionalists have not fully considered. Most plans for a constitutional world order, presented by the children of light, assume that it would be a fairly easy achievement for nations to abridge their sovereignty in favour of a new international authority. They think in terms of a possible world constitutional convention which would set up the authority and would then call upon the nations to subordinate their interests to this new sovereignty. This hope is a projection of the “social contract” theory of government, characteristic of bourgeois thought, to the scale of the world community. We have previously considered the error of excessive voluntarism which underlies this theory. This voluntarism attributes too much power to the human will, particularly to the collective will of men. It fails to understand the pertinence of the Pauline confession: “For to will is present with me; but how to perform that which is good I find not.”46


    The history of the past decade is a sad but irrefutable proof of the truth of this confession, particularly as applied to the motives and actions of nations. For all civilized nations had a stronger desire to come to the aid of stricken peoples than they had power to act upon that desire. This “defect of the will” stands between the conviction of nations that they ought to abridge their sovereignty and their capacity to do what they ought by a clear act of renunciation. Every impulse of national pride intervenes to prevent the desired, or at least desirable, action.47


    The inability of nations to renounce their power or qualify their freedom by explicit act means that the processes of history toward unity are more tortuous than is envisaged in pure constitutional theory. At the present moment the smaller nations are being subjected to the abridgement of sovereignty by the forces of history which centralize effective power in the hands of the great nations. But this development accentuates, rather than weakens, the power of the great nations. The international politics of the coming decades will be dominated by great powers who will be able to prevent recalcitrance among the smaller nations, but who will have difficulty in keeping peace between each other because they will not have any authority above their own powerful enough to bend or deflect their wills. Furthermore they will be powerful enough to create systems of unilateral security, which will not be adequate for the preservation of peace, but will seem adequate for their own protection.


    Whatever unity may be achieved in the coming decades must be attained by the coalescence of power and the development of a core of international community among the great powers. In so far as their common efforts in a world struggle have led to the implicit abridgement of sovereignty, a world alliance which wins a global war may be regarded as the potential center of a world community. But it is not certain that this potential center will be actualized after the war is over. The abridgements of sovereignty implicit in the mutual accords, achieved under the necessities of war and for the purpose of defeating a common foe, are not lasting, in so far as the fear of the common foe has been the primary motive of the mutual accord. No doubt there is a general appreciation among the great powers of the peril of international anarchy; and this appreciation may serve to preserve war-time accords. But since the fear of anarchy is less potent than the fear of a concrete foe, the general tendency will be for war-time accords to be weakened rather than strengthened. The possibility of a merger of sovereignties between the great powers into a single center of authority must certainly be regarded as very remote. When it is remembered that many modern and ancient nations (including England and Russia) achieved national unity only because a foreign conqueror superimposed the initial core of unity, it will be seen that a more historical and organic development toward world unity is almost as difficult as a purely constitutional one. For there is not one center of power and community in the world, great and good enough to superimpose the first pattern of unity upon the diverse and competing national forces. There are three or four great centers, which will not find it easy to reach a strong accord with each other. If they should fail, their failure would result in further world conflict in which the units of conflict would be even greater and more sharply defined.


    III


    All these difficulties are sufficiently apparent to prompt the emergence of realistical as well as idealistic interpretations of the global task which faces our age. While America has produced more idealistic plans for world order than realistic ones, the realistic approach has also been attempted in both Britain and America. It is indicative of the spiritual problem of mankind that these realistic approaches are often as close to the abyss of cynicism as the idealistic approaches are to the fog of sentimentality.


    The realistic school of international thought believes that world politics cannot rise higher than the balance-of-power principle. The balance-of-power theory of world politics,48 seeing no possibility of a genuine unity of the nations, seeks to construct the most adequate possible mechanism for equilibrating power on a world scale. Such a policy, which holds all factors in the world situation in the most perfect possible equipoise, can undoubtedly mitigate anarchy. A balance of power is in fact a kind of managed anarchy. But it is a system in which anarchy invariably overcomes the management in the end. Despite its defects the policy of the balance of power is not as iniquitous as idealists would have us believe. For even the most perfectly organized society must seek for a decent equilibrium of the vitalities and forces under its organization. If this is not done, strong disproportions of power develop; and wherever power is inordinate, injustice results. But an equilibrium of power without the organizing and equilibrating force of government, is potential anarchy which becomes actual anarchy in the long run.


    The balance-of-power system may, despite its defects, become the actual consequence of present policies. The peace of the world may be maintained perilously and tentatively, for some decades, by an uneasy equilibrium between the three great powers, America, Russia and Britain. Field Marshal Smuts’ suggestion that Britain must strengthen its position by the inclusion of friendly continental nations into the British Commonwealth of Nations, presupposes such a development and naturally seeks to strengthen the British position so that it will be more equally balanced with the potentially more powerful American and Russian allies.


    While a balance between the great powers may be the actual consequence of present policies, it is quite easy to foreshadow the doom of such a system. No participant in a balance is ever quite satisfied with its own position. Every center of power will seek to improve its position: and every such effort will be regarded by the others as an attempt to disturb the equilibrium. There is sufficient mistrust between the great nations, even while they are still locked in the intimate embrace of a great common effort, to make it quite certain that a mere equilibrium between them will not suffice to preserve the peace.


    Thus a purely realistic approach to the problem of world community offers as little hope of escape from anarchy as a purely idealistic one. Clearly it has become necessary for the children of light to borrow some of the wisdom of the children of darkness; and yet be careful not to borrow too much. Pure idealists underestimate the perennial power of particular and parochial loyalties, operating as a counter force against the achievement of a wider community. But the realists are usually so impressed by the power of these perennial forces that they fail to recognize the novel and unique elements in a revolutionary world situation. The idealists erroneously imagine that a new situation automatically generates the resources for the solution of its problem. The realists erroneously discount the destructive, as well as the creative, power of a revolutionary situation. A catastrophic period of history may not create all the resources required for the solution of its problems; but it does finally destroy some false solutions and some of the inertial obstacles to advance. A view more sober than that of either idealists or realists must persuade us that,


    “If hopes are dupes,


    Fears may be liars.”


    IV


    A sober approach to the world situation must begin with the assumption that the initial basis of unity for the world must be laid in a stable accord between the great powers. It may not be possible to achieve such an accord. Even if achieved it will probably be qualified by regional arrangements. A policy of unilateral security for each great power may be artfully compounded with a wider system of mutual security. We shall probably not know for some years to come whether an agreement between the great powers represents a genuine system of mutual security or whether it is merely a façade for a policy of partitioning the world into spheres of influence. Subsequent events, rather than present policies, may determine the final outcome.


    It is at any rate quite clear that only the preponderant power of the great nations can be an adequate core of authority for a minimal world order. The vitalities of the world community are too diverse, the cultural and ethnic forces too heterogeneous and the elements of common tradition and experience too minimal to allow us to dispense with the policy of establishing preponderant collective power as the initial basis of world order.


    A mere alliance of great nations would of course degenerate into an insufferable imperialism. A political realism which advocated such a policy, without immediately considering what kind of checks could be placed upon the central core of power, would represent a too complete appropriation of the wisdom of the children of darkness; and would result in works of darkness. The actual situation is that the first task of a community is to subdue chaos and create order; but the second task is equally important and must be implicated in the first. That task is to prevent the power, by which initial unity is achieved, from becoming tyrannical.


    Justice is introduced into a field of order if the organizing power is placed under both moral and constitutional checks. Neither type of restraint is easily placed upon the inchoate world government of an alliance of great powers. Yet both are not completely outside the realm of historical possibility.


    The possibility of placing constitutional checks upon the power of the great nations, who must furnish the core of the world community, lies in the fact that they will find it impossible to reach a stable accord with each other if they do not embody plans for the organization of the world into their agreements. The continents, particularly Europe and Asia, lie between them. The sovereignties of these continents are mutilated and the economic life is in chaos. Continued chaos in these continents would sow discord between the great nations; for it would tempt each great power to attempt the extension of its influence. Only mutual agreement will make a broad restoration possible. But such agreements must draw the smaller powers into the instruments of agreement. The world which lies between the great powers is too complex to make a simple partnership between them possible. Only careful plans, reaching beyond the immediate interests of the great nations, and inevitably drawing the smaller nations into the partnership, will suffice. But such plans will inevitably arm the smaller powers with constitutional instruments for the protection of their rights and the assertion of such power as they possess. Thus constitutional principles will inevitably be brought into the more organic processes of history and become integral to them.


    We cannot assume that considerations of justice alone would persuade the great powers to allow constitutional restraints upon their authority to develop. Nations, particularly great nations, are usually too proud to understand that their power might be a peril to other nations. The real hope for the development of a system of at least quasi-constitutional restraints upon the power of the great nations lies in the fact that they cannot approach the issues between each other without dealing with the whole field of international life in which their power has become preponderant; and they cannot solve these issues without drawing the smaller powers into their agreements.


    Chaos in either Europe or Asia would tempt the great powers to ultimate conflict because each power would seek to organize the chaos, partly out of fear that, if it should fail to do so, one of the other powers would increase its prestige by such organization. Even an agreement between the powers to divide the world into spheres of influence, in which each would be left alone to organize the realm most contiguous to it, would only mitigate mutual suspicion and only slightly delay ultimate conflict; for no delimitation of spheres of influence will cover all areas of the continents or give tolerable health to their economic and political life.


    Despite these perils, it is, of course, possible that the great nations will fail to arrive at significant agreements and that their failure will be signalized by the partitioning of the continents. In that case the world would face the peril of anarchy once more rather than the peril of super-imperialism. But the evils of the policy of partitioning the world are so obvious, that we have some right to hope that a rigorous effort will be made to achieve a more basic and lasting accord. The best hope of justice lies in the fact that a stable order is not possible without introducing instruments of justice into the agreements which are to provide for order.


    The experience of Abraham Lincoln in dealing with national issues might well instruct us on the relative importance of order and justice in international politics. Facing civil conflict within the nation Lincoln declared: “My primary purpose is to save the union.” Analogously our primary purpose must be to create a union. It was significant, however, that though Lincoln was prepared to save the union “half slave and half free” it soon became apparent that this could not be done. The union could be saved only by abolishing slavery. This is a nice symbol of the fact that order precedes justice in the strategy of government; but that only an order which implicates justice can achieve a stable peace. An unjust order quickly invites the resentment and rebellion which lead to its undoing.


    V


    While political strategies deal with outer and social checks upon the egoism of men and of nations and while no individual or collective expression of human vitality is ever moral enough to obviate the necessity of such checks, it is also true that outer checks are insufficient if some inner moral checks upon human ambition are not effective. Consistently egoistic individuals would require a tyrannical government for the preservation of social order. Fortunately individuals are not consistently egoistic. Therefore democratic government, rather than Thomas Hobbes’ absolutism, has proved a possibility in national life. Nations are more consistently egoistic than individuals; yet even the collective behaviour of men stands under some inner moral checks; and the peace of the world requires that these checks be strengthened.


    Since no constitutional checks, which may be placed upon the power of the great hegemonic nations, will be fully adequate, it is particularly important that the strongest possible moral restraints be placed upon their power.


    Since China is only potentially, and not yet actually, one of these great powers, the peace of the world will depend particularly upon the policies of the three other great powers, Britain, Russia and America. Of these three Russia will have the greatest difficulty in establishing inner moral checks upon its will-to-power. This will be the case not because it is communistic or materialistic; but rather because it is informed by a simple religion and culture which makes self-criticism difficult and self-righteousness inevitable. Its creed assumes the evil intentions of capitalistic powers and the innocency and virtue of a nation which stands on the other side of the revolution. The naïve self-righteousness which flows from these presuppositions is more dangerous to a mutual accord between the nations than any of the real or fancied vices which are attributed to Russia. The tendency toward self-righteousness is accentuated in Russia by the absence of democratic institutions through which, in other nations, sensitive minorities may act as the conscience of the nation and subject its actions and pretensions to criticism.


    The so-called democratic and “Christian” nations have a culture which demands self-criticism in principle; and institutions which make it possible in practice. We must not assume, however, that any modern nation can easily achieve the high virtue of humility; or establish moral checks upon its power lusts. Britain has certain advantages over America in this realm for two reasons. The national interest of Britain is more completely identical with the interests of the nations than is the case with the United States; because Britain is more desperately in need of world security for its survival than America. Secondly, Britain has had longer experience in wielding power in world affairs than America. Through this experience Britain has learned to exercise critical restraint upon its power impulses to a larger degree than its critics realize. The critics have fastened upon the inevitable note of self-righteousness which creeps into the engagement between morals and politics in any national community. The empire is not so purely an expression of the sense of moral responsibility as the more uncritical British defenders of empire would have it appear; but neither is it as simply the expression of the impulse of domination as the critics of British imperialism believe. Hypocrisy and pretension are the inevitable concomitants of the engagement between morals and politics. But they do not arise where no effort is made to bring the power impulse of politics under the control of conscience. The pretension that it has been brought completely under control is thus the hypocritical by-product of the moral endeavour.


    Crude American criticisms of British politics are themselves a revelation of our own moral problem. America is potentially more powerful than Britain; but it has had little moral consciousness of its own power. As a result it alternates between moods of complete irresponsibility and of cynicism. In the one mood it would disavow the responsibilities of power because it fears its corruptions. In the other mood it displays an adolescent pride of power and a cynical disregard of its responsibilities.


    These moods are marks of a lack of political and moral maturity. They are, in addition to certain constitutional difficulties, the cause of the unpredictable character of American foreign policy. If America achieves maturity, the primary mark of it must be the willingness to assume continuing responsibility in the world community of nations. We must seek to maintain a critical attitude toward our own power impulses; and our self-criticism must be informed by the humble realization of the fact that the possession of great power is a temptation to injustice for any nation. Relative innocency or inexperience in wielding power is no guarantee of virtue. It is on the contrary a hazard to the attainment of virtue. The possession of power on the other hand creates responsibilities which must not be evaded, even though it is known that they cannot be fulfilled without some egoistic corruption.


    The field of politics is not helpfully tilled by pure moralists; and the realm of international politics is particularly filled with complexities which do not yield to the approach of a too simple idealism. On the other hand the moral cynicism and defeatism which easily results from a clear-eyed view of the realities of international politics is even more harmful. The world community must be built by men and nations sufficiently mature and robust to understand that political justice is achieved, not merely by destroying, but also by deflecting, beguiling and harnessing residual self-interest and by finding the greatest possible concurrence between self-interest and the general welfare. They must also be humble enough to understand that the forces of self-interest to be deflected are not always those of the opponent or competitor. They are frequently those of the self, individual or collective, including the interests of the idealist who erroneously imagines himself above the battle.


    Since all political and moral striving results in frustration as well as fulfillment, the task of building a world community requires a faith which is not too easily destroyed by frustration. Such a faith must understand the moral ambiguities of history and know them not merely as accidents or as the consequence of the malevolence of this man or that nation; it must understand them as permanent characteristics of man’s historic existence. Their manifestation in the field of international relations is more vivid than in any other field; because all aspects of man’s historical problems appear upon that larger field in more vivid and discernible proportions.


    The task of building a world community is man’s final necessity and possibility, but also his final impossibility. It is a necessity and possibility because history is a process which extends the freedom of man over natural process to the point where universality is reached. It is an impossibility because man is, despite his increasing freedom, a finite creature, wedded to time and place and incapable of building any structure of culture or civilization which does not have its foundations in a particular and dated locus.


    The world community, standing thus as the final possibility and impossibility of human life, will be in actuality the perpetual problem as well as the constant fulfillment of human hopes.


    It will be a long while before modern idealists will recognize that the profundities of the Christian faith, which they have disavowed, are indispensable resources for the historic tasks which lie before us. These profundities were disavowed partly for the good reason that they were corrupted by obscurantism and were intimately related to cultural presuppositions of civilizations, long since destroyed. They were also disavowed for the bad reason that modern culture imagined history itself to be redemptive and therefore was uninterested in profounder interpretations of the relation of history to redemption.


    The Christian faith finds the final clue to the meaning of life and history in the Christ whose goodness is at once the virtue which man ought, but does not, achieve in history, and the revelation of a divine mercy which understands and resolves the perpetual contradictions in which history is involved, even on the highest reaches of human achievements. From the standpoint of such a faith it is possible to deal with the ultimate social problem of human history: the creation of community in world dimensions. The insistence of the Christian faith that the love of Christ is the final norm of human existence must express itself socially in unwillingness to stop short of the whole human community in expressing our sense of moral responsibility for the life and welfare of others. The understanding of the Christian faith that the highest achievements of human life are infected with sinful corruption will help men to be prepared for new corruptions on the level of world community which drive simpler idealists to despair. The hope of Christian faith that the divine power which bears history can complete what even the highest human striving must leave incomplete, and can purify the corruptions which appear in even the purest human aspirations, is an indispensable prerequisite for diligent fulfillment of our historic tasks. Without it we are driven to alternate moods of sentimentality and despair; trusting human powers too much in one moment and losing all faith in the meaning of life when we discover the limits of human possibilities.


    The world community, toward which all historical forces seem to be driving us, is mankind’s final possibility and impossibility. The task of achieving it must be interpreted from the standpoint of a faith which understands the fragmentary and broken character of all historic achievements and yet has confidence in their meaning because it knows their completion to be in the hands of a Divine Power, whose resources are greater than those of men, and whose suffering love can overcome the corruptions of man’s achievements, without negating the significance of our striving.


    


    
      
        44 A characteristic expression of this faith may be found in Gerhart Niemeyer’s Law Without Force.

      


      
        45 Mortimer J. Adler’s How To Think About War and Peace is typical of the school of thought which regards government as the primary, and almost the sole, basis of the unity of the community.

      


      
        46 Romans 7:18.

      


      
        47 A recent contretemps in international relations offers an interesting sidelight on the ethics of nations. A British minister, Oliver Lyttelton, wishing to pay us a compliment, declared that the Japanese attack did not force us into the war because we had really provoked the attack by our unneutral interest in the cause of the victims of aggression. This compliment was widely resented in America because it challenged the official interpretation, that we were involved in the war because we were attacked and our own interests were imperiled. A modern nation does not dare to go to war for reasons other than those of self-interest and cannot conduct the war without claiming to be motivated by higher motives than those of self-interest. The British minister had failed to do justice to these subtleties.

      


      
        48 Nicholas Spykman’s America’s Strategy in World Politics is the ablest exposition of the balance-of-power policy in international relations. Spykman believes that America, rather than Britain, must manage the balance in the future, partly because the world, rather than Europe, has become the realm in which the significant forces, which must be balanced, express themselves.
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    Preface


    THE SUBSTANCE of this volume consists of two series of lectures. The first was given at Westminster College, Fulton, Missouri, in May 1949, under the auspices of the John Findley Green Foundation. The second was given in January 1951 at Northwestern University under the auspices of the Shaffer Lectureship. Both lectureships dealt with the position of our nation in the present world situation, as interpreted from the standpoint of the Christian faith. The Westminster and Northwestern lectures are embodied in Chapters II to VII.


    The first and the last chapters, in which I seek to explain the framework of “irony” within which I have sought to interpret American history, make explicit, what was only implicit in my original lectures. Since, however, I have postponed a full exposition of the concept of “irony” as it is used in these pages to the last chapter it may be appropriate to anticipate some of the explanations of that chapter in this brief introduction.


    We frequently speak of “tragic” aspects of contemporary history; and also call attention to a “pathetic” element in our present historical situation. My effort to distinguish “ironic” elements in our history from tragic and pathetic ones, does not imply the denial of tragic and pathetic aspects in our contemporary experience. It does rest upon the conviction that the ironic elements are more revealing. The three elements might be distinguished as follows: (a) Pathos is that element in an historic situation which elicits pity, but neither deserves admiration nor warrants contrition. Pathos arises from fortuitous cross-purposes and confusions in life for which no reason can be given, or guilt ascribed. Suffering caused by purely natural evil is the clearest instance of the purely pathetic. (b) The tragic element in a human situation is constituted of conscious choices of evil for the sake of good. If men or nations do evil in a good cause; if they cover themselves with guilt in order to fulfill some high responsibility; or if they sacrifice some high value for the sake of a higher or equal one they make a tragic choice. Thus the necessity of using the threat of atomic destruction as an instrument for the preservation of peace is a tragic element in our contemporary situation. Tragedy elicits admiration as well as pity because it combines nobility with guilt. (c) Irony consists of apparently fortuitous incongruities in life which are discovered, upon closer examination, to be not merely fortuitous. Incongruity as such is merely comic. It elicits laughter. This element of comedy is never completely eliminated from irony. But irony is something more than comedy. A comic situation is proved to be an ironic one if a hidden relation is discovered in the incongruity. If virtue becomes vice through some hidden defect in the virtue; if strength becomes weakness because of the vanity to which strength may prompt the mighty man or nation; if security is transmuted into insecurity because too much reliance is placed upon it; if wisdom becomes folly because it does not know its own limits—in all such cases the situation is ironic. The ironic situation is distinguished from a pathetic one by the fact that the person involved in it bears some responsibility for it. It is differentiated from tragedy by the fact that the responsibility is related to an unconscious weakness rather than to a conscious resolution. While a pathetic or a tragic situation is not dissolved when a person becomes conscious of his involvement in it, an ironic situation must dissolve, if men or nations are made aware of their complicity in it. Such awareness involves some realization of the hidden vanity or pretension by which comedy is turned into irony. This realization either must lead to an abatement of the pretension, which means contrition; or it leads to a desperate accentuation of the vanities to the point where irony turns into pure evil.


    Our modern liberal culture, of which American civilization is such an unalloyed exemplar, is involved in many ironic refutations of its original pretensions of virtue, wisdom, and power. Insofar as communism has already elaborated some of these pretensions into noxious forms of tyranny, we are involved in the double irony of confronting evils which were distilled from illusions, not generically different from our own. Insofar as communism tries to cover the ironic contrast between its original dreams of justice and virtue and its present realities by more and more desperate efforts to prove its tyranny to be “democracy” and its imperialism to be the achievement of universal peace, it has already dissolved irony into pure evil.


    Whether these concepts are fruitful principles for the interpretation of current history must be left to the reader to judge, after perusing the chapters of this volume. I must add that I have no expert competence in the field of American history; and I apologize in advance to the specialists in this field for what are undoubtedly many errors of fact and judgment.


    I express my gratitude to the Presidents and the committees of Westminster College and Northwestern University for many courtesies during my visits to these institutions. I am also deeply grateful to my wife, Professor Ursula Niebuhr, to Professor Edmond Cherbonnier of Barnard College, for careful reading of my manuscript and for many suggestions for its improvement and to Professor Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., of Harvard who read most of the chapters and suggested important amendments. Naturally, none of my critics must be held responsible for defects in my basic thesis or in its detailed elaboration.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR


    New York City


    January, 1952

  


  
    Contents


    PREFACE


    I.     THE IRONIC ELEMENT IN THE AMERICAN SITUATION


    II.     THE INNOCENT NATION IN AN INNOCENT WORLD


    III.     HAPPINESS, PROSPERITY AND VIRTUE


    IV.     THE MASTER OF DESTINY


    V.     THE TRIUMPH OF EXPERIENCE OVER DOGMA


    VI.     THE INTERNATIONAL CLASS STRUGGLE


    VII.     THE AMERICAN FUTURE


    VIII.     THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IRONY

  


  
    CHAPTER I


    The Ironic Element in the American Situation


    1


    


    


    EVERYBODY UNDERSTANDS the obvious meaning of the world struggle in which we are engaged. We are defending freedom against tyranny and are trying to preserve justice against a system which has, demonically, distlled injustice and cruelty out of its original promise of a higher justice. The obvious meaning is analyzed for us in every daily journal; and the various facets of this meaning are illumined for us in every banquet and commencement-day speech. The obvious meaning is not less true for having become trite. Nevertheless it is not the whole meaning.


    We also have some awareness of an element of tragedy in this struggle, which does not fit into the obvious pattern. Could there be a clearer tragic dilemma than that which faces our civilization? Though confident of its virtue, it must yet hold atomic bombs ready for use so as to prevent a possible world conflagration. It may actually make the conflict the more inevitable by this threat; and yet it cannot abandon the threat. Furthermore, if the conflict should break out, the non-communist world would be in danger of destroying itself as a moral culture in the process of defending itself physically. For no one can be sure that a war won by the use of the modern means of mass destruction would leave enough physical and social substance to rebuild a civilization among either victors or vanquished. The victors would also face the “imperial” problem of using power in global terms but from one particular center of authority, so preponderant and unchallenged that its world rule would almost certainly violate basic standards of justice.


    Such a tragic dilemma is an impressive aspect of our contemporary situation. But tragic elements in present history are not as significant as the ironic ones. Pure tragedy elicits tears of admiration and pity for the hero who is willing to brave death or incur guilt for the sake of some great good. Irony however prompts some laughter and a nod of comprehension beyond the laughter; for irony involves comic absurdities which cease to be altogether absurd when fully understood. Our age is involved in irony because so many dreams of our nation have been so cruelly refuted by history. Our dreams of a pure virtue are dissolved in a situation in which it is possible to exercise the virtue of responsibility toward a community of nations only by courting the prospective guilt of the atomic bomb. And the irony is increased by the frantic efforts of some of our idealists to escape this hard reality by dreaming up schemes of an ideal world order which have no relevance to either our present dangers or our urgent duties.


    Our dreams of bringing the whole of human history under the control of the human will are ironically refuted by the fact that no group of idealists can easily move the pattern of history toward the desired goal of peace and justice. The recalcitrant forces in the historical drama have a power and persistence beyond our reckoning. Our own nation, always a vivid symbol of the most characteristic attitudes of a bourgeois culture, is less potent to do what it wants in the hour of its greatest strength than it was in the days of its infancy. The infant is more secure in his world than the mature man is in his wider world. The pattern of the historical drama grows more quickly than the strength of even the most powerful man or nation.


    Our situation of historic frustration becomes doubly ironic through the fact that the power of recalcitrance against our fondest hopes is furnished by a demonic religio-political creed which had even simpler notions than we of finding an escape from the ambiguity of man’s strength and weakness. For communism believes that it is possible for man, at a particular moment in history, to take “the leap from the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom.” The cruelty of communism is partly derived from the absurd pretension that the communist movement stands on the other side of this leap and has the whole of history in its grasp. Its cruelty is partly due to the frustration of the communist overlords of history when they discover that the “logic” of history does not conform to their delineation of it. One has an uneasy feeling that some of our dreams of managing history might have resulted in similar cruelties if they had flowered into action. But there was fortunately no program to endow our elite of prospective philosopher-scientist-kings with actual political power.


    Modern man’s confidence in his power over historical destiny prompted the rejection of every older conception of an overruling providence in history. Modern man’s confidence in his virtue caused an equally unequivocal rejection of the Christian idea of the ambiguity of human virtue. In the liberal world the evils in human nature and history were ascribed to social institutions or to ignorance or to some other manageable defect in human nature or environment. Again the communist doctrine is more explicit and therefore more dangerous. It ascribes the origin of evil to the institution of property. The abolition of this institution by communism therefore prompts the ridiculous claim of innocency for one of the vastest concentrations of power in human history. This distillation of evil from the claims of innocency is ironic enough. But the irony is increased by the fact that the so-called free world must cover itself with guilt in order to ward off the peril of communism. The final height of irony is reached by the fact that the most powerful nation in the alliance of free peoples is the United States. For every illusion of a liberal culture has achieved a special emphasis in the United States, even while its power grew to phenomenal proportions.


    We were not only innocent a half century ago with the innocency of irresponsibility; but we had a religious version of our national destiny which interpreted the meaning of our nationhood as God’s effort to make a new beginning in the history of mankind. Now we are immersed in world-wide responsibilities; and our weakness has grown into strength. Our culture knows little of the use and the abuse of power; but we have to use power in global terms. Our idealists are divided between those who would renounce the responsibilities of power for the sake of preserving the purity of our soul and those who are ready to cover every ambiguity of good and evil in our actions by the frantic insistence that any measure taken in a good cause must be unequivocally virtuous. We take, and must continue to take, morally hazardous actions to preserve our civilization. We must exercise our power. But we ought neither to believe that a nation is capable of perfect disinterestedness in its exercise, nor become complacent about particular degrees of interest and passion which corrupt the justice by which the exercise of power is legitimatized. Communism is a vivid object lesson in the monstrous consequences of moral complacency about the relation of dubious means to supposedly good ends.


    The ironic nature of our conflict with communism sometimes centers in the relation of power to justice and virtue. The communists use power without scruple because they are under the illusion that their conception of an unambiguously ideal end justifies such use. Our own culture is schizophrenic upon the subject of power. Sometimes it pretends that a liberal society is a purely rational harmony of interests. Sometimes it achieves a tolerable form of justice by a careful equilibration of the powers and vitalities of society, though it is without a conscious philosophy to justify these policies of statesmanship. Sometimes it verges on that curious combination of cynicism and idealism which characterizes communism, and is prepared to use any means without scruple to achieve its desired end.


    The question of “materialism” leads to equally ironic consequences in our debate and contest with communism. The communists are consistent philosophical materialists who believe that mind is the fruit of matter; and that culture is the product of economic forces. Perhaps the communists are not as consistently materialistic in the philosophical sense as they pretend to be. For they are too Hegelian to be mechanistic materialists. They have the idea of a “dialectic” or “logic” running through both nature and history which means that a rational structure of meaning runs through the whole of reality. Despite the constant emphasis upon the “dignity of man” in our own liberal culture, its predominant naturalistic bias frequently results in views of human nature in which the dignity of man is not very clear.


    It is frequently assumed that human nature can be manipulated by methods analogous to those used in physical nature. Furthermore it is generally taken for granted that the highest ends of life can be fulfilled in man’s historic existence. This confidence makes for utopian visions of historical possibilities on the one hand and for rather materialistic conceptions of human ends on the other. All concepts of immortality are dismissed as the fruit of wishful thinking. This dismissal usually involves indifference toward the tension in human existence, created by the fact that “our reach is beyond our grasp,” and that every sensitive individual has a relation to a structure of meaning which is never fulfilled in the vicissitudes of actual history.


    The crowning irony in this debate about materialism lies in the tremendous preoccupation of our own technical culture with the problem of gaining physical security against the hazards of nature. Since our nation has carried this preoccupation to a higher degree of consistency than any other we are naturally more deeply involved in the irony. Our orators profess abhorrence of the communist creed of “materialism” but we are rather more successful practitioners of materialism as a working creed than the communists, who have failed so dismally in raising the general standards of well-being.


    Meanwhile we are drawn into an historic situation in which the paradise of our domestic security is suspended in a hell of global insecurity; and the conviction of the perfect compatibility of virtue and prosperity which we have inherited from both our Calvinist and our Jeffersonian ancestors is challenged by the cruel facts of history. For our sense of responsibility to a world community beyond our own borders is a virtue, even though it is partly derived from the prudent understanding of our own interests. But this virtue does not guarantee our ease, comfort, or prosperity. We are the poorer for the global responsibilities which we bear. And the fulfillments of our desires are mixed with frustrations and vexations.


    Sometimes the irony in our historic situation is derived from the extravagant emphasis in our culture upon the value and dignity of the individual and upon individual liberty as the final value of life. Our cherished values of individualism are real enough; and we are right in preferring death to their annulment. But our exaltation of the individual involves us in some very ironic contradictions. On the one hand, our culture does not really value the individual as much as it pretends; on the other hand, if justice is to be maintained and our survival assured, we cannot make individual liberty as unqualifiedly the end of life as our ideology asserts.


    A culture which is so strongly influenced by both scientific concepts and technocratic illusions is constantly tempted to annul or to obscure the unique individual. Schemes for the management of human nature usually involve denials of the “dignity of man” by their neglect of the chief source of man’s dignity, namely, his essential freedom and capacity for self-determination. This denial is the more inevitable because scientific analyses of human actions and events are bound to be preoccupied with the relations of previous causes to subsequent events. Every human action ostensibly can be explained by some efficient cause or complex of causes. The realm of freedom which allows the individual to make his decision within, above and beyond the pressure of causal sequences is beyond the realm of scientific analysis. Furthermore the acknowledgment of its reality introduces an unpredictable and incalculable element into the causal sequence. It is therefore embarrassing to any scientific scheme. Hence scientific cultures are bound to incline to determinism. The various sociological determinisms are reinforced by the general report which the psychologists make of the human psyche. For they bear witness to the fact that their scientific instruments are unable to discover that integral, self-transcendent center of personality, which is in and yet above the stream of nature and time and which religion and poetry take for granted.*


    Furthermore it is difficult for a discipline, whether philosophical or scientific, operating, as it must, with general concepts, to do justice to the tang and flavor of individual uniqueness. The unique and irreplaceable individual, with his


    Thoughts hardly to be packed


    Into a narrow act,


    Fancies that broke through language and escaped.


    BROWNING                        


    with his private history and his own peculiar mixture of hopes and fears, may be delineated by the poet. The artist-novelist may show that his personality is not only unique but subject to infinite variation in his various encounters with other individuals; but all this has no place in a strictly scientific account of human affairs. In such accounts the individual is an embarrassment.


    If the academic thought of a scientific culture tends to obscure the mystery of the individual’s freedom and uniqueness, the social forms of a technical society frequently endanger the realities of his life. The mechanically contrived togetherness of our great urban centers is inimical to genuine community. For community is grounded in personal relations. In these the individual becomes most completely himself as his life enters organically into the lives of others. Thus our theory and our practice tend to stand in contradiction to our creed.


    But if our academic thought frequently negates our individualistic creed, our social practice is frequently better than the creed. The justice which we have established in our society has been achieved, not by pure individualism, but by collective action. We have balanced collective social power with collective social power. In order to prevail against our communist foe we must continue to engage in vast collective ventures, subject ourselves to far-reaching national and international disciplines and we must moderate the extravagance of our theory by the soberness of our practice. Many young men, who have been assured that only the individual counts among us, have died upon foreign battlefields. We have been subjected to this ironic refutation of our cherished creed because the creed is too individualistic to measure the social dimension of human existence and too optimistic to gauge the hazards to justice which exist in every community, particularly in the international one.


    It is necessary to be wiser than our creed if we would survive in the struggle against communism. But fortunately we have already been somewhat better in our practice than in our quasi-official dogma. If we had not been, we would not have as much genuine community and tolerable justice as we have actually attained. If the prevailing ethos of a bourgeois culture also gave itself to dangerous illusions about the possibilities of managing the whole of man’s historical destiny, we were fortunately and ironically saved from the evil consequences of this illusion by various factors in our culture. The illusion was partly negated by the contradictory one that human history would bear us onward and upward forever by forces inherent in it. Therefore no human resolution or contrivance would be necessary to achieve the desired goal. We were partly saved by the very force of democracy. For the freedom of democracy makes for a fortunate confusion in defining the goal toward which history should move; and the distribution of power in a democracy prevents any group of world savers from grasping after a monopoly of power.


    These ironic contrasts and contradictions must be analyzed with more care presently. Our immediate prefatory concern must be the double character of our ironic experience. Contemporary history not merely offers ironic refutation of some of our early hopes and present illusions about ourselves; but the experience which furnishes the refutation is occasioned by conflict with a foe who has transmuted ideals and hopes, which we most deeply cherish, into cruel realities which we most fervently abhor.


    2


    One of the great works of art in the western tradition, which helped to laugh the culture of chivalry and the ideals of medieval knight errantry out of court, was Cervantes’ Don Quixote. Quixote’s espousal of the ideals of knighthood was an absurd imitation of those ideals; and it convicted the ideals themselves of absurdity. The medieval knights had mixed Teutonic class pride and the love of adventure of a military caste with Christian conceptions of suffering love. In Quixote’s imitation the love becomes genuine suffering love. Therefore, while we laugh at the illusions of this bogus knight, we finally find ourselves laughing with a profounder insight at the bogus character of knighthood itself.


    Our modern civilization has similarities with the culture of medieval knighthood. But its sentimentalities and illusions are brought to judgment, not by a Christ-like but by a demonic fool; and not by an individual but a collective one. In each case a mixture of genuine idealism with worldliness is disclosed. The medieval knights mixed pride in their military prowess with pretenses of coming to the aid of the helpless. However, the helpless were not those who really needed help but some fair ladies in distress. Our modern commercial civilization mixes Christian ideals of personality, history and community with characteristic bourgeois concepts. Everything in the Christian faith which points to ultimate and transcendent possibilities is changed into simple historical achievements. The religious vision of a final realm of perfect love in which life is related to life without the coercion of power is changed into the pretension that a community, governed by prudence, using covert rather than overt forms of power, and attaining a certain harmony of balanced competitive forces, has achieved an ideal social harmony. A society in which the power factors are obscured is assumed to be a “rational” rather than coercive one. The knight of old knew about power. He sat on a horse, the symbol of military power. But the power of the modern commercial community is contained in the “counters” of stocks and bonds which are stored in the vaults of the bank. Such a community creates a culture in which nothing is officially known about power, however desperate may be the power struggles within it.


    The Christian ideal of the equality of all men before God and of equality as a regulative principle of justice is made into a simple historical possibility. It is used by bourgeois man as a weapon against feudal inequality; but it is not taken seriously when the classes below him lay claim to it. Communism rediscovers the idea and gives it one further twist of consistency until it becomes a threat to society by challenging even necessary functional inequalities in the community. The Christian idea of the significance of each individual in God’s sight becomes, in bourgeois civilization, the concept of a discrete individual who makes himself the final end of his own existence. The Christian idea of providence is rejected for the heady notion that man is the master of his fate and the captain of his soul.


    Communism protests against the sentimentalities and illusions of the bourgeois world-view by trying a little more desperately to take them seriously and to carry them out; or by opposing them with equally absurd contradictory notions. The bourgeois world is accused of not taking the mastery of historical destiny seriously enough and of being content with the mastery of nature. To master history, declares Engels, requires a “revolutionary act.” “When this act is accomplished,” he insists, “—when man not only proposes but also disposes, only then will the last extraneous forces reflected in religion vanish away.” That is to say, man will no longer have any sense of the mystery and meaning of the drama of history beyond the limits of his will and understanding; but he will be filled with illusions about his own power and wisdom.


    For the bourgeois idea of a society in which the morally embarrassing factor of power has been pushed under the rug, communism substitutes the idea of one final, resolute and unscrupulous thrust of power in the revolution. This will establish a society in which no coercive power will be necessary and the state will “wither away.” The notion of a society which achieves social harmony by prudence and a nice balance of competitive interests, is challenged by communism with the strategy of raising “class antagonisms” to a final climax of civil war. In this war the proletariat will “seize the state power” and thereby “put an end to itself as a proletariat” (Engels). This is to say, it will create a society in which all class distinctions and rivalries are eliminated.


    For the liberal idea of the natural goodness of all men it substitutes the idea of the exclusive virtue of the proletariat, who, according to Lenin, are alone capable of courage and disinterestedness. Thus it changes a partially harmful illusion about human nature into a totally noxious one. As if to make sure that the illusion will bear every possible evil fruit, it proposes to invest this allegedly virtuous class with precisely that total monopoly of power which is bound to be destructive of every virtue.


    Communism challenges the bourgeois notion of a discrete and self-sufficing individual with the concept of a society so perfect and frictionless that each individual will flower in it, and have no desires, ambitions and hopes beyond its realities. It thinks of this consummation as the real beginning of history and speaks of all previous time as “pre-history.” Actually such a consummation would be the end of history; for history would lose its creative force if individuals were completely engulfed in the community. Needless to say the change of this dream into the nightmare of a coercive community, in which every form of individual initiative and conscience is suppressed, was an inevitable, rather than fortuitous, development. It proved that it is even more dangerous to understand the individual only in his social relations than to deny his social substance.


    In every instance communism changes only partly dangerous sentimentalities and inconsistencies in the bourgeois ethos into consistent and totally harmful ones. Communism is thus a fierce and unscrupulous Don Quixote on a fiery horse, determined to destroy every knight and lady of civilization; and confident that this slaughter will purge the world of evil. Like Quixote, it imagines itself free of illusions; but it is actually driven by twofold ones. Here the similarity ends. In the Quixote of Cervantes the second illusion purges the first of its error and evil. In the case of the demonic Quixote the second illusion gives the first a satanic dimension.


    Our own nation is both the participant and the victim of this double irony in a special way. Of all the “knights” of bourgeois culture, our castle is the most imposing and our horse the sleekest and most impressive. Our armor is the shiniest (if it is legitimate to compare atom bombs with a knight’s armor); and the lady of our dreams is most opulent and desirable. The lady has been turned into “prosperity.” We have furthermore been persuaded by our success to formulate the creed of our civilization so passionately that we have suppressed its inconsistencies with greater consistency than any of our allies. We stand before the enemy in the first line of battle but our ideological weapons are frequently as irrelevant as were the spears of the knights, when gunpowder challenged their reign.


    Our unenviable position is made the more difficult because the heat of the battle gives us neither the leisure nor the inclination to detect the irony in our own history or to profit from the discovery of the double irony between ourselves and our foe. If only we could fully understand that the evils against which we contend are frequently the fruit of illusions which are similar to our own, we might be better prepared to save a vast uncommitted world, particularly in Asia, which lies between ourselves and communism, from being engulfed by this noxious creed.


    


    
      
        * In his comprehensive empirical study of human personality Gardner Murphy nicely suggests the limits of empiricism in dealing with the self. He declares: “We do not wish to deny the possibility suggested by James Ward that all awareness is colored by selfhood. . . . Least of all do we wish to attempt to set aside the still unsolved philosophical question whether the process of experiencing necessitates the existence of a non-empirical experiencer. . . . Nothing could be gained by a Gordian-knot solution of such a tangled problem. We are concerned solely with the immediate question: Should the student of personality at the present stage of research postulate a non-empirical entity distinct from the organism and its perceptual responses? . . . To this limited question a negative answer seems advisable.” Gardner Murphy, Personality, p. 491. There can of course be no “non-empirical entity.” But there may be an entity which cannot be isolated by scientific techniques.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER II


    The Innocent Nation in an Innocent World


    1


    


    


    PRACTICALLY ALL schools of modern culture, whatever their differences, are united in their rejection of the Christian doctrine of original sin. This doctrine asserts the obvious fact that all men are persistently inclined to regard themselves more highly and are more assiduously concerned with their own interests than any “objective” view of their importance would warrant. Modern culture in its various forms feels certain that, if men could be sufficiently objective or disinterested to recognize the injustice of excessive self-interest, they could also in time transfer the objectivity of their judgments as observers of the human scene to their judgments as actors and agents in human history. This is an absurd notion which every practical statesman or man of affairs knows how to discount because he encounters ambitions and passions in his daily experience, which refute the regnant modern theory of potentially innocent men and nations. There is consequently a remarkable hiatus between the shrewdness of practical men of affairs and the speculations of our wise men. The latter are frequently convinced that the predicament of our possible involvement in an atomic and global conflict is due primarily to failure of the statesmen to heed the advice of our psychological and social scientists.* The statesmen on the other hand have fortunately been able to disregard the admonition of our wise men because they could still draw upon the native shrewdness of the common people who in smaller realms have had something of the same experience with human nature as the statesmen. The statesmen have not been particularly brilliant in finding solutions for our problems, all of which have reached global dimensions. But they have, at least, steered a course which still offers us minimal hope of avoiding a global conflict.


    But whether or not we avoid another war, we are covered with prospective guilt. We have dreamed of a purely rational adjustment of interests in human society; and we are involved in “total” wars. We have dreamed of a “scientific” approach to all human problems; and we find that the tensions of a world-wide conflict release individual and collective emotions not easily brought under rational control. We had hoped to make neat and sharp distinctions between justice and injustice; and we discover that even the best human actions involve some guilt.


    This vast involvement in guilt in a supposedly innocent world achieves a specially ironic dimension through the fact that the two leading powers engaged in the struggle are particularly innocent according to their own official myth and collective memory. The Russian-Communist pretensions of innocency and the monstrous evils which are generated from them, are the fruit of a variant of the liberal dogma. According to the liberal dogma men are excessively selfish because they lack the intelligence to consider interests other than their own. But this higher intelligence can be supplied, of course, by education. Or they are betrayed into selfishness by unfavorable social and political environment. This can be remedied by the growth of scientifically perfected social institutions.


    The communist dogma is more specific. Men are corrupted by a particular social institution: the institution of property. The abolition of this institution guarantees the return of mankind to the state of original innocency which existed before the institution of property arose, a state which Engels describes as one of idyllic harmony with “no soldiers, no gendarmes, no policemen, prefects or judges, no prisons, laws or lawsuits.”


    The initiators of this return to innocency are the proletarian class. This class is innocent because it has no interests to defend; and it cannot become “master of the productive forces of society except by abolishing their mode of appropriation.” The proletarians cannot free themselves from slavery without emancipating the whole of mankind from injustice. Once this act of emancipation has been accomplished every action and event on the other side of the revolution participates in this new freedom from guilt. A revolutionary nation is guiltless because the guilt of “imperialism” has been confined to “capitalistic” nations “by definition.” Thus the lust for power which enters into most individual and collective human actions, is obscured. The priest-kings of this new revolutionary state, though they wield inordinate power because they have gathered both economic and political control in the hands of a single oligarchy, are also, in theory, innocent of any evil. Their interests and those of the masses whom they control are, by definition, identical since neither owns property.


    Even the vexatious and tyrannical rule of Russia over the smaller communist states is completely obscured and denied by the official theory. Hamilton Fish Armstrong reports Bukharin’s interpretation of the relation of communist states to each other as follows: “Bukharin explained at length that national rivalry between Communist states was ‘an impossibility by definition.’ ‘What creates wars,’ he said, ‘is the competition of monopoly capitalisms for raw materials and markets. Capitalist society is made up of selfish and competing national units and therefore is by definition a world at war. Communist society will be made up of unselfish and harmonious units and therefore will be by definition a world at peace. Just as capitalism cannot live without war, so war cannot live with Communism.’”†


    It is difficult to conceive of a more implausible theory of human nature and conduct. Yet it is one which achieves a considerable degree of plausibility, once the basic assumptions are accepted. It has been plausible enough, at any rate, to beguile millions of people, many of whom are not under the direct control of the tyranny and are therefore free to consider critical challenges of its adequacy. So powerful has been this illusory restoration of human innocency that, for all we know, the present communist oligarchs, who pursue their ends with such cruelty, may still be believers. The powers of human self-deception are seemingly endless. The communist tyrants may well legitimatize their cruelties not only to the conscience of their devotees but to their own by recourse to an official theory which proves their innocency “by definition.”


    John Adams in his warnings to Thomas Jefferson would seem to have had a premonition of this kind of politics. At any rate, he understood the human situation well enough to have stated a theory which comprehended what we now see in communism. “Power,” he wrote, “always thinks it has a great soul and vast views beyond the comprehension of the weak; and that it is doing God’s service when it is violating all His laws. Our passions, ambitions, avarice, love and resentment, etc., possess so much metaphysical subtlety and so much overpowering eloquence that they insinuate themselves into the understanding and the conscience and convert both to their party.” Adams’s understanding of the power of the self’s passions and ambitions to corrupt the self’s reason is a simple recognition of the facts of life which refute all theories, whether liberal or Marxist, about the possibility of a completely disinterested self. Adams, as every Christian understanding of man has done, nicely anticipated the Marxist theory of an “ideological taint” in reason when men reason about each other’s affairs and arrive at conclusions about each other’s virtues, interests and motives. The crowning irony of the Marxist theory of ideology is that it foolishly and self-righteously confined the source of this taint to economic interest and to a particular class. It was, therefore, incapable of recognizing all the corruptions of ambition and power which would creep inevitably into its paradise of innocency.


    In any event we have to deal with a vast religious-political movement which generates more extravagant forms of political injustice and cruelty out of the pretensions of innocency than we have ever known in human history.


    The liberal world which opposes this monstrous evil is filled ironically with milder forms of the same pretension. Fortunately they have not resulted in the same evils, partly because they are not as consistently held; and partly because we have not invested our ostensible “innocents” with inordinate power. Though a tremendous amount of illusion about human nature expresses itself in American culture, our political institutions contain many of the safeguards against the selfish abuse of power which our Calvinist fathers insisted upon. According to the accepted theory, our democracy owes everything to the believers in the innocency and perfectibility of man and little to the reservations about human nature which emanated from the Christianity of New England. But fortunately there are quite a few accents in our constitution which spell out the warning of John Cotton: “Let all the world give mortall man no greater power than they are content they shall use, for use it they will. . . . And they that have the liberty to speak great things you will find that they will speak great blasphemies.”‡


    2


    But these reservations of Christian realism in our culture cannot obscure the fact that, next to the Russian pretensions, we are (according to our traditional theory) the most innocent nation on earth. The irony of our situation lies in the fact that we could not be virtuous (in the sense of practicing the virtues which are implicit in meeting our vast world responsibilities) if we were really as innocent as we pretend to be. It is particularly remarkable that the two great religious-moral traditions which informed our early life—New England Calvinism and Virginian Deism and Jeffersonianism—arrive at remarkably similar conclusions about the meaning of our national character and destiny. Calvinism may have held too pessimistic views of human nature, and too mechanical views of the providential ordering of human life. But when it assessed the significance of the American experiment both its conceptions of American destiny and its appreciation of American virtue finally arrived at conclusions strikingly similar to those of Deism. Whether our nation interprets its spiritual heritage through Massachusetts or Virginia, we came into existence with the sense of being a “separated” nation, which God was using to make a new beginning for mankind. We had renounced the evils of European feudalism. We had escaped from the evils of European religious bigotry. We had found broad spaces for the satisfaction of human desires in place of the crowded Europe. Whether, as in the case of the New England theocrats, our forefathers thought of our “experiment” as primarily the creation of a new and purer church, or, as in the case of Jefferson and his coterie, they thought primarily of a new political community, they believed in either case that we had been called out by God to create a new humanity. We were God’s “American Israel.” Our pretensions of innocency therefore heightened the whole concept of a virtuous humanity which characterizes the culture of our era; and involve us in the ironic incongruity between our illusions and the realities which we experience. We find it almost as difficult as the communists to believe that anyone could think ill of us, since we are as persuaded as they that our society is so essentially virtuous that only malice could prompt criticism of any of our actions.


    The New England conception of our virtue began as the belief that the church which had been established on our soil was purer than any church of Christendom. In Edward Johnson’s Wonder Working Providence of Zion’s Saviour (1650) the belief is expressed that “Jesus Christ had manifested his kingly office toward his churches more fully than ever yet the sons of men saw.” Practically every Puritan tract contained the conviction that the Protestant Reformation reached its final culmination here. While the emphasis lay primarily upon the new purity of the church, even the Puritans envisaged a new and perfect society. Johnson further spoke of New England as the place “where the Lord would create a new heaven and a new earth, new churches and a new commonwealth together.” And a century later President Stiles of Yale preached a sermon on “The United States elevated to glory and honor” in which he defined the nation as “God’s American Israel.”


    Jefferson’s conception of the innocency and virtue of the new nation was not informed by the Biblical symbolism of the New England tracts. His religious faith was a form of Christianity which had passed through the rationalism of the French Enlightenment. His sense of providence was expressed in his belief in the power of “nature’s God” over the vicissitudes of history. In any event, nature’s God had a very special purpose in founding this new community. The purpose was to make a new beginning in a corrupt world. Two facts about America impressed the Jeffersonians. The one was that we had broken with tyranny. The other was that the wide economic opportunities of the new continent would prevent the emergence of those social vices which characterized the social life of an overcrowded Continent of Europe.


    Jefferson was convinced that the American mind had achieved a freedom from the prejudice which corrupted the European minds, which could not be equaled in Europe in centuries. “If all the sovereigns of Europe,” he declared, “were to set themselves to work to emancipate the minds of their subjects from their present ignorance and prejudice and that as zealously as they now attempt the contrary a thousand years would not place them on that high ground on which our common people are now setting out.”§


    One interesting aspect of these illusions of “new beginnings” in history is that they are never quite as new as is assumed, and never remain quite as pure as when they are new. Jefferson regarded the distinction between American democracy and European tyranny as an absolute one. “Under the pretense of governing,” he declared in describing the European nations, “they have divided their nations into two classes, the wolves and the sheep. I can apply no milder term to the governments of Europe and to the general prey of the rich upon the poor.”¶ This was an understandable judgment of the state of political justice in the period of the decay of feudal society. But it was hardly a fair judgment of the potentialities for democracy which were embodied in the settlement which brought William and Mary to the throne of England in 1689. It was, furthermore, generative and typical of many subsequent American judgments which obscured developments of democratic justice in Europe, particularly those which proceeded without disturbing the institution of monarchy. For monarchy remained a simple symbol of injustice to the American imagination.


    The Jeffersonian poet, Freneau, used Biblical symbolism, despite his rejection of orthodox faith, to describe the significance of America’s break with the traditions of tyranny. While still a student at the College of New Jersey he gave poetic expression to his faith:


    Here independent power shall hold sway


    And public virtue warm the patriot’s breast.


    No traces shall remain of tyranny


    And laws and patterns for the world beside


    Be here enacted first.


    A new Jerusalem sent down from heaven


    Shall grace our happy earth.


    In common with the Enlightenment Jefferson sometimes ascribed our superior virtue to our rational freedom from traditional prejudices and sometimes to the favorable social circumstances of the American Continent. “Before the establishment of the American States,” he declared, “nothing was known to history but the man of the old world crowded within limits either small or overcharged and steeped in vices which the situation generates. A government adapted to such men would be one thing, but a different one, that for the man of these States. Here every man may have land to labor for himself; or preferring the exercise of any other industry, may exact for it such compensation as not only to afford a comfortable subsistence but wherewith to provide a cessation from labor in old age.”**


    The illusions of a unique innocency were not confined to our earliest years. De Tocqueville was made aware of them again and again on the American frontier: “If I say to an American,” he reported, “that the country he lives in is a fine one, aye he replies and there is not its equal in the world. If I applaud the freedom its inhabitants enjoy he answers ‘freedom is a fine thing but few nations are worthy of it.’ If I remark on the purity of morals that distinguishes the United States he declares ‘I can imagine that a stranger who has witnessed the corruption which prevails in other nations would be astonished at the difference.’ At length I leave him to a contemplation of himself. But he returns to the charge and does not desist until he has got me to repeat all I have been saying. It is impossible to conceive of a more troublesome and garrulous patriotism.”††


    Every nation has its own form of spiritual pride. These examples of American self-appreciation could be matched by similar sentiments in other nations. But every nation also has its peculiar version. Our version is that our nation turned its back upon the vices of Europe and made a new beginning.


    The Jeffersonian conception of virtue, had it not overstated the innocency of American social life, would have been a tolerable prophecy of some aspects of our social history which have distinguished us from Europe. For it can hardly be denied that the fluidity of our class structure, derived from the opulence of economic opportunities, saved us from the acrimony of the class struggle in Europe, and avoided the class rebellion, which Marx could prompt in Europe but not in America. When the frontier ceased to provide for the expansion of opportunities, our superior technology created ever new frontiers for the ambitious and adventurous. In one sense the opulence of American life has served to perpetuate Jeffersonian illusions about human nature. For we have thus far sought to solve all our problems by the expansion of our economy. This expansion cannot go on forever and ultimately we must face some vexatious issues of social justice in terms which will not differ too greatly from those which the wisest nations of Europe have been forced to use.‡‡


    The idea that men would not come in conflict with one another, if the opportunities were wide enough, was partly based upon the assumption that all human desires are determinate and all human ambitions ordinate. This assumption was shared by our Jeffersonians with the French Enlightenment. “Every man,” declared Tom Paine, “wishes to pursue his occupation and enjoy the fruits of his labors and the produce of his property in peace and safety and with the least possible expense. When these things are accomplished all objects for which governments ought to be established are accomplished.”§§ The same idea underlies the Marxist conception of the difference between an “economy of scarcity” and an “economy of abundance.” In an economy of abundance there is presumably no cause for rivalry. Neither Jeffersonians nor Marxists had any understanding for the perennial conflicts of power and pride which may arise on every level of “abundance” since human desires grow with the means of their gratification.


    One single note of realism runs through Jefferson’s idyllic picture of American innocency. That consists in his preference for an agricultural over an urban society. Jefferson was confident of the future virtue of America only in so far as it would continue as an agricultural nation. Fearing the social tensions and the subordination of man to man in a highly organized social structure, his ideal community consisted of independent freeholders, each tilling his own plot of ground and enjoying the fruits of his own labor. “Dependence begets subservience,” he wrote in extolling the life of the farmer. “It suffocates the germ of virtue and prepares fit tools for the design of ambition.”¶¶


    There is a special irony in the contrast between the course of American history toward the development of large-scale industry and Jefferson’s belief that democracy was secure only in an agrarian economy. America has become what Jefferson most feared; but the moral consequences have not been as catastrophic as he anticipated. While democracy is tainted by more corruption in our great metropolitan areas than in the remainder of our political life, we have managed to achieve a tolerable justice in the collective relations of industry by balancing power against power and equilibrating the various competing social forces of society. The rise of the labor movement has been particularly important in achieving this result; for its organization of the power of the workers was necessary to produce the counter-weight to the great concentrations of economic power which justice requires. We have engaged in precisely those collective actions for the sake of justice which Jefferson regarded as wholly incompatible with justice.


    The ironic contrast between Jeffersonian hopes and fears for America and the actual realities is increased by the exchange of ideological weapons between the early and the later Jeffersonians. The early Jeffersonians sought to keep political power weak, discouraging both the growth of federal power in relation to the States and confining political control over economic life to the States. They feared that such power would be compounded with the economic power of the privileged and used against the less favored. Subsequently the wielders of great economic power adopted the Jeffersonian maxim that the best possible government is the least possible government. The American democracy, as every other healthy democracy, had learned to use the more equal distribution of political power, inherent in universal suffrage, as leverage against the tendency toward concentration of power in economic life. Culminating in the “New Deal,” national governments, based upon an alliance of farmers, workers and middle classes, have used the power of the state to establish minimal standards of “welfare” in housing, social security, health services, etc. Naturally, the higher income groups benefited less from these minimal standards of justice, and paid a proportionately higher cost for them than the proponents of the measures of a “welfare state.” The former, therefore, used the ideology of Jeffersonianism to counter these tendencies; while the classes in society which had Jefferson’s original interest in equality discarded his ideology because they were less certain than he that complete freedom in economic relations would inevitably make for equality.


    In this development the less privileged classes developed a realistic appreciation of the factor of power in social life, while the privileged classes tried to preserve the illusion of classical liberalism that power is not an important element in man’s social life. They recognize the force of interest; but they continue to assume that the competition of interests will make for justice without political or moral regulation. This would be possible only if the various powers which support interest were fairly equally divided, which they never are.


    Since America developed as a bourgeois society, with only remnants of the older feudal culture to inform its ethos, it naturally inclined toward the bourgeois ideology which neglects the factor of power in the human community and equates interest with rationality.


    Such a society regards all social relations as essentially innocent because it believes self-interest to be inherently harmless. It is, in common with Marxism, blind to the lust for power in the motives of men; but also to the injustices which flow from the disbalances of power in the community. Both the bourgeois ideology and Marxism equate self-interest with the economic motive. The bourgeois world either regards economic desire as inherently ordinate or it hopes to hold it in check either by prudence (as in the thought of the utilitarians) or by the pressure of the self-interest of others (as in classical liberalism). Marxism, on the other hand, believes that the disbalance of power in industrial society, plus the inordinate character of the economic motive, must drive a bourgeois society to greater and greater injustice and more and more overt social conflict.


    Thus the conflict between communism and the bourgeois world achieves a special virulence between the two great hegemonous nations of the respective alliances, because America is, in the eyes of communism, an exemplar of the worst form of capitalistic injustice, while it is, in its own eyes, a symbol of pure innocence and justice. This ironic situation is heightened by the fact that every free nation in alliance with us is more disposed to bring economic life under political control than our traditional theory allows. There is therefore considerable moral misunderstanding between ourselves and our allies. This represents a milder version of the contradiction between ourselves and our foes. The classes in our society, who pretend that only political power is dangerous, frequently suggest that our allies are tainted with the same corruption as that of our foes. European nations, on the other hand, frequently judge us according to our traditional theory. They fail to recognize that our actual achievements in social justice have been won by a pragmatic approach to the problems of power, which has not been less efficacious for its lack of consistent speculation upon the problems of power and justice. Our achievements in this field represent the triumph of common sense over the theories of both our business oligarchy and the speculations of those social scientists who are still striving for a “scientific” and disinterested justice. We are, in short, more virtuous than our detractors, whether foes or allies, admit, because we know ourselves to be less innocent than our theories assume. The force and danger of self-interest in human affairs are too obvious to remain long obscure to those who are not too blinded by either theory or interest to see the obvious. The relation of power to interest on the one hand, and to justice on the other, is equally obvious. In our domestic affairs we have thus builded better than we knew because we have not taken the early dreams of our peculiar innocency too seriously.


    3


    Our foreign policy reveals even more marked contradictions between our early illusions of innocency and the hard realities of the present day than do our domestic policies. We lived for a century not only in the illusion but in the reality of innocency in our foreign relations. We lacked the power in the first instance to become involved in the guilt of its use. As we gradually achieved power, through the economic consequences of our richly stored continent, the continental unity of our economy and the technical efficiency of our business and industrial enterprise, we sought for a time to preserve innocency by disavowing the responsibilities of power. We were, of course, never as innocent as we pretended to be, even as a child is not as innocent as is implied in the use of the child as the symbol of innocency. The surge of our infant strength over a continent, which claimed Oregon, California, Florida and Texas against any sovereignty which may have stood in our way, was not innocent. It was the expression of a will-to-power of a new community in which the land-hunger of hardy pioneers and settlers furnished the force of imperial expansion. The organs of government, whether political or military, played only a secondary role. From those early days to the present moment we have frequently been honestly deceived because our power availed itself of covert rather than overt instruments. One of the most prolific causes of delusion about power in a commercial society is that economic power is more covert than political or military power.


    We believed, until the outbreak of the First World War, that there was a generic difference between us and the other nations of the world. This was proved by the difference between their power rivalries and our alleged contentment with our lot. The same President of the United States who ultimately interpreted the First World War as a crusade to “make the world safe for democracy” reacted to its first alarms with the reassuring judgment that the conflict represented trade rivalries with which we need not be concerned. We were drawn into the war by considerations of national interest, which we hardly dared to confess to ourselves. Our European critics may, however, overshoot the mark if they insist that the slogan of making “the world safe for democracy” was merely an expression of that moral cant which we seemed to have inherited from the British, only to express it with less subtlety than they. For the fact is that every nation is caught in the moral paradox of refusing to go to war unless it can be proved that the national interest is imperiled, and of continuing in the war only by proving that something much more than national interest is at stake. Our nation is not the only community of mankind which is tempted to hypocrisy. Every nation must come to terms with the fact that, though the force of collective self-interest is so great, that national policy must be based upon it; yet also the sensitive conscience recognizes that the moral obligation of the individual transcends his particular community. Loyalty to the community is therefore morally tolerable only if it includes values wider than those of the community.


    More significant than our actions and interpretations in the First World War was our mood after its conclusion. Our “realists” feared that our sense of responsibility toward a nascent world community had exceeded the canons of a prudent self-interest. Our idealists, of the thirties, sought to preserve our innocence by neutrality. The main force of isolationism came from the “realists,” as the slogan “America First” signifies. But the abortive effort to defy the forces of history which were both creating a potential world community and increasing the power of America beyond that of any other nation, was supported by pacifist idealists, Christian and secular, and by other visionaries who desired to preserve our innocency. They had a dim and dark understanding of the fact that power cannot be wielded without guilt, since it is never transcendent over interest, even when it tries to subject itself to universal standards and places itself under the control of a nascent world-wide community. They did not understand that the disavowal of the responsibilities of power can involve an individual or nation in even more grievous guilt.


    There are two ways of denying our responsibilities to our fellowmen. The one is the way of imperialism, expressed in seeking to dominate them by our power. The other is the way of isolationism, expressed in seeking to withdraw from our responsibilities to them. Geographic circumstances and the myths of our youth rendered us more susceptible to the latter than the former temptation. This has given our national life a unique color, which is not without some moral advantages. No powerful nation in history has ever been more reluctant to acknowledge the position it has achieved in the world than we. The moral advantage lies in the fact that we do not have a strong lust of power, though we are quickly acquiring the pride of power which always accompanies its possession. Our lack of the lust of power makes the fulminations of our foes against us singularly inept. On the other hand, we have been so deluded by the concept of our innocency that we are ill prepared to deal with the temptations of power which now assail us.


    The Second World War quickly dispelled the illusions of both our realists and idealists; and also proved the vanity of the hopes of the legalists who thought that rigorous neutrality laws could abort the historical tendencies which were pushing our nation into the center of the world community. We emerged from that war the most powerful nation on earth. To the surprise of our friends and critics we seemed also to have sloughed off the tendencies toward irresponsibility which had characterized us in the long armistice between the world wars. We were determined to exercise the responsibilities of our power.


    The exercise of this power required us to hold back the threat of Europe’s inundation by communism through the development of all kinds of instruments of mass destruction, including atomic weapons. Thus an “innocent” nation finally arrives at the ironic climax of its history. It finds itself the custodian of the ultimate weapon which perfectly embodies and symbolizes the moral ambiguity of physical warfare. We could not disavow the possible use of the weapon, partly because no imperiled nation is morally able to dispense with weapons which might insure its survival. All nations, unlike some individuals, lack the capacity to prefer a noble death to a morally ambiguous survival. But we also could not renounce the weapon because the freedom or survival of our allies depended upon the threat of its use. Of this at least Mr. Winston Churchill and other Europeans have assured us. Yet if we should use it, we shall cover ourselves with a terrible guilt. We might insure our survival in a world in which it might be better not to be alive. Thus the moral predicament in which all human striving is involved has been raised to a final pitch for a culture and for a nation which thought it an easy matter to distinguish between justice and injustice and believed itself to be peculiarly innocent. In this way the perennial moral predicaments of human history have caught up with a culture which knew nothing of sin or guilt, and with a nation which seemed to be the most perfect fruit of that culture.


    In this as in every other ironic situation of American history there is a footnote which accentuates the incongruity. This footnote is added by the fact that the greatness of our power is derived on the one hand from the technical efficiency of our industrial establishment and on the other from the success of our natural scientists. Yet it was assumed that science and business enterprise would insure the triumph of reason over power and passion in human history.


    Naturally, a culture so confident of the possibility of resolving all incongruities in life and history was bound to make strenuous efforts to escape the tragic dilemma in which we find ourselves. These efforts fall into two categories, idealistic and realistic. The idealists naturally believe that we could escape the dilemma if we made sufficiently strenuous rational and moral efforts; if for instance we tried to establish a world government. Unfortunately the obvious necessity of integrating the global community politically does not guarantee its possibility. And all the arguments of the idealists finally rest upon a logic which derives the possibility of an achievement from its necessity. Other idealists believe that a renunciation of the use of atomic weapons would free us from the dilemma. But this is merely the old pacifist escape from the dilemma of war itself.


    The realists on the other hand are inclined to argue that a good cause will hallow any weapon. They are convinced that the evils of communism are so great that we are justified in using any weapon against them. Thereby they closely approach the communist ruthlessness. The inadequacy of both types of escape from our moral dilemma proves that there is no purely moral solution for the ultimate moral issues of life; but neither is there a viable solution which disregards the moral factors. Men and nations must use their power with the purpose of making it an instrument of justice and a servant of interests broader than their own. Yet they must be ready to use it though they become aware that the power of a particular nation or individual, even when under strong religious and social sanctions, is never so used that there is a perfect coincidence between the value which justifies it and the interest of the wielder of it.


    One difficulty of a nation, such as ours, which manifests itself long before we reach the ultimate dilemma of warfare with weapons of mass destruction, is that we have reached our position in the world community through forms of power which are essentially covert rather than overt. Or rather the overt military power which we wield has been directly drawn from the economic power, derived from the wealth of our natural resources and our technical efficiency. We have had little experience in the claims and counter-claims of man’s social existence, either domestically or internationally. We therefore do not know social existence as an encounter between life and life, or interest with interest in which moral and non-moral factors are curiously compounded. It is therefore a weakness of our foreign policy, particularly as our business community conceives it, that we move inconsistently from policies which would overcome animosities toward us by the offer of economic assistance to policies which would destroy resistance by the use of pure military might. We can understand the neat logic of either economic reciprocity or the show of pure power. But we are mystified by the endless complexities of human motives and the varied compounds of ethnic loyalties, cultural traditions, social hopes, envies and fears which enter into the policies of nations, and which lie at the foundation of their political cohesion.


    In our relations with Asia these inconsistencies are particularly baffling. We expect Asians to be grateful to us for such assistance as we have given them; and are hurt when we discover that Asians envy, rather than admire, our prosperity and regard us as imperialistic when we are “by definition” a non-imperialistic nation.


    Nations are hardly capable of the spirit of forgiveness which is the final oil of harmony in all human relations and which rests upon the contrite recognition that our actions and attitudes are inevitably interpreted in a different light by our friends as well as foes than we interpret them. Yet it is necessary to acquire a measure of this spirit in the collective relations of mankind. Nations, as individuals, who are completely innocent in their own esteem, are insufferable in their human contacts. The whole world suffers from the pretensions of the communist oligarchs. Our pretensions are of a different order because they are not as consistently held. In any event, we have preserved a system of freedom in which they may be challenged. Yet our American nation, involved in its vast responsibilities, must slough off many illusions which were derived both from the experiences and the ideologies of its childhood. Otherwise either we will seek escape from responsibilities which involve unavoidable guilt, or we will be plunged into avoidable guilt by too great confidence in our virtue.


    


    
      
        * One of them writes: “While the scientific method has been applied wholeheartedly to everything which has to do with material advance it has been only applied haltingly and tentatively to the social and psychological problems which the advance has brought to the fore. Moreover while even the most conservative manufacturer is quick to take the advice of the chemist or engineer, the legislator rarely pays attention to the findings of the social scientist. Someone has said that in this age of wireless and airplanes the legislator typically keeps his ear to the ground.” Ralph Linton in The Science of Man in the World Crisis, p. 219.

      


      
        † Hamilton Fish Armstrong, Tito and Goliath, p. ix.

      


      
        ‡ From Perry Miller’s The Puritans, p. 213.


        James Bryce gives the following estimate of the philosophy which informed our constitution: “Someone has said that the American government and constitution are based on the theology of Calvin and the philosophy of Thomas Hobbes. This at least is true that there is a hearty puritanism in the view of human nature which pervades the instrument of 1787. It is the work of men who believed in original sin and were resolved to leave open for transgressors no door which they could possibly shut. . . . The aim of the constitution seems to be not so much to attain great common ends by securing a good government as to avert the evils which will flow not merely from a bad government but from any government strong enough to threaten the pre-existing communities and individual citizens.” James Bryce, The American Commonwealth, Vol. I, p. 306.


        “The doctrine of the separation of powers,” declared Mr. Justice Brandeis, “was adopted by the convention of 1787 not to promote efficiency but to preclude the arbitrary exercise of power—not to avoid friction but by means of the inevitable friction incident to the distribution of governmental powers among these departments to save the people from autocracy.” “Brandeis dissenting, in Myers vs. United States,” 272, U. S. 52, 293.

      


      
        § Writings, II, p. 249.

      


      
        ¶ Writings, VI, p. 58.

      


      
        ** Writings, XIII, p. 401. (Letter to John Adams on natural aristocracy.)

      


      
        †† De Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Vol. II, p. 225.

      


      
        ‡‡ On the occasion of Thomas Huxley’s visit to America he made this significant prophecy: “. . . To an Englishman landing upon your shores for the first time, travelling for hundreds of miles through strings of great and well-ordered cities, seeing your enormous actual, and almost infinite potential, wealth in all commodities, and in the energy and ability which turn wealth to account, there is something sublime in the vista of the future. Do not suppose that I am pandering to what is commonly understood by national pride. I cannot say that I am in the slightest degree impressed by your bigness, or your material resources, as such. Size is not grandeur, and territory does not make a nation. The great issue, about which hangs a true sublimity, and the terror of overhanging fate, is what are you going to do with all these things? What is to be the end to which these are to be the means? You are making a novel experiment in politics on the greatest scale which the world has yet seen. Forty millions at your first centenary, it is reasonably to be expected that, at the second, these states will be occupied by two hundred millions of English-speaking people, spread over an area as large as that of Europe, and with climates and interests as diverse as those of Spain and Scandinavia, England and Russia. You and your descendants have to ascertain whether this great mass will hold together under the forms of a republic, and the despotic reality of universal suffrage; whether state rights will hold out against centralisation, without separation; whether centralisation will get the better, without actual or disguised monarchy; whether shifting corruption is better than a permanent bureaucracy; and as population thickens in your great cities, and the pressure of want is felt, the gaunt spectre of pauperism will stalk among you, and communism and socialism will claim to be heard. Truly America has a great future before her; great in toil, in care, and in responsibility; great in true glory if she be guided in wisdom and righteousness; great in shame if she fail.” Thomas H. Huxley, American Addresses, New York, D. Appleton and Co., 1877, p. 125 f.

      


      
        §§ Thomas Paine, The Rights of Man, Part II, Ch. 4.

      


      
        ¶¶ Writings, II, p. 229. “Those who labor in the earth,” said Jefferson, “are the chosen people of God if ever he had a chosen people.” Ibid.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER III


    Happiness, Prosperity and Virtue


    


    


    THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE assures us that “the pursuit of happiness” is one of the “inalienable rights” of mankind. While the right to its pursuit is, of course, no guarantee of its attainment, yet the philosophy which informed the Declaration, was, on the whole, as hopeful that all men, at least all American men, could attain happiness as it was certain that they had the right to pursue it. America has been, in fact, both in its own esteem and in the imagination of a considerable portion of Europe, a proof of the validity of this modern hope which reached its zenith in the Enlightenment. The hope was that the earth could be transformed from a place of misery to an abode of happiness and contentment. The philosophy which generated this hope was intent both upon eliminating the natural hazards to comfort, security and contentment; and upon reforming society so that the privileges of life would be shared equitably. The passion for justice, involved in this hope, was of a higher moral order than the ambition to overcome the natural hazards to man’s comfort and security. It is obviously more noble to be concerned with the pains and sorrows which arise from human cruelties and injustices than to seek after physical comfort for oneself. Nevertheless it is one of the achievements of every civilization, and the particular achievement of modern technical civilization, that it limits the natural handicaps to human happiness progressively and gives human life as much comfort and security as is consistent with the fact that man must die in the end.


    All the “this-worldly” emphases of modern culture, which culminated in the American experiment, were justified protests against the kind of Christian “otherworldliness” which the “Epistle of Clement,” written in the second century, expressed in the words: “This age and the future are two enemies . . . we cannot therefore be friends of the two but must bid farewell to the one and hold companionship with the other.”


    Contrary to modern secular opinion this consistent depreciation of man’s historic existence does not express the genius of Christianity. In contrast to Oriental faiths it laid the foundation for the historical dynamism of the western world precisely by its emphasis upon the goodness and significance of life in history. Ideally the Christian faith strives for a balance of “a sufficient otherworldliness without fanaticism and a sufficient this-worldliness without Philistinism.”*


    Whether it was this ideal balance or the defeatist distortion which was challenged in Renaissance and Enlightenment, inevitably the decay of traditional and unjust political institutions and the remarkable success of the scientific conquest of nature unloosed the hope that all impediments to human happiness would be progressively removed. In the words of Priestley, “Nature, including both its materials and its laws, will be more at our command; men will make their situation in this world abundantly more easy and comfortable, they will prolong their existence in it and grow daily more happy. . . . Thus whatever the beginning of the world the end will be glorious and paradisiacal beyond that our imaginations can now conceive.”


    These hopes of the past centuries have not all been disappointed. But the irony of an age of science producing global and atomic conflicts; and an age of reason culminating in a life-and-death struggle between two forms of “scientific” politics must be admitted. This general pattern of history concerns us particularly as it is exemplified in American life and gives our American contemporary experience a peculiarly ironic savor.


    The prosperity of America is legendary. Our standards of living are beyond the dreams of avarice of most of the world. We are a kind of paradise of domestic security and wealth. But we face the ironic situation that the same technical efficiency which provided our comforts has also placed us at the center of the tragic developments in world events. There are evidently limits to the achievements of science; and there are irresolvable contradictions both between prosperity and virtue, and between happiness and the “good life” which had not been anticipated in our philosophy. The discovery of these contradictions threatens our culture with despair. We find it difficult to accept the threats to our “happiness” with a serenity which transcends happiness and sorrow. We are also offended by the contumely of allies as well as foes, who refuse to regard our prosperity as fruit and proof of our virtue but suggest that it may be the consequence of our vulgar Philistinism. We are therefore confronted for the first time in our life with the questions:—whether there is a simple coordination between virtue and prosperity; and whether the attainment of happiness, either through material prosperity or social peace is a simple possibility for man, whatever may be his scientific and social achievements.


    1


    It is difficult to isolate and do justice to the various factors which have contributed to the remarkable prosperity and the high standards of comfort of American civilization. It is even more difficult to make a true estimate of the effect of these standards upon the spiritual and cultural quality of our society. Both the Puritans and the Jeffersonians attributed the prosperity primarily to a divine providence which, as Jefferson observed, “led our forefathers, as Israel of old, out of their native land and planted them in a country flowing with all the necessaries and comforts of life.” Among the many analogies which our forefathers saw between themselves and Israel was the hope that the “Promised Land” would flow with “milk and honey.”


    Despite the differences between the Calvinist and the Jeffersonian versions of the Christian faith, they arrived at remarkably similar conclusions, upon this as upon other issues of life. For Jefferson the favorable economic circumstances of the New Continent were the explicit purpose of the providential decree. It was from those circumstances that the virtues of the new community were to be derived. For the early Puritans the physical circumstances of life were not of basic importance. Prosperity was not, according to the Puritan creed, a primary proof or fruit of virtue. “When men do not see and own God,” declared Urian Oakes (1631–81), “but attribute success to the sufficiency of instruments it is time for God to maintain His own right and to show that He gives and denies success according to His own good pleasure.” But three elements in the situation, of which two were derived from the creed and the third from the environment gradually changed the Puritan attitude toward the expanding opportunities of American life.


    The third was the fact that, once the first hardships had been endured, it became obvious that the riches of the New Continent promised remarkably high standards of well-being. These were accepted as “uncovenanted mercies.” As Thomas Shepard (1605–49) put it: “To have adventured here upon the wildernesses, sorrows wee expected to have withall; though wee must confess that the Lord hath sweetened it beyond our thoughts and utmost expectations of prudent men.” John Higginson, in a sermon preached to the General Court of the Massachusetts Colony in 1663 was able to assess this “sweetening” process across some successful decades. He expressed the early faith as follows: “When the Lord stirred up the spirits of so many of his people to come over into the wilderness it was not for worldly wealth or better livelihood for the outward man. The generality of the people that came over, professed the contrary. Nor had they any rational grounds to expect such things in such a wilderness. Thou God hath blessed His poor people and they have increased here from small beginnings to great estates. That the Lord may call His whole generation to witness. O generation see! Look upon your towns and fields, look upon your habitations shops and ships and behold your numerous posterity and great increase in blessings of land and see. Have I been a wilderness to you? We must need answer, no Lord thou hast been a gracious God, and exceeding good unto thy servants, even in these earthly blessings. We live in a more comfortable and plentiful manner than ever we did expect.” This is a true confession of the lack of material motives among the first Puritans and a healthy expression of gratitude for the unexpected material favor of the new community. From that day to this it has remained one of the most difficult achievements for our nation to recognize the fortuitous and the providential element in our good fortune. If either moral pride or the spirit of rationalism tries to draw every element in an historic situation into rational coherence, and persuades us to establish a direct congruity between our good fortune and our virtue or our skill, we will inevitably claim more for our contribution to our prosperity than the facts warrant. This has remained a source of moral confusion in American life. For, from the later Puritans to the present day we have variously attributed American prosperity to our superior diligence, our greater skill or (more recently) to our more fervent devotion to the ideals of freedom. We thereby have complicated our spiritual problem for the days of adversity which we are bound to experience. We have forgotten to what degree the wealth of our natural resources and the fortuitous circumstance that we conquered a continent just when the advancement of technics made it possible to organize that continent into a single political and economic unit, lay at the foundation of our prosperity.


    If it is not possible for modern man to hold by faith that there is a larger meaning in the intricate patterns of history than those which his own virtues or skills supply, he would do well to emphasize fortune and caprice in his calculations. On the other hand, a simple belief in providence also does not rescue us from these perils of a false estimate of our own contributions. Of this, the course of Puritanism in our history is proof.


    There were two elements in the Calvinist creed, which transmuted it from a faith which would take prosperity and adversity in its stride to a religion which became preoccupied with the prosperity of the new community. The Puritans became as enamored with it as the Jeffersonians. The latter regarded “useful knowledge” as the only valuable knowledge and defined such knowledge (to use the words of the “American Philosophical Society for the Promotion of Useful Knowledge,” a focus of Jeffersonian thought) as knowledge “applied to common purposes of life, by which trade is enlarged, agriculture improved, the arts of living made more easy and comfortable and the increase and happiness of mankind promoted.”


    The one element was the emphasis upon special providence. The other element was the belief that godliness is profitable to all things, including prosperity in this life. Any grateful acceptance of God’s uncovenanted mercies is easily corrupted from gratitude to self-congratulation if it is believed that providence represents not the grace of a divine power, working without immediate regard for the virtues or defects of its recipients (as illustrated by the sun shining “upon the evil and the good and the rain descending upon the just and the unjust”); but rather that it represents particular divine acts directly correlated to particular human and historical situations. Inevitably this means that providence intervenes to punish vice and to reward virtue.


    Such a theory of providence means that every natural favor or catastrophe has to be made meaningful in immediate moral terms. Thus an early Puritan, Michael Wigglesworth, saw the judgment of God upon New England in the great drought of 1662. In his “God’s Controversy with New England” he warned:


    This O New England has thought got by riot


    By riot and excess


    This hast thou brought upon thyself


    By pride and wantonness


    Thus must thy worldliness be whipt.


    They that too much do crave


    Provoke the Lord to take away


    Such blessings as they have.


    Naturally in a community so greatly favored as the New Colony there were bound to be more signs of favor than of judgment. The theory that a divine pleasure and displeasure expressed itself in these historical vicissitudes inevitably leads to the strong conviction that our conduct must have been very meritorious. Thus confidence in “special” providence supported the belief in the complete compatibility between virtue and prosperity which characterized later Calvinist thought. William Stoughton (1631–1703) expressed it as follows in “New England’s True Interest”: “If any people have been lifted up to advantages and privileges we are the people. . . . We have had the eye and hand of God working everywhere for our good. Our adversaries have had their rebukes and we have had our encouragements and a wall of fire round about us.”


    In Calvinist thought prosperity as a mark of divine favor is closely related to the idea that it must be sought as part of a godly discipline of life. “There is no question,” declared Calvin, “that riches should be the portion of the godly rather than the wicked, for godliness hath the promise in this life as well as the life to come.” We are long since familiar with Max Weber’s thesis in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism that the “intra-mundane asceticism” of Calvinism was responsible for creating the standards of diligence, honesty and thrift which lie at the foundation of our capitalistic culture. Actually Weber draws some of his most significant conclusions from American evidence. He finds it particularly interesting that “capitalism remained far less developed in some of the neighbouring colonies, the later Southern States of the U. S. A., in spite of the fact that these latter were founded by large capitalists for business motives, while the New England colonies were founded by preachers . . . for religious reasons.”†


    At any rate, the descent from Puritanism to Yankeeism in America was a fairly rapid one. Prosperity which had been sought in the service of God was now sought for its own sake. The Yankees were very appreciative of the promise in Deuteronomy: “And thou shalt do that which is right and good in the sight of the Lord: that it may be well with thee, and that thou mayest go in and possess the good land which the Lord sware unto thy fathers” (Deuteronomy 6, 18). A significant religious reservation about the relation of achievement to prosperity, which the Book of Deuteronomy also contains, was not heeded: “For the Lord thy God bringeth thee into a good land, a land of brooks of water, of fountains and depths. . . . When thou hast eaten and art full, . . . Beware that thou forget not the Lord thy God. . . . Lest when thou . . . hast built goodly houses, and dwelt therein; and when thy herds and thy flocks multiply, and thy silver and thy gold is multiplied . . . then thine heart be lifted up . . . and thou say in thine heart, My power and the might of mine hand hath gotten me this wealth” (Deuteronomy 8, 7–17).


    Such religious awe before and gratitude for “unmerited” mercies was dissipated fairly early in American life. It remains the frame of our annual presidential thanksgiving proclamations, which have however contained for many years a contradictory substance within the frame. They have congratulated God on the virtues and ideals of the American people, which have so well merited the blessings of prosperity we enjoy.


    In short, our American Puritanism contributed to our prosperity by only a slightly different emphasis than Jeffersonianism. According to the Jeffersonians, prosperity and well-being should be sought as the basis of virtue. They believed that if each citizen found contentment in a justly and richly rewarded toil he would not be disposed to take advantage of his neighbor. The Puritans regarded virtue as the basis of prosperity, rather than prosperity as the basis of virtue. But in any case the fusion of these two forces created a preoccupation with the material circumstances of life which expressed a more consistent bourgeois ethos than that of even the most advanced nations of Europe.


    In 1835 De Tocqueville recorded his impressions of this American “this-worldliness” as it had developed from the earliest Puritanism to the “American religion” of the nineteenth century. “Not only do Americans,” declared De Tocqueville, “follow religion from interest but they place in this world the interest which makes them follow it. In the middle ages the clergy spoke of nothing but the future state. They hardly cared to prove that Christians may be happy here below. But American preachers are constantly referring to the earth. . . . To touch their congregations they always show them how favorable religious opinion is to freedom and public tranquillity; and it is often difficult to ascertain from their discourses whether the principal object of religion is to obtain eternal felicity or prosperity in this world.”‡


    Perhaps one of the difficulties of this problem is exhibited in De Tocqueville’s own contrast between “eternal felicity” and “prosperity in this world.” The real choice does not lie between religions which promise future bliss at the expense of indifference toward the joys and sorrows of our present life; and those which are concerned with material security and comfort. The real question is whether a religion or a culture is capable of interpreting life in a dimension sufficiently profound to understand and anticipate the sorrows and pains which may result from a virtuous regard for our responsibilities; and to achieve a serenity within sorrow and pain which is something less but also something more than “happiness.” Our difficulty as a nation is that we must now learn that prosperity is not simply coordinated to virtue, that virtue is not simply coordinated to historic destiny and that happiness is no simple possibility of human existence.


    2


    There is an ironic aspect in the communist indictment of a religious culture, particularly when applied to America. According to communism, religion is a consolation for weak hearts who have failed to master life’s “extraneous forces.” It will vanish away when man learns not only to “propose” but to “dispose” over “the extraneous forces which control men’s daily lives.” Actually all the healthy western nations who have managed to throw off the poison of communism have been prompted by both religious and secular motives to conquer nature and reform society in the interest of man’s comfort and security. They have succeeded rather better than communism in bringing “abundance” to the people. They have erred not so much in despising the comforts of this life as in promising men more comfort in life than can be fulfilled, particularly since the same technics which provide the comfort also create the weapons by which the enmity between ourselves and our brothers is sharpened.


    Consideration of the American cult of prosperity cannot be dismissed without viewing one additional facet of the phenomenon. If the alleged preoccupation of the American people with living standards is primarily derived from the breadth of opportunity on a new continent and from Calvinist and Jeffersonian conceptions of religion and virtue, it also has other, less observed, roots. It is Spengler’s thesis that the extravert interests, related to the scientific, technical and social problems of a civilization, are released when the death of a culture has chilled the introvert interests, which create philosophical, religious and æsthetic disciplines. Thus American “go-getting” would be related to the flowering of Western European civilization as Roman bridge and road building was related to the spring-and-summer-time of Græco-Roman culture. In each case it represents the winter of decay. De Tocqueville suggests a similar thesis in his observations of American life, when he contrasts the extravert activities of our “democracy” with the purer culture of the more traditional world. “A democratic state of society,” he declared, “keeps the greater part of man in a constant state of activity; and the habits of mind which are suited for the active life are not always suited for a contemplative one. . . . The greater part of men who constitute these (the democratic) nations are extremely eager in the pursuit of actual and physical gratification. As they are always dissatisfied with the position which they occupy and are always free to leave it, they think of nothing but the means of changing their fortune or increasing it.”§


    In ascribing preoccupation with the material basis of life to democracy De Tocqueville may not do justice to all aspects of the issue, but he does place his finger upon an unsolved problem of our democracy. For it is certainly the character of our particular democracy, founded on a vast continent, expanding as a culture with its expanding frontier and creating new frontiers of opportunity when the old geographic frontiers were ended, that every ethical and social problem of a just distribution of the privileges of life is solved by so enlarging the privileges that either an equitable distribution is made easier, or a lack of equity is rendered less noticeable. For in this abundance the least privileged members of the community are still privileged, compared with less favored communities. No democratic community has followed this technique of social adjustment more consistently than we. No other community had the resources to do so. It would be quite unjust to make a purely cynical estimate of this achievement. For the achievement includes recognition by American capitalists (what French capitalists, for instance, have not learned) that high wages for workers make mass production efficiency possible. Perhaps it ought to be added that this insight was not a purely rational achievement. It was forced upon the industrialists by the pressure of organized labor; but they learned to accept the policy of high wages as not detrimental to their own interests somewhat in the same fashion as monarchists learned the value of constitutional monarchy, after historic pressures had destroyed the institution of monarchy in its old form.


    Yet the price which American culture has paid for this amelioration of social tensions through constantly expanding production has been considerable. It has created moral illusions about the ease with which the adjustment of interests to interests can be made in human society. These have imparted a quality of sentimentality to both our religious and our secular, social and political theories. It has also created a culture which makes “living standards” the final norm of the good life and which regards the perfection of techniques as the guarantor of every cultural as well as of every social-moral value.


    3


    The progress of American culture toward hegemony in the world community as well as toward the ultimate in standards of living has brought us everywhere to limits where our ideals and norms are brought under ironic indictment. Our confidence in the simple compatibility between prosperity and virtue is challenged particularly in our relations with Asia; for the Asians, barely emerging from the desperate poverty of an agrarian economy, are inclined to regard our prosperity as evidence of our injustice. Our confidence in the compatibility between our technical efficiency and our culture is challenged, particularly in our relations with Europe. For the European nations, France especially, find our culture “vulgar,” and pretend to be imperiled by the inroads of an American synthetic drink upon the popularity of their celebrated wines. The French protest against “Cocacolonialism” expresses this ironic conflict in a nutshell. Our confidence in happiness as the end of life, and in prosperity as the basis of happiness is challenged by every duty and sacrifice, every wound and anxiety which our world-wide responsibilities bring upon us.


    The cultural aversion of France toward us expresses explicitly what most of Europe seems to feel. In its most pessimistic moods European neutralism charges, in the words of Le Monde, that we are a “technocracy” not too sharply distinguished from the Russian attempt to bring all of life under technical control. It is doubly ironic that this charge should be made against us by France. Europe accuses us of errors of which the whole of modern bourgeois society is guilty and which we merely developed more consistently than European nations; for the cult of technical efficiency was elaborated among us without the checks which the ethos of a traditional aristocratic culture provided in Europe. On the other hand, there is a measure of truth in the charge of similarity between our culture and that of the pure Marxists because both are offshoots of the ethos which had its rise, significantly, in the same France which is now our principal critic in Europe. Marxism transmutes every illusion of a technical society into an obvious corruption by giving a monopoly of power to an elite, who desires to remold life within terms of the simple limits which it has set for life’s meaning. Against such corruptions our democratic society offers guarantees, and prevents the consistent application of standards of technical efficiency to all the ends and purposes of life.


    But it cannot be denied that a bourgeois society is in the process of experiencing the law of diminishing returns in the relation of technics and efficiency to the cultural life. The pursuit of culture requires certain margins of physical security and comfort; but the extension of the margins does not guarantee the further development of cultural values. It may lead to a preoccupation with the margins and obsession with the creature comforts. The elaboration of technics is basic to the advancement of culture. The inventions of writing and printing represent two of the most important chapters in the history of culture. But the further elaboration of communications in the arts of mass communication have led to the vulgarization of culture as well as to the dissemination of its richest prizes among the general public. Television may represent a threat to our culture analogous to the threat of atomic weapons to our civilization. America is the home of Hollywood in the imagination of Europe; though Europe hardly makes a fair appraisal of the relative involvement of producer and consumer in the purveyance of vulgar or sentimental art, holding us responsible for the production of what its millions avidly consume. In this, as in other respects, we must discount some of the European criticisms. Europe’s belief that a nation as fortunate as our own could not possibly also possess and appreciate the nobler values of life may sometimes hide frustrated desire.


    Yet we cannot deny the indictment that we seek a solution for practically every problem of life in quantitative terms; and are not fully aware of the limits of this approach. The constant multiplication of our high school and college enrollments has not had the effect of making us the most “intelligent” nation, whether we measure intelligence in terms of social wisdom, æsthetic discrimination, spiritual serenity or any other basic human achievement. It may have made us technically the most proficient nation, thereby proving that technical efficiency is more easily achieved in purely quantitative terms than any other value of culture.


    Our preoccupation with technics has had an obviously deleterious effect upon at least one specific sector of our classical cultural inheritance. No national culture has been as assiduous as our own in trying to press the wisdom of the social and political sciences, indeed of all the humanities, into the limits of the natural sciences. The consequence of this effort must be analyzed more carefully in another context. It is worth noting here that, when political science is severed from its ancient rootage in the humanities and “enriched” by the wisdom of sociologists, psychologists and anthropologists, the result is frequently a preoccupation with minutiæ which obscures the grand and tragic outlines of contemporary history, and offers vapid solutions for profound problems. Who can deny the irony of the contrast between the careful study of human “aggressiveness” in our socio-psychological sciences, and our encounter with a form of aggressiveness in actual life which is informed by such manias, illusions, historic aberrations and confusions, as could not possibly come under the microscope of the scientific procedures used in some of these studies?


    4


    Happiness is desired by all men; and moments of it are probably attained by most men. Only moments of it can be attained because happiness is the inner concomitant of neat harmonies of body, spirit and society; and these neat harmonies are bound to be infrequent. There is no simple harmony between our ambitions and achievements because all ambitions tend to outrun achievements. There is no neat harmony between the conscious ends of life and the physical instruments for its attainment; for the health of the body is frail and uncertain. “Brother Ass” always fails us at some time; and, in any event, he finally perishes. There is no neat harmony between personal desires and ambitions and the ends of human societies no matter how frantically we insist with the eighteenth century that communities are created only for the individual. Communities, cultures and civilizations are subject to perils which must be warded off by individuals who may lose their life in the process. There are many young American men in Korea today who have been promised the “pursuit of happiness” as an inalienable right. But the possession of the right brings them no simple happiness. Such happiness as they achieve is curiously mixed with pain, anxiety and sorrow. It is in fact not happiness at all. If it is anything, it may be what Lincoln called “the solemn joy that must be yours to have laid so costly a sacrifice upon the altar of freedom.”


    There is no simple congruity between the ideals of sensitive individuals and the moral mediocrity of even the best society. The liberal hope of a harmonious “adjustment” between the individual and the community is a more vapid and less dangerous hope than the communist confidence in a frictionless society in which all individual hopes and ideals are perfectly fulfilled. The simple fact is that an individual rises indeterminately above every community of which he is a part. The concept of “the value and dignity of the individual” of which our modern culture has made so much is finally meaningful only in a religious dimension. It is constantly threatened by the same culture which wants to guarantee it. It is threatened whenever it is assumed that individual desires, hopes and ideals can be fitted with frictionless harmony into the collective purposes of man. The individual is not discrete. He cannot find his fulfillment outside of the community; but he also cannot find fulfillment completely within society. In so far as he finds fulfillment within society he must abate his individual ambitions. He must “die to self” if he would truly live. In so far as he finds fulfillment beyond every historic community he lives his life in painful tension with even the best community, sometimes achieving standards of conduct which defy the standards of the community with a resolute “we must obey God rather than man.” Sometimes he is involved vicariously in the guilt of the community when he would fain live a life of innocency. He will possibly man a bombing plane and suffer the conscience pricks of the damned that the community might survive.


    There are no simple congruities in life or history. The cult of happiness erroneously assumes them. It is possible to soften the incongruities of life endlessly by the scientific conquest of nature’s caprices, and the social and political triumph over historic injustice. But all such strategies cannot finally overcome the fragmentary character of human existence. The final wisdom of life requires, not the annulment of incongruity but the achievement of serenity within and above it.


    Nothing that is worth doing can be achieved in our lifetime; therefore we must be saved by hope. Nothing which is true or beautiful or good makes complete sense in any immediate context of history; therefore we must be saved by faith. Nothing we do, however virtuous, can be accomplished alone; therefore we are saved by love. No virtuous act is quite as virtuous from the standpoint of our friend or foe as it is from our standpoint. Therefore we must be saved by the final form of love which is forgiveness.


    The irony of America’s quest for happiness lies in the fact that she succeeded more obviously than any other nation in making life “comfortable,” only finally to run into larger incongruities of human destiny by the same achievements by which it escaped the smaller ones. Thus we tried too simply to make sense out of life, striving for harmonies between man and nature and man and society and man and his ultimate destiny, which have provisional but no ultimate validity. Our very success in this enterprise has hastened the exposure of its final limits. Over these exertions we discern by faith the ironical laughter of the divine source and end of all things. “He that sitteth in the heavens shall laugh” (Psalm 2, 4). He laughs because “the people imagine a vain thing.” The scripture assures us that God’s laughter is derisive, having the sting of judgment upon our vanities in it. But if the laughter is truly ironic it must symbolize mercy as well as judgment. For whenever judgment defines the limits of human striving it creates the possibility of an humble acceptance of those limits. Within that humility mercy and peace find a lodging place.
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    CHAPTER IV


    The Master of Destiny
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    THE COMMUNIST movement against which the whole world must now stand on guard was intended as a scheme for giving man complete control of his own destiny. The supposed evils of its “materialism” and its “atheism” are insignificant compared with the cruelties which follow inevitably from the communist pretension that its elite has taken “the leap from the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom,” and is therefore no longer subject to the limitations of nature and history which have hitherto bound the actions of men. It imagines itself the master of historical destiny. Some of the cruelty of the communist elite arises inevitably from the delusions of grandeur in such a conception. Some is the consequence of the fury of frustration when the supposed masters of history are confronted and opposed by recalcitrant forces in history. These have not conformed to the communist logic; their strength has not been sapped by their “inner contradictions” and they have not been forced to capitulate to communist power.


    The “realm of freedom,” which according to communist thought is achieved when the proletariat acts under the guidance of the party to overturn the old order, is not the freedom of the individual in society. It is the freedom of man per se. Of course, man per se does not easily act with a single mind or will. But the logic of history has given the “working class” a very special position in the historical process, because “they cannot become masters of the productive forces of society except by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation. . . . All previous movements were movements of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious movement of the immense majority” which cannot act without acting for the whole of mankind, which “cannot stir, cannot raise itself without the whole superincumbent strata of society being sprung into the air” (Communist Manifesto). This class, which is potentially mankind itself, does, however, require tutelage. Without the aid of its “vanguard,” the party, it would not, according to Lenin, rise above “trade union psychology.” That is to say, it would be content to pursue moderate and proximate goals in history. It requires the wisdom of the party, repository of the oracles of God (in this case the wisdom of “Marxist-Leninist science”) to understand the grand strategy of a secularized providence which has marked it out for so momentous a task and for so remarkable a triumph.


    This whole conception has, as many observers have remarked, the character of religious apocalypse. But it is a very modern kind of religious apocalypse; for it contains the dearest hope of all typical moderns, Marxist or non-Marxist. That hope is that man may be delivered from his ambiguous position of being both creature and creator of the historical process and become unequivocally the master of his own destiny. The Marxist dream is distinguished from the liberal dream by a sharper and more precise definition of the elite which is to act as surrogate for mankind, by more specific schemes for endowing this elite with actual political power; by its fanatic certainty that it knows the end toward which history must move; and by its consequent readiness to sacrifice every value of life for the achievement of this end. The liberal culture has been informed by similar hopes since the eighteenth century. It has been as impatient as Marxism with the seeming limitations of human wisdom in discerning the total pattern of destiny in which human actions take place, and the failure of human power to bring the total pattern under the dominion of the human will. “If man can predict with almost complete certainty,” asked Condorcet, “the phenomena of which he knows the laws, if . . . from the experience of the past he can forecast with much probability the events of the future, why should one regard it as a chimerical undertaking to trace with some likeness the future destiny of the human species in accordance with the facts of history?” Condorcet was not only certain that the future could be known but that he knew it. “Our hopes for the future state of the human species,” he continued, “may be reduced to three important points: the destruction of inequality between nations, the progress of equality among the common people, and the growth of man toward perfection” required no more than that “the vast distance which divides the most enlightened people . . . such as the French and Anglo-Americans” from those people who are “in servitude to kings” should “gradually disappear.”*


    Obviously the idea of the abolition of the institution of monarchy as the most important strategy for the redemption of mankind was as characteristic of the peculiar prejudices of middle-class life as the idea of the abolition of the institution of property was of the unique viewpoint of propertyless proletarians. In each case they identified all evil with the type of power from which they suffered and which they did not control; and they regarded particular sources of particular social evils as the final source of all evil in history. Neither Condorcet, nor Comte in his subsequent elaborations of similar hopes, placed all their trust in this single strategy. The liberal world has always oscillated between the hope of creating perfect men by eliminating the social sources of evil and the hope of so purifying human “reason” by educational techniques that all social institutions would gradually become the bearers of a universal human will, informed by a universal human mind. These ambiguities, which have saved the Messianic dreams of the liberal culture from breeding the cruelties of communism, must be considered more fully presently. At the moment it is worth recording that the Frenchman, Condorcet, envisaged the French and the “Anglo-Americans” as the Messianic nations. Here we have in embryo what has become the ironic situation of our own day. The French Enlightenment consistently saw the American Revolution and the founding of the new American nation as a harbinger of the perfect world which was in the making. Though Comte, almost a century later, rigorously clung to the idea of French hegemony in the coming utopia and fondly hoped that French would be its universal language, France has fallen by the wayside as a nation with a Messianic consciousness, its present mood being characterized by extreme skepticism rather than apocalyptic hopes.


    This leaves America as the prime bearer of this hope and dream. From the earliest days of its history to the present moment, there is a deep layer of Messianic consciousness in the mind of America. We never dreamed that we would have as much political power as we possess today; nor for that matter did we anticipate that the most powerful nation on earth would suffer such an ironic refutation of its dreams of mastering history. For our increased power related our will and purpose to a vaster and vaster entanglement with other wills and purposes, which made it impossible for any single will to prevail or any specific human goal of history easily to become the goal of all mankind.


    We were, as a matter of fact, always vague, as the whole liberal culture is fortunately vague, about how power is to be related to the allegedly universal values which we hold in trust for mankind. We were, of course, not immune to the temptation of believing that the universal validity of what we held in trust justified our use of power to establish it. Thus in the debate on the annexation of Oregon, in which the imperial impulse of a youthful nation expressed itself, a Congressman could thunder: “If ours is to be the home of the oppressed, we must extend our territory in latitude and longitude to the demand of the millions which are to follow us; as well for our own posterity as for those who are invited to our peaceful shores to partake in our republican institutions.”


    Generally, however, the legitimization of power was not the purpose of our Messianic consciousness. We felt that by example and by unexplained forces in history our dream would become the regnant reality of history.


    We have noted in another connection that in both the Calvinist and the Jeffersonian concept of our national destiny the emphasis lay at the beginning upon providence rather than human power. Jefferson had proposed for the seal of the United States a picture of “the children of Israel, led by a cloud by day and a pillar of fire by night.” Washington declared in his first inaugural that “the preservation of the sacred fire of liberty and the destiny of the republican model of government are justly considered, perhaps as deeply, as finally staked on the experiment intrusted to the hands of the American people.” Most significant was the assurance that we were acting as surrogates, as trustees for mankind. As Dr. Priestley put it in 1802: “It is impossible not to be sensible that we are acting for all mankind.”


    This concept of America as the darling of divine providence did not of course exclude the idea of fulfilling its destiny by actions which would help in the universal realization of the democratic ideal of society. The Puritans, as we have seen, gradually shifted from their emphasis upon a divine favor to the nation, to an emphasis upon the virtue which the nation had acquired by divine favor. Even a very early Puritan was certain that “God had sifted a whole nation that he might send choice grain into the wilderness” (William Stoughton, 1668).


    President Johnson in his message to Congress in 1868 expressed the most popular form of our Messianic dream. “The conviction is rapidly gaining ground in the American mind,” he declared, “that with increased facilities for inter-communication between all portions of the earth the principles of free government as embraced in our constitution . . . would prove sufficient strength and breadth to comprehend within their sphere and influence the civilized nations of the world.” Except in moments of aberration we do not think of ourselves as the potential masters, but as tutors of mankind in its pilgrimage to perfection.


    Such Messianic dreams, though fortunately not corrupted by the lust of power, are of course not free of the moral pride which creates a hazard to their realization. “God has not been preparing the English-speaking and Teutonic peoples,” declared Senator Beveridge of Indiana, “for a thousand years for nothing but vain and idle self-contemplation and self-admiration. He has made us the master organizers of the world to establish system where chaos reigns. . . . He has made us adept in government that we may administer government among savage and senile peoples. Were it not for such a force this world would relapse into barbarism and night. And of all our race he has marked the American people as his chosen nation to finally lead in the regeneration of the world.” The concept of administering “government among savage and senile peoples” does of course have power implications. But the legitimization of power is generally subordinate in the American dream to the fact that the concept that a divine favor upon the nation implies a commitment “to lead in the regeneration of mankind.” Among us, as well as among communists, an excessive voluntarism which finally brings human history under the control of the human will is in tentative, but not in final, contradiction to a determinism which finds historical destiny favorable at some particular point to man’s assumption of mastery over that destiny. The American dream is not particularly unique. Almost every nation has had a version of it.†


    But the American experience represents a particularly unique and ironic refutation of the illusion in all such dreams. The illusions about the possibility of managing historical destiny from any particular standpoint in history, always involve, as already noted, miscalculations about both the power and the wisdom of the managers and of the weakness and the manageability of the historical “stuff” which is to be managed.


    2


    Consistent with the general liberal hope of redeeming history, the American Messianic dream is vague about the political or other power which would be required to subject all recalcitrant wills to the one will which is informed by the true vision. We have noted that much of the virulence of communism arises from the fact that its program provides for the investment of a class and a party with a monopoly of power. According to the communist creed this monopoly is achieved by a remarkable concurrence between providence and the resolute will of the proletariat. Providence (i.e., the historical dialectic) insures the progressive weakening of the “expropriators” and the strengthening of the “expropriated”; but, at a final climax of history, human action must support and affirm the historical logic. The proletariat must seize all political power and deny it to all of its enemies. This monopoly of power, which is to insure the victory of justice, actually becomes the root of the cruelty and injustice of communism.


    In the liberal versions of the dream of managing history, the problem of power is never fully elaborated. Beginning with the physiocrats one version of the dream assumes that history would flow inevitably to the goal of an ideal humanity, if only the irrelevancies of political power were removed. But another version of the dream assumes some kind of elite. Beginning with Comte modern social scientists and geneticists frequently hint vaguely at the necessity of Platonic philosopher-kings, transmuted, of course, into scientist-kings. The least that seems required is that the men of power should have social and psychological scientists at their elbows to prevent “irrational prejudices” from entering into their calculations and to persuade them not “to have their ears to the ground.” But there is, of course, no political program for investing an elite with power.


    The American national version of the dream had this same fortunate vagueness. American government is regarded as the final and universally valid form of political organization. But, on the whole, it is expected to gain its ends by moral attraction and imitation. Only occasionally does an hysterical statesman suggest that we must increase our power and use it in order to gain the ideal ends, of which providence has made us the trustees.


    The first element of irony lies in the fact that our nation has, without particularly seeking it, acquired a greater degree of power than any other nation of history. The same technics, proficiency in the use of which lies at the foundation of American power, have created a “global” political situation in which the responsible use of this power has become a condition of survival of the free world. It is not surprising that the communist elite should be filled with fury when they behold the unfolding of this power, marked by their “logic” for self-destruction through its “inner contradictions.”


    But the second element of irony lies in the fact that a strong America is less completely master of its own destiny than was a comparatively weak America, rocking in the cradle of its continental security and serene in its infant innocence. The same strength which has extended our power beyond a continent has also interwoven our destiny with the destiny of many peoples and brought us into a vast web of history in which other wills, running in oblique or contrasting directions to our own, inevitably hinder or contradict what we most fervently desire. We cannot simply have our way, not even when we believe our way to have the “happiness of mankind” as its promise. Even in the greatness of our power we are thwarted by a ruthless foe, who is ironically the more recalcitrant and ruthless because his will is informed by an impossible dream of bringing happiness to all men if only he can eliminate our recalcitrance.


    But we are thwarted by friends and allies as well as by foes. Our dream of the universal good is sufficiently valid to bring us in voluntary alliance with many peoples, who have similar conceptions of the good life. But neither their conceptions of the good, nor their interests, which are always compounded with ideals, are identical with our own. In this situation it is natural that many of our people should fail to perceive that historical destiny may be beguiled, deflected and transfigured by human policy, but that it cannot be coerced. They become impatient and want to use the atomic bomb (symbol of the technical efficiency upon which our world authority rests) not only to put an end to the recalcitrance of our foes but to eliminate the equivocal attitudes of the Asian and other peoples, who are not as clearly our allies as we should like them to be. Yet on the whole, we have as a nation learned the lesson of history tolerably well. We have heeded the warning “let not the wise man glory in his wisdom, let not the mighty man glory in his strength.” Though we are not without vainglorious delusions in regard to our power, we are saved by a certain grace inherent in common sense rather than in abstract theories from attempting to cut through the vast ambiguities of our historic situation and thereby bringing our destiny to a tragic conclusion by seeking to bring it to a neat and logical one.


    Significantly the elements in our population which are most prone to defy the limits of power, possessed by any particular agent in history, and to seek a resolution of our difficulties by a sheer display of military power, are frequently drawn from a bourgeois-liberal tradition which was, until recently, unconscious of the factor of power in political life. It is the nature of a business community that it deals with the covert forms of power in economic life and to be insensible to the significance and the complexity of more overt forms of power, even as it is insensible to the motive of the lust for power as an element in human nature. It is quite conscious of the force of self-interest in life; but it imagines that this force is nicely checked and contained by prudence on the one hand and by the balance of competing interests on the other. The realm of the political with its vast imponderables of power is a terra incognita to it. When experience suddenly thrusts the facts and perils of this world upon it, it is inclined to exchange the sentimentalities and pretensions of yesterday, which obscured the power element in life, for the cynicism of today. This is the greater temptation for elements in the American business community because American world authority rests so directly upon our military power; and this in turn is drawn so immediately from our economic strength. We have had so little experience in managing or participating in the conscious and quasi-conscious power struggles of life and in fathoming the endlessly complex compounds of ethnic loyalties, historic traditions, military strength and ideological hopes which constitute historic forms of power, that we would fain move with one direct leap from the use of economic to the use of military power. These are the political and moral hazards of a great commercial nation, moving directly and precipitately into the baffling currents of world politics. Despite the hazards, we have managed to achieve some patience and shrewdness and have avoided the ultimate error of trying to bring the historic process to what would seem to us to be its ultimate conclusion.


    3


    If the democratic world has refused, with an unconscious or inherited wisdom, to invest its supposed elite with a monopoly of power it has not been equally wise in understanding the limits of wisdom among any supposed bearers of the Messianic vision, or in anticipating the illogical and unpredictable emergence of wisdom and virtue among those who are supposed to be the beneficiaries, rather than the benefactors, of the management of historical destiny. In this lesson the course of American history is a neat and ironic parable for the whole meaning of the liberal dream. How pure our democratic virtue seemed in the eighteenth century, compared with that of the benighted devotees and victims of “monarchy.” That is why our American experiment seemed to be the “last best hope of mankind.” That is why our founding fathers regarded our constitution as a veritable ark of the covenant of democracy.


    But meanwhile there were many more thousands in Europe who had not “bowed their knees to Baal” than our American Elijah imagined. The hated institution of monarchy was gradually brought under parliamentary control by the rising power of democracy in Europe. The combination of constitutional monarchy and parliamentary government has proved to possess some democratic virtues which the system of checks and balances in our republican government lacks. The institution of monarchy, shorn of its absolute power, was found to possess virtues which neither the proponents nor the opponents of its original form anticipated. It became the symbol of the continuing will and unity of a nation as distinguished from the momentary will, embodied in specific governments. The power of parliament on the other hand became a more flexible expression of the national will than our more unwieldy system. In some European nations this flexibility is not matched by steadiness. But in the smaller north and west European nations, as well as in Britain, instruments of democratic society, developed out of the older feudal forms, lack no virtue possessed by the American system; and they exhibit some of the wisdom inherent in the more organic forms of society, which the more rationalistic conceptions of a purely bourgeois order lack.


    In whatever way we estimate the relative merits and virtues of the European form of democracy in comparison with our own, it is evident that the original conception of a sharp distinction between a virtuous new democratic world and a vicious tyrannical older world was erroneous. The paths of progress in history have in this, as in many other instances, proved to be more devious and unpredictable than the putative managers of history could understand. The course of history refused to conform to the logic prescribed for it. The democratic dreamers were almost as wrong as the communist planners. They were right in so far as there was implicit in the democratic conception (though not always fully understood) some modest awareness of the many sources of virtue, wisdom, and power in history and of the necessity to come to terms with them. The course of history cannot be coerced from a particular point in history and in accordance with a particular conception of its end.


    Today the success of America in world politics depends upon its ability to establish community with many nations, despite the hazards created by pride of power on the one hand and the envy of the weak on the other. This success requires a modest awareness of the contingent elements in the values and ideals of our devotion, even when they appear to us to be universally valid; and a generous appreciation of the valid elements in the practices and institutions of other nations though they deviate from our own. In other words, our success in world politics necessitates a disavowal of the pretentious elements in our original dream, and a recognition of the values and virtues which enter into history in unpredictable ways and which defy the logic which either liberal or Marxist planners had conceived for it.


    This American experience is a refutation in parable of the whole effort to bring the vast forces of history under the control of any particular will, informed by a particular ideal. All such efforts are rooted in what seems at first glance to be a contradictory combination of voluntarism and determinism. These efforts are on the one hand excessively voluntaristic, assigning a power to the human will and a purity to the mind of some men which no mortal or group of mortals possesses. On the other hand they are excessively deterministic since they regard most men as merely the creatures of an historical process. Sometimes the historical process is conceived as a purely natural one, in which case all men are regarded as merely the instruments and fruits of the process. But generally it is assumed that some group of men has the intelligence to manipulate and manage the process. The excessive voluntarism which underlies this theory of an elite, explicit in communism and implicit in some democratic theory, is encouraged by the excessive determinism, which assumes that most men are creatures with simple determinate ends of life, and that their “anti-social” tendencies are quasi-biological impulses and inheritances which an astute social and psychological science can overcome or “redirect” to what are known as “socially approved” goals.


    In a letter to the journal Science this naïve belief, widely held particularly in America, is succinctly expressed: “For if by employing the methods of science, men can come to understand and control the atom, there is reasonable likelihood that they can in the same way learn and control human group behaviour. . . . It is quite within reasonable probability that social science can provide the technics (for keeping the peace) if it is given a like amount of support afforded to the physical sciences in developing the atomic bomb.”‡


    This belief which has found classic expression in the philosophy of John Dewey, pervades the academic disciplines of sociology and psychology.§ Underlying this whole view of history is the assumption that the realm of history is only slightly distinguished from the realm of nature. All the complexities arising in human history from the fact that human agents, who are a part of the process of history, are also its creators, are obscured. The historical character of man as both agent in, and creature of, history is not recognized.


    Man as an historical creature never has as pure and disinterested a mind and his “values” and “socially approved goals” are never as universally valid as the prospective managers and manipulators of historical destiny assume theirs to be. This is true of the communist oligarchs as tutors of a disinterested proletariat. They are blind not only to their own lust of power, but also to the partial and particular viewpoint of the disinherited, and the special interests of a Russian nation as well as to every other historical contingency which taints the purity of their position. But it is also true of an American nation, or any other nation with Messianic illusions. It is particularly true of the host of modern social, psychological or anthropological scientists, who think it an easy matter to match the disinterestedness of the natural scientist in the field of historical values. They all forget that, though man has a limited freedom over the historical process, he remains immersed in it. None of them deal profoundly with the complex “self” whether in its individual or in its collective form. This self has a reason; but its reason is more intimately related to the anxieties and fears, the hopes and ambitions of the self as spirit and to the immediate necessities of the self as natural organism than the “pure” reason of the natural scientist; for he observes forces of nature which do not essentially challenge the hopes and fears of the self.¶


    If one speaks of a “collective form” of selfhood, one need not enter into the inconclusive debate whether human communities can be said to possess “personality.” They obviously do not have a single organ of self-transcendence, though a political community has an inchoate organ of will in its government. Yet they do have the capacity to stand beyond themselves, observe and estimate their behavior, and trace the course of their history in terms of some framework of meaning which gives them a sense of continuing identity amidst the flux of time. These estimates are made not by a single mind but by competing “minds” and “schools” of thought, so that every nation or other community is involved in a continuous debate about what it is or ought to be. But even this debate, which sharply distinguishes the collective self from the more integral individual self, has analogies in individual life. For the individual is also involved in a perpetual internal dialogue about the legitimacy of his hopes and purposes, and the virtue or vice of his previous acts. In this dialogue contrition and complacency, pride of accomplishment and a sense of inadequacy, alternate in ways not too different from the alternation of moods in a community.


    In any event, the significant unit of thought and action in the realm of historical encounter is not a mind but a self. This unit has an organic unity of rational, emotional and volitional elements which make all its actions and attitudes historically more relative than is realized in any moment of thought and action. The inevitability of this confusion between the relative and the universal is exactly what is meant by original sin. It is the rejection of the reality of original sin in the mind of the controllers of social process which has bred either cruelty or confusion. It has bred cruelty if the elite managed to achieve power proportioned to their pretensions and confusion if they only wistfully longed for it.


    But if the mind or the will which pretends to control historical destiny is more “historical” than is realized in one sense of the word, the lives and persons, the forces and emotions, the hopes and fears which are to be managed and controlled are more “historical” in another sense of the word. For man as an historical creature has desires of indeterminate dimensions. Unique human freedom, in even the simplest peasant, transfigures nature’s immediate necessities. This freedom imparts a stubborn recalcitrance to his actions which make him finally “unmanageable.” It transmutes all of nature’s necessities into indeterminate ambitions which traditional societies have actually held within bounds more successfully than modern societies. But they will always prevent that simple social harmony which is the utopia of both democratic and communist idealists. This unique freedom is the generator of both the destructiveness and the creativity of man. Most of the efforts to manage the historical process would actually destroy the creativity with the destructiveness.**


    There are strong ironic aspects in the tremendous labors of our contemporary wise men to isolate the roots of human aggressiveness, to determine how frustration may be related to racial prejudice and to study the cause of “social tensions” everywhere. For all their labors are based upon the assumption that they are dealing primarily with measurable forms of insecurity or “anti-social” tendencies or “irrational” behavior which will yield to some special technique. Meanwhile the world is confronted by a mania which represents the corruption of a characteristically historic tendency in man. Communism is compounded of Messianism and a lust for power. The Messianism is a corrupt expression of man’s search for the ultimate within the vicissitudes and hazards of time. The lust for power contains spiritual elements mixed with the natural survival impulse of the world of nature. Neither element in the compound can be measured either in the communist theories of human nature or in those of most “liberals” who are trying to save us from communism.


    Elaborate theories are also evolved about the roots of human aggressiveness. The anthropologists have a particular penchant for discovering those roots in the early toilet training or in the methods of mothers for swaddling children.†† The Germans, the Japanese and the Russians have all been analyzed in the hope of discovering the secret of their aggressive behavior in their traditions of child training. Significantly it has not been determined whether collective aggressiveness is merely the cumulation of individual forms of aggressiveness or whether it is the fruit of an undue docility among the individuals of a nation which provides fodder for the aggressiveness of its leaders.


    A very noted psychiatrist, head of the World Health Organization, thinks that human aggressiveness is derived from the fact that “we are civilized too early” which is to say that we are prompted to regard our “natural human urges as bad.” Thus we “distrust and hate ourselves” and from this self-hatred arises “aggressive feelings against others.” This aggressiveness could be cured very easily if mothers’ clinics were established which would teach mothers that “babies need, not just want but need, uncritical love, love whose manifestations are quite independent of the babies’ behaviour.” Such love will create the feeling of “belonging” which in a “successful development process should spread gradually to include family, friends and fellow citizens and in the little world this has become it can no longer safely stop at national boundaries.” We must now have “large numbers of people who have grown emotionally beyond national boundaries” and we, therefore, need a greater emphasis on “uncritical love” and “freedom from the ‘conviction of sin.’”‡‡


    It is not explained how both liberal and Marxist civilizations which have long since disavowed doctrines which Dr. Chisholm abhors should have generated so much “aggresiveness.”


    A survey of much of the current literature of our modern wise men must impress the reader with the ironic deterioration of wisdom, consequent upon this pretension of wisdom. Everything that is really historical in both the true aspirations and the monstrous ambitions of men is obscured. And these animadversions are carried on while we face a threat arising from depths in the human soul which are not subject to these measurements, and from aberrations which are strikingly similar to those of our deliverers.


    Sometimes our modern wise men move illogically from the real world of history to the dream world of “natural instincts.” Thus Bertrand Russell, who has disavowed his earlier pacifism and has recently counseled America not to be too squeamish in using our atomic weapons against the Russians, sometimes thinks in another frame of meaning in which all our military expenditures are seen as “due to impulses incorporated into human nature by long ages of training and natural selection.”§§


    Perhaps the real difficulty in both the communist and the liberal dreams of a “rationally ordered” historic process is that the modern man lacks the humility to accept the fact that the whole drama of history is enacted in a frame of meaning too large for human comprehension or management. It is a drama in which fragmentary meanings can be discerned within a penumbra of mystery; and in which specific duties and responsibilities can be undertaken within a vast web of relations which are beyond our powers.


    A sane life requires that we have some clues to the mystery so that the realm of meaning is not simply reduced to the comprehensible processes of nature. But these clues are ascertained by faith, which modern man has lost. So he hovers ambivalently between subjection to the “reason” which he can find in nature and the “reason” which he can impose upon nature. But neither form of reason is adequate for the comprehension of the illogical and contradictory patterns of the historic drama, and for anticipating the emergence of unpredictable virtues and vices. In either case, man as the spectator and manager of history imagines himself to be freer of the drama he beholds than he really is; and man as the creature of history is too simply reduced to the status of a creature of nature, and all of his contacts to the ultimate are destroyed.


    


    
      
        * Condorcet, Dixième Époque, p. 236.

      


      
        † See Lionel Curtis’ Civitas Dei for the British version. Fichte had a vision of the German nation becoming a Menschheitsnation. Mazzini artfully combined national pride with the hope of Italy’s peculiar contribution to the development of mankind. Russia has always been filled with Messianic illusions. In Nicholas Berdyaev’s posthumously published The Russian Idea, he analyzes these Messianic illusions humorously and comes to the conclusion that the Soviet Messianism is not an ideal but yet a tolerable culmination of all these Messianic dreams.

      


      
        ‡ Quoted by Leslie A. White in The Science of Culture, p. 342.

      


      
        § It would be absurd to claim any degree of unanimity in these disciplines, for frequently a debate rages between excessive determinists and excessive voluntarists. In the field of anthropology which has lately entered the lists in the study and direction of contemporary culture, a strong school of cultural determinists challenges the voluntarists. The determinists rightly recognize that man is the creature of his culture and fail to see that he is also the creator of it. Thus a cultural determinist may rather amusingly challenge the excessive voluntarism of a psychologist. Leslie White in The Science of Culture quotes Professor Gordon Allport as observing: “The United States spent two billion dollars in the invention of the atomic bomb, and asks ‘What is there absurd in spending an equivalent sum if necessary on the discovery of the means of control?’” Obviously such reasoning assumes that the vast and complex processes of action and interaction between human wills and desires can be brought “under control” if only sufficient money is spent on the enterprise.


        Mr. White, who regards this view as “unsound,” proceeds to challenge it with an equally unsound view: “Wars are struggles between social organisms, called nations,” he declares, “for survival, struggles for the possession and use of the resources of the earth, for fertile fields, coal, oil, and iron deposits. . . . No amount of understanding will alter or remove the basis of this struggle any more than an understanding of the ocean’s tides will diminish or terminate the flow” (Leslie A. White in The Science of Culture, p. 343).


        There is an absolute contradiction between these two theories in so far as one assumes and the other denies that there can be an elite group with minds pure enough to transcend the “struggle between social organisms” and powerful enough to compose the struggle.


        But the theories have much in common, in each case the historical process is regarded as similar in kind with the natural process. The wars of history are regarded as perfectly analogous to “the ocean’s tides.” What men think about the peril of an atomic bomb is regarded as equally manageable with the physical forces which produce the bomb.

      


      
        ¶ In his address at the Convocation of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, March 30, 1949, Mr. Winston Churchill declared: “The Dean of the humanities spoke with awe ‘of an approaching scientific ability to control men’s thoughts with precision.’—I shall be very content to be dead before that happens.”

      


      
        ** In a naïve psychologist’s view of utopia, B. F. Skinner’s Walden II, we are presented with the vision of an ideal community of six hundred souls who have been conditioned to a life of perfect harmony, free of all excessive ambition or jealousy. The psychologist who has created this community admits that he has “managed” the development of the individual components of the harmonious community and that there are, therefore, similarities between him and the notorious dictators of our day. But he feels that there is a great distinction between him and them because he has done what he has done for the good of the community. The community meanwhile lacks the heroic and noble elements in human nature as completely as destructive animosities.

      


      
        †† Geoffrey Gorer and John Rickman, The People of Great Russia, and an article by Ruth Benedict, “Child Rearing in Certain European Countries,” in American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 1949.

      


      
        ‡‡ Brock Chisholm in an article, “Social Responsibility,” in Science, Jan. 14, 1949.

      


      
        §§ Bertrand Russell in an article, “The Modern Mastery of Nature,” Listener (London), May, 1951. “What a nation can spare from increasing its own numbers,” declares Mr. Russell, “it devotes only in part to its own welfare. To a very great extent it devotes its energies to killing other people. . . . The United States government has announced that in the coming year 20% of its total production is to be spent on armaments.” Mr. Russell’s facts are indisputable. But the idea that the American people bear this tremendous burden because they are blinded by “impulses incorporated into human nature by long ages of training and natural selection” is rather naïve, particularly in the light of Mr. Russell’s belief that we must be armed against communism and must not even be too squeamish about the bomb.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER V


    The Triumph of Experience Over Dogma
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    IF THE experiences of America as a world power, its responsibilities and concomitant guilt, its frustrations and its discovery of the limits of power, constitute an ironic refutation of some of the most cherished illusions of a liberal age, its experiences in domestic politics represent an ironic form of success. Our success in establishing justice and insuring domestic tranquillity has exceeded the characteristic insights of a bourgeois culture. Frequently our success is due to social and political policies which violate and defy the social creed which characterizes a commercial society. America has developed a pragmatic approach to political and economic questions which would do credit to Edmund Burke, the great exponent of the wisdom of historical experience as opposed to the abstract rationalism of the French Revolution.


    Marxism is engaged in two types of contest with the bourgeois world. In the one it has become the fighting creed of the peoples of decaying agrarian civilizations in conflict with the democratic-industrial world. In the other, parliamentary forms of Marxism inform the political parties of industrial workers in industrial nations as these challenge the economic and political power of capital and industry. In the international contest between Marxism and the democratic world, it is ideologically unfortunate that the most powerful nation in the alliance of free nations should also be most consistently bourgeois in its attitudes. This gives the communist propaganda some undue advantages as may be seen in the prejudices of the Asian world against our alleged capitalistic imperialism. In terms of their ancient resentments and of their newfound communist creed, we are, by definition, “imperialistic,” and our very success and power seem to give plausibility to the indictment.


    But in the contest between Marxism and bourgeois ideology within the confines of western civilization and in the domestic politics of its several nations we play a different role. We may be the most consistent bourgeois nation; but we have established a degree of justice which has prevented the Marxist movement from arising in our society in either its milder or more virulent form. This achievement may be due primarily to our highly favored circumstances. For the wealth of our natural resources, the unity of a continental economy and the efficiency of our technology have, as we have previously noted, mitigated the severity of the social struggle in America.


    But there are other reasons for this achievement. The contest between Marxism and the bourgeois world is a debate between two ideologies, each of which proceeds confidently to certain conclusions upon the basis of presuppositions which are only partly true. Marxism is so formidable as a political creed precisely because it expresses the convictions of those who have discovered the errors in the liberal-bourgeois creed in bitter experience. Marxism is so dangerous because in its consistent form it usually substitutes a more grievous error for the error which it challenges. In this debate between errors, or between half-truth and half-truth, America is usually completely on the side of the bourgeois credo in theory; but in practice it has achieved balances of power in the organization of social forces and a consequent justice which has robbed the Marxist challenge of its sting. No one sings odes to liberty as the final end of life with greater fervor than Americans. But in practice we heed the warning of Edmund Burke: “I should therefore suspend my congratulations on the new liberty of France until I am informed how it has been combined with government, with public force, with the disciplines and obedience of armies; with the collection of effective and well-distributed revenue; with morality and religion; with the solidity of property; with peace and order. . . . Liberty, when men act in bodies, is power. Considerate people, before they declare themselves, will observe the use which is made of power.”*


    Britain has been, until recently, the home of pragmatic politics, where “liberty broadened down from precedent to precedent”; where the complex relation of freedom to order was so well understood that social policy moved from case to case and point to point, informed by experience rather than consistent dogma; and thereby avoiding a too great sacrifice of freedom to order or of order to freedom. Britain has not lost its genius for the empirical approach; but we may have exceeded her achievements in some respects, partly because we had margins of security which prevented the rise of consistent dogmas. Our favored position may tempt us to reject whatever truth is embodied in the Marxist creed too unreservedly; but British labor has become increasingly inclined to meet disillusionments merely by a more consistent application of its creed.


    2


    A consideration of some of the crucial issues in the debate between Marxism and a liberal society may illumine the paradox of American social policy, whose theory is usually consistently on the one side of the debate while its practice frequently strikes a creative synthesis. A bourgeois society regards the achievement of social harmony as fairly easy. It tends to believe that it is only necessary to remove irrelevant political restraints from economic activity; and then the “natural system of liberty” will become effective. It believes that the self-interest of each individual is checked and balanced by that of every other individual. If this check is not sufficient, an “enlightened” self-interest which knows how to find the point of concurrence between the interests of self and those of the community will ostensibly supply the deficiency. This serene confidence in the possibilities of social harmony is derived both from one of the great achievements of a commercial culture, and from a natural illusion of such a culture. The achievement was the discovery that men could be brought most effectively into the vast system of mutual services in a complex society by engaging their “self-interest” rather than their “benevolence.” The cobbler would make shoes and the farmer would raise wheat and the tailor would fashion a coat; and they would exchange their several products. Each would gain in the exchange; for it permitted a specialization of labor which improved the efficiency of each. Each would seek his own gain, or rather that of his family; but each would be prompted to serve the other in the system. There are elements of truth in this discovery of classical economics which remain a permanent treasure of a free society, since some forms of a “free market” are essential to democracy. The alternative is the regulation of economic process through bureaucratic-political decisions. Such regulation, too consistently applied, involves the final peril of combining political and economic power.


    On the other hand, the liberal society never achieved the perfect harmony of which it dreamed because it overestimated the reciprocity of the free market and also equated economic competition with all encounters in society. It overestimated the reciprocity of the market because it was oblivious both to the elements of power in society, and to the disproportions of power in economic life. Power, in the thought of the typically bourgeois man, is political. He believes that it must be reduced to a minimum. The earlier bourgeois man wanted to eliminate political power because it represented the special advantages which the old aristocracy had over him. The present bourgeois man wants to reduce it to a minimum because it represents the effort of a democratic society to bring disproportions of economic power under control. In the shift of motive from earlier to later bourgeois man lies the inevitable degradation of the liberal dogma. Marxism was bound to challenge the dogma, and to find the later form particularly vulnerable.


    The reciprocity of the market was too simply equated with the social harmony of the community because self-interest was restricted to the economic motive. The false abstraction of “economic man” remains a permanent defect in all bourgeois-liberal ideology. It seems to know nothing of what Thomas Hobbes termed “the continual competition for honor and dignity” in human affairs. It understands neither the traditional ethnic and cultural loyalties which qualify a consistent economic rationalism; nor the deep and complex motives in the human psyche which express themselves in the desire for “power and glory.” All the conflicts in human society involving passions and ambitions, hatreds and loves, envies and ideals not recorded in the market place, are beyond the comprehension of the typical bourgeois ethos.


    Inevitably this meant that social realities would develop which were not anticipated in the creed. The strong would and did take advantage of the weak. Prudence was not wise or strong enough to deter them. The earlier industrialism did aggravate, rather than mitigate, the lot of the poor, as certainly as it accentuated the disproportions of power existing in traditional societies. Reason which, according to the liberal creed, would always seek the point of concurrence between the interests of the self and of the other, could not function consistently in this manner. Rather it conformed to Thomas Hobbes’ conception of the function of reason. It would make demands upon the community which seemed reasonable to the claimant and inordinate from the standpoint of the community.


    In these social realities the Marxist challenge arose. In place of the picture of an actual or potential social harmony in bourgeois society it put the idea of a class conflict, running through the whole of human history and reaching its climax in the very society which, in its own esteem, had created a potential social harmony by its system of “natural liberty.” More conscious of the power element in life than liberalism, Marxism made an even greater error than liberalism in identifying the locus of power. In Marxist thought political power is always subordinate to, and the tool of, economic power. Government is always bogus. It is never more than the executive committee of the propertied classes. This is an even more grievous mistake than the liberal error of obscuring the reality of economic power. Marxism added another mistake to this error. It ascribed economic power purely to ownership, thus hiding the power of the manager and manipulator. The consequence of these errors makes it possible for consistent Marxism to create an oligarchy in which the economic and political power in a community are combined while no checks are placed upon such inordinate concentration. According to the theory, the checks are not necessary since no one owns property; and ownership is the only source, both of the power and of the self-interest which prompts power to defy the welfare of the community.


    The course of history has amply proved the miscalculations of the Marxist alternatives to a liberal society to be even more grievously in error than the liberal ones. Nevertheless, it is not possible to establish justice amidst the vast concentration and competition of power in modern technical society if the illusions and miscalculations of a liberal society are not radically qualified.


    This qualification has actually taken place in the political practice of America even though its political theory tends to conform to the general liberal creed. The early American culture was not bereft of a realistic theory. We have previously observed the two strains of thought, Calvinist and Jeffersonian, which entered into our original American heritage. On the problem of the resolution of potential conflicts of interest and power in the community, the strain of thought most perfectly expressed by James Madison combined Christian realism in the interpretation of human motives and desires with Jefferson’s passion for liberty. The fellow Virginians, Madison and Jefferson, were prevented by their common passion for liberty from seriously debating this issue between them. The difference in the philosophies are, therefore, more frequently illumined by the exchange of letters between Adams and Jefferson than between Madison and Jefferson. Yet the difference is symbolized in the distinction between the presuppositions of the Declaration of Independence and of the Constitution of the United States, of which Jefferson and Madison are the respective inspirers.


    Jefferson, and his coterie including Tom Paine, had a vision of an harmonious society in which government would interfere as little as possible with the economic ambitions of the individual. These ambitions were presumed to be moderate; and their satisfaction without friction with the neighbor would be guaranteed by the wide opportunities of the new continent. The subordination of man to man would be prevented by the simple expedient of preferring agriculture to industry. Jefferson’s ideal society conformed perfectly to John Locke’s conception of men “mixing their labor” with nature, and claiming the fruits thereof as their legitimate property.


    Madison feared the potential tyranny of government as much as Jefferson; but he understood the necessity of government much more. The Constitution protects the citizen against abuses of government, not so much by keeping government weak as by introducing the principle of balance of power into government. This idea may have been derived from Calvin’s suggestions in his Institutes† by way of the teachings of John Witherspoon, Madison’s teacher at Princeton (then the College of New Jersey). Whether this balance of power between executive, legislative and judicial functions is actually the best method of preventing the abuse of power is a question which is not relevant in this context. European democracies have found other methods of achieving the same end; and their methods may be less likely to issue in a mutual frustration of a community’s governing powers. The important fact is that the necessity of a strong government was recognized. Madison was much more conscious than Jefferson of the peril of what he called “faction” in the community. He had no hope of resolving such conflicts by simple prudence. With the realists of every age he knew how intimately man’s reason is related to his interests. “As long as any connection exists,” he wrote, “between man’s reason and his self-love, his opinions and passions will have reciprocal influence upon each other.”‡ He even anticipated Marx in finding disproportions in the possession of property to be the primary cause of political and social friction: “The most common and durable source of faction,” he declared, “has been the various and unequal distribution of property.” He regarded this inequality as the inevitable consequence of unequal abilities among citizens. One of Madison’s most persuasive arguments for a federal union was his belief that a community of wide expanse would so diffuse interests and passions as to prevent the turbulent form of political strife, to which he regarded small communities subject. The development of parties in America has partly refuted the belief that interests could not be nationally organized. Yet the interests which are organized in the two great parties of America are so diverse as to prevent the parties from being unambiguous ideological instruments. Thus, history has partly justified his conviction.


    In any event the political philosophy which underlies our Constitution is characterized by a shrewd awareness of the potential conflicts of power and passion in every community. It knows nothing of a simple harmony in society, analogous to the alleged reciprocity of the free market.


    Our political experience has enlarged upon this wisdom without always being in conscious relation to its explicit early formulation. The American labor movement was almost completely bereft of the ideological weapons, which the rebellious industrial masses of Europe carried. In its inception it disavowed not only Marxist revolutionary formulas but every kind of political program. It was a pragmatic movement, born of the necessity of setting organized power against organized power in a technical society. Gradually it became conscious of the fact that economic power does try to bend government to its own ends. It has, therefore, decided to challenge a combination of political and economic power with a like combination of its own. These developments have been very recent; but they have also been very rapid.


    Naturally, the “semi-official” creed of a bourgeois community, as distinguished from the philosophy which informs our Constitution, was arrayed against this development. The right of collective bargaining was declared to be a violation of the rights of employers to hire or fire whom they would. Supreme Court decisions, directed against the labor movement, were informed by the generally accepted individualistic creed.§ But ultimately, in the words of “Mr. Dooley,” the court decisions “followed the election returns.” Long before the “New Deal” radically changed the climate of American political life the sovereign power of government had been used to enforce taxation laws which embodied social policy as well as revenue necessities; great concentrations of power in industry were broken up by law; necessary monopolies in utilities were brought under political regulation; social welfare, security and health and other values which proved to be outside the operations of the free market were secured by political policy. More recently, housing, medicine and social security have become matters of public and political policy. All this has been accomplished on a purely pragmatic basis, without the ideological baggage which European labor carried.


    The development of American democracy toward a welfare state has proceeded so rapidly partly because the ideological struggle was not unnecessarily sharpened. It has proceeded so rapidly in fact that the question must be raised in America, as well as in the more collectivist states of Europe, whether the scope of bureaucratic decisions may not become too wide and the room for the automatic balances of unregulated choices too narrow.


    These are misgivings which will confront every modern democracy and may confront them till doomsday, since there is no neat principle which will solve the relation of power to justice and of justice to freedom. The significant point in the American development is that here, no less than in Europe, a democratic political community has had enough virtue and honesty to disprove the Marxist indictment that government is merely the instrument of privileged classes. It has established sufficient justice to prevent the outbreak of the social resentments which have wrecked the less healthy European nations and have created social acerbities exceeding our own in the best of them.


    We have, in short, achieved such justice as we possess in the only way justice can be achieved in a technical society: we have equilibrated power. We have attained a certain equilibrium in economic society itself by setting organized power against organized power. When that did not suffice we used the more broadly based political power to redress disproportions and disbalances in economic society.


    3


    What has become of our social peace in this contest of power? The acrimonies of party strife are considerable among us. The absence of collectivist or revolutionary ideology among the workers does not save them from charges of being revolutionaries. Yet the business community accepts the general development of democracy in America with a certain degree of practical grace even while it wars against it ideologically. This is why we are so completely misunderstood in Europe. For Europe knows our semi-official ideology better than it knows our practical justice.


    It knows that our business men talk endlessly of liberty in accents which Europeans, particularly Continentals, associate with a decayed liberalism, transmuted into a vexatious conservatism. But Europe seems not to know that our business men sign five-year contracts with labor unions, containing “escalator clauses” guaranteeing rising wages with rising prices. American business in practice has in short accepted the power of labor; it has even incorporated the idea of the necessity of high wages as a basis for mass production into its social philosophy. It acknowledges the “right of collective bargaining” in the various creeds of liberty by which it seeks to popularize the “American way of life.”


    Some of our social peace must be accredited to the fluid class structure of American society. This has influenced the ethos of both worker and business man. The Marxist class concept, designed for a class in industrial society, has taken deep root only where a previous feudal class structure has reinforced the social resentments created by industrial injustice. The American business community has frequently made the silly charge that Marxists invented the class conflict or even the class structure. The charge is the more absurd since it is quite probable that the American class structure will become more fixed as the nation moves toward the final limits of an expanding economy. It is true, nevertheless, that Marxism obscures the complexity of the class structure in an industrial society as certainly as the liberal creed obscures the realities of class tensions. But if the dynamics of an industrial society are superimposed upon the class distinctions of a feudal order, the psychological facts correspond much more closely to the Marxist picture of class antagonisms than they do in a purer bourgeois community such as our own. This is certainly one reason why Britain, in many respects a more integral community than ours and boasting of democratic achievements comparable with, or exceeding, our own, was bound to create a political party more heavily loaded with Marxist ideology than ours. The very achievements of British political democracy, through which it was possible to move from a feudal to a commercial and from a commercial to an industrial society without a serious rent in the social or cultural fabric, have the one serious disadvantage of preserving a residual feudal class snobbishness, which even an era of socialist politics has not eradicated.


    The fluidity of the American class structure is primarily a gift of providence, being the consequence of a constantly expanding economy. But this good fortune has been transmuted into social virtue insofar as it has not only left the worker comparatively free of social resentments but also tends to make the privileged classes less intransigent in their resistance to the rising classes. “The absence of significant social resentments in American life,” declared a recent Continental visitor, “has left a deeper impression upon me than any other American characteristic.” The higher British classes may yield more gracefully than ours in the political struggle; but they retain the weapon of social contempt to compensate for their loss of political and economic power.


    4


    The achievement of America in developing social policies which are wiser than its social creed and closer to the truth than either Marxist or bourgeois ideology is subject to two important reservations. First, the debate in the western world on the institution of property was aborted in America. Nothing in the conflicting ideologies of Marxism and the bourgeois culture reveals the contrast between them so much as their respective attitudes toward property. Property is the instrument of justice in the creed of the bourgeois world; and the source of all evil in the Marxist interpretation. Both creeds miss the truth about property. Since property is a form of power, it cannot be unambiguously a source of social peace and justice. For every form of power, when inordinate or irresponsible, can be a tool of aggression and injustice. However, since property is not the only type of power in society (not even of all economic power), it cannot be the sole source of injustice. Since some forms of property represent the security of the home, and others protect against the hazards of the future and still others are instruments for the proper performance of our social function, some forms of property are obviously instruments of social justice and peace.


    Clearly the Marxist and the bourgeois property ideologies are equally indiscriminate. The Marxist ideology has proved to be the more dangerous because, under the cover of its illusions, a new society has been created in which political and economic power are monstrously combined while the illusion is fostered that economic power has been completely eliminated through the “socialization” of property. A democratic society on the other hand preserves a modicum of justice by various strategies of distributing and balancing both economic and political power. But it is not tenable to place the institution of property into the realm of the sacrosanct. Every human institution must stand under constant review. The question must be asked, what forms of it are viable under what specific conditions? In so far as the absence of a Marxist challenge to our culture has left the institution of property completely unchallenged we may have become the prisoners of a dogmatism which will cost us dearly in some future crisis.


    The second weakness in the American political and economic situation is that the lip service which the whole culture pays to the principles of laissez-faire makes for tardiness in dealing with the instability of a free economy, when the perils of inflation or deflation arise. They are finally dealt with pragmatically; but not before the consequences of inaction have become very apparent. Some believe that the lessons taught in the great depression of 1929 have been so well learned that a recurrence of such a catastrophe is impossible; but it is not altogether certain that this is true. It is certainly true that the semi-official ideology of the culture prevents adequate measures from being taken in time against the perils of inflation in periods of war production, such as the present one. Thus, the American business community is inclined to speak of our economy in terms of lyrical praise which suggest that we have solved the ultimate problems of both justice and stability. But the individual members of the community speculate anxiously and endlessly over the immediate prospects of one or other of the twin evils of deflation and inflation. From the viewpoint of Europe, whose economic health has become so dependent on the American giant that a tremor in our system creates serious shocks in the world economy, we remain an irritatingly incalculable element in world stability.


    With these reservations we may claim that the unarticulated wisdom embodied in the actual experience of American life has created forms of justice considerably higher than our more articulate unwisdom suggests.


    5


    Any modern community which establishes a tolerable justice is the beneficiary of the ironic triumph of the wisdom of common sense over the foolishness of its wise men. For the wise men are inevitably tempted to follow either one or the other line of “rational” advance of which the bourgeois and the Marxist ideologies are perfect types. The one form of thought regards all social and historical processes as self-regulating. In this case it is only required to eliminate the foolish restraints and controls which former generations have sought to place upon them. This is, on the whole, the conception of rational politics and economics of the bourgeois era since the French Enlightenment. The alternative type of thought conceives a social or historical goal, presumably desired by all humanity, and seeks to “plan” for its achievement.


    The debate between those who want to plan and those who want to remove as many restraints as possible from human activities transcends the limits of the political controversy between the industrial workers and the middle class by which it is best known in modern life. But that controversy offers a perfect illustration of the “ideological taint” which colors the reason of each type of thought. Middle-class life came to power and wealth by breaking ancient restraints; and the more successful middle classes fear new restraints upon their sometimes quite inordinate powers and privileges. They, therefore, speak piously and reverently of “the laws of nature” which must not be violated; and they endow the unpredictable drama of human history with fixities of nature not to be found there.


    The industrial classes, on the other hand, found themselves in an unfavorable situation in this celebrated “free” world. They were involved in a vast social mechanism which periodically broke down; and they were not consoled by the belief that these crises were necessary for society’s health. They lacked the personal skills to enter on even terms in an individualistic competitive struggle; and they were confronted in any case with consolidations of power which they could not match. In fairly honest democracies they saw the possibility of organizing both economic and political power to match that of the more privileged classes. In the less healthy democracies or undemocratic nations, their fears and resentments found assuagement in the Marxist scheme which envisaged not only a “plan” of justice for society but of redemption for the whole of mankind. But these political programs, even when they are only mildly Marxist, are also bound to have their ideological weakness. They are more or less oblivious to the many forms of initiative in society which even the wisest plan may destroy; and they are unconscious of the peril of combining political and economic power which inheres in every plan.


    The triumph of the wisdom of common sense over these two types of wisdom is, therefore, primarily the wisdom of democracy itself, which prevents either strategy from being carried through to its logical conclusion. There is an element of truth in each position which becomes falsehood, precisely when it is carried through too consistently. The element of truth in each creed is required to do full justice to man’s real situation. For man transcends the social and historical process sufficiently to make it possible and necessary deliberately to contrive common ends of life, particularly the end of justice. He cannot count on inadvertence and the coincidence of private desires alone to achieve common ends. On the other hand, man is too immersed in the welter of interest and passion in history and his survey over the total process is too short-range and limited to justify the endowment of any group or institution of “planners” with complete power. The “purity” of their idealism and the pretensions of their science must always be suspect. Man simply does not have a “pure” reason in human affairs; and if such reason as he has is given complete power to attain its ends, the taint will become the more noxious.


    The controversy between those who would “plan” justice and order and those who trust in freedom to establish both is, therefore, an irresolvable one. Every healthy society will live in the tension of that controversy until the end of history; and will prove its health by preventing either side from gaining complete victory.


    The triumph of “common sense” in American history is thus primarily the triumph of the vitality of our democratic institutions. The ironic feature in it consists of the fact that we have achieved a tolerable synthesis between two conflicting ideologies in practice while we allowed the one to dominate our theory.


    


    
      
        * Edmund Burke, Reflections on the French Revolution, Chapter I.

      


      
        † Calvin’s words are: “The vice or imperfection of men therefore renders it safer and more tolerable for government to be in the hands of many, that they may afford each other mutual admonition and assistance and that if any one arrogate to himself more than his right, the many may act as censors and masters to restrain his ambition.” Institutes, IV, 20, 8.

      


      
        ‡ Federalist Papers, No. 10.

      


      
        § At the turn of the century a Supreme Court decision declared that, “It is the constitutional right of the employer to dispense with the services of an employee because of his membership in a labor union.” In another decision the Court declared, “To ask a man to agree in advance to refrain from affiliation with a union—is not to ask him to give up any part of his constitutional freedom.”

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER VI


    The International Class Struggle
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    THE HEGEMONIC position of the United States in the community of nations would have been morally precarious, even if an international class war had not intervened to aggravate the difficulties. It is not easy, as we have seen, for an adolescent nation, with illusions of childlike innocency to come to terms with the responsibilities and hazards of global politics in an atomic age.


    But all these perplexities have been heightened by the fact that a class war, originally designed for industrial society and aborted there, has become the dominant pattern of international relations. This development is partly due to the fact that Russia is at once a great center of power and the holy land of a world-wide revolutionary religion. But this fact alone would not have created the hazardous situation which confronts us, if this revolutionary religion had not taken root among the poor peoples of non-industrial nations, particularly in Asia, and if the portents were not so favorable for its continued expansion there. The fact is that an ideology designed for what Toynbee defined as the “internal proletariat” has been able to recoup its defeats in the healthy industrial nations by becoming a remarkably “live option” for the “external proletariat,” the poverty-stricken peoples of traditional agrarian economics.


    In this situation the hegemony of America in the community of the free world creates some curious moral hazards. We are ironically held responsible for disparities in wealth and well-being which are chiefly due to differences in standards of productivity. But they lend themselves with a remarkable degree of plausibility to the Marxist indictment, which attributes all such differences to exploitation. Thus, every effort we make to prove the virtue of our “way of life” by calling attention to our prosperity is used by our enemies and detractors as proof of our guilt. Our experience of an ironic guilt when we pretend to be innocent is thus balanced by the irony of an alleged guilt when we are comparatively innocent. We find these charges against us difficult to understand because we are the most consistently bourgeois nation on earth. We are, therefore, not fully conversant with the ethos in which the resentments of communism are generated.


    While the dynamism of industrial civilization at first heightened the feudal inequalities of privilege, it ultimately introduced complexities and fluidities into the class structure which alleviated the hopelessness and desperation of the poor. Thus it tended to make the orthodox Marxist interpretation of their lot implausible and irrelevant. Marxism has been most successful in those industrial nations of the West in which the realities of industrial society did not efface the older feudal class structure. It has been least successful among us, who had no feudal past; or destroyed the remnant we had in our civil war. Significantly, the only western European nations in which communism is now a living creed, Italy and France, are those in which the historical dynamism of modern industrialism has never shattered the traditional feudal ethos. In France, where feudalism was ostensibly broken by the classic bourgeois revolution, the bourgeoisie adopted the restrictive and undynamic social attitudes of the older feudalism and created a society in which the middle classes make no great efforts to increase productivity and fight desperately to prevent the working classes from gaining a larger share of productive wealth.


    Since Marxism interprets political institutions in purely cynical terms, regarding all government as merely the “executive committee” of the privileged classes, therefore wherever democratic government has the power and the will to regulate economic forces for the sake of the general welfare, a good part of the Marxist indictment becomes otiose.


    If those European nations, in which feudal and capitalistic injustices are compounded, are most receptive to the communist seeds, it cannot be surprising that the communist creed has become an even more attractive option for the desperate peoples of impoverished agrarian-feudal economies in the whole non-industrial world. It has thus become the standard of revolt of the non-industrial against the industrial world, though such a revolt was originally considered possible only after capitalism had raised the injustices of the feudal world to such a pitch that the final climactic struggle between good and evil in history could take place. That this religious apocalypse, designed for industrial society, should be regarded as relevant for a non-industrial society, is partly the achievement of Lenin. He reinterpreted the sacred texts of Marxism to achieve this result. Through his shrewdness the Marxist revolution gained its first success in the semi-Asiatic, and almost wholly agrarian, culture of Russia. It is spreading from there into Asia and into the whole non-industrial world.


    But no degree of reinterpretation of texts could have accomplished this result if the social and cultural forces in the non-industrial world had not been propitious. It is, therefore, necessary to enumerate and define some of these forces and factors.


    The primary cause of the resentments which generate revolt in the non-industrial world is the fact that the first impact of a technical society upon a non-technical one was exploitative. The resentments created by this impact of “imperialism” and “colonialism” remain operative, even in a period in which the fading strength of the colonial powers has led to the emancipation of millions upon millions of former colonial peoples. The economic consequences of imperialism were certainly not as unambiguously evil as the Marxist propaganda claims; for it introduced technical skills and education to the agrarian world. Perhaps the most deleterious consequences of imperialism are in the spiritual rather than the economic realm. For arrogance is the inevitable consequence of the relation of power to weakness. In this case the arrogance of power reinforced ethnic prejudices; for the industrial world was “white” and the non-technical world was “colored.”


    Ironically our own nation, which has become the residuary legatee of these resentments, was not in the forefront of the imperial venture. Our economic base was so vast and self-sufficient as to obviate significant imperial ventures. Our economic power produced a great deal of covert imperialism. But we did not seek to govern other peoples politically. This fact makes some of the communist propaganda against us singularly irrelevant, as, for instance, the charge of the Chinese foreign minister that we are fighting in Korea in order to gain control of “markets” there for our capitalists.


    Imperialism is a perennial problem of human existence; for powerful nations and individuals inevitably tend to use the weak as instruments of their purposes. If the ambitions of the powerful are not purely exploitative, as they frequently are not, they are nevertheless never as purely paternal as they pretend. The Marxist theory, by identifying this imperialist tendency with the capitalist system, enables a new type of imperialism to relate itself to the weakness of the non-industrial world, under the cover of an ostensibly pure benevolence. In theory Russian politics are the expression of solidarity between the sacred center of a political religion and its various mission fields. Thus the Marxist channeling of the resentments of the recently emancipated, or not yet fully emancipated, colonial peoples not only accentuates the primary animus of their rebellion but also, ironically, predisposes them to court enslavement to a new master, under the illusion that he is an emancipator.


    The second reason for the rebellion of the non-industrial world is the plight of the poor in the non-technical world. This poverty has hardly been alleviated by political emancipation. Sometimes it has been aggravated by the social and political confusion consequent upon emancipation. This poverty has two sources: (a) feudal injustice and (b) the low productivity of agrarian economies. These economies have in many instances not reached the level of efficiency which European economies enjoyed before the Industrial Revolution.


    All recently emancipated nations suffer from more grievous economic ills than the evils of political tutelage from which they revolted. Landlordism and usurious interest rates have been the engines of injustices in traditional cultures since the earliest agrarian civilizations of Egypt and Babylon. While China, the one traditional nation with a large number of freeholds, suffered less from landlordism, the corruptions of a vast bureaucracy produced analogous injustices. It is not at all certain that India, despite its democratic constitution and the idealism of its leaders, will be able to overcome the injustices of its feudal order in time to stave off a powerful communist movement. Certainly the communist revolution in China gained its success because the previous regime could not establish tolerable justice or order. The whole Middle East is, moreover, in serious plight. For there a decadent Mohammedan feudal order is visibly disintegrating. The relation of western capitalism to these traditional feudal systems of the agrarian world is, of course, not guiltless. Sometimes, as in Indo-China, strategic necessities in our conflict with communism forced us into alliance with a discredited French colonialism. In other cases, however, as in Indonesia, we may well have acted more precipitately in favor of independence than was wise. In any case, the whole of the West, and more particularly the American hegemonic power, is held responsible for the post-imperial ills of the non-technical cultures far beyond our deserts. One of the real spiritual evils of imperialism is that it obsesses a nation held in tutelage with the idea that all of its ills flow from the imperial occupation. This is never the case, particularly not if the colonial nation is deficient in capacities for self-government so that political confusion and economic chaos follow upon emancipation. But frustrated hopes combine easily with communist propaganda to hold the western nations as responsible for the ills which follow upon emancipation as for those which preceded it.


    Moreover, few of the non-industrial nations have sufficiently high standards of honesty to make democratic government viable. Corruption in their bureaucracies may be a more potent source of injustice than the economic system. Their low standards of honesty may have many roots. One of them certainly is that the great traditional cultures of the Orient never inculcated an individual sense of responsibility to the larger community. They combined very refined cultures with very low forms of social integration, the village and the family remaining the only communities of significant loyalty. Dishonesty in the Orient, therefore, usually means that any action advantageous to the agent’s family is morally justified. The resulting corruption of government seems to make the Marxist cynical interpretation of politics remarkably relevant.


    However, even the most grievous injustices of the feudal world are not as responsible for the abject poverty of its agrarian poor as the low efficiency of its economy. Moreover, when industry is introduced, its first effect is, as it was in Occidental nations, to heighten the injustices. Liberal opinion in the western world rightly stresses the necessity for technical assistance in raising the productivity of the whole non-industrial world. But it usually does not recognize that, even if every form of exploitation is avoided in this development, it is not possible to transmute an agrarian culture into a technical civilization without vast cultural and social dislocations. To counter the force of communism in the agrarian world we are under the necessity of telescoping developments which required four centuries in European history.


    Meanwhile the difference between our wealth and the poverty of the technically undeveloped world is interpreted by communist propaganda as irrefutable evidence of the exploitative character of our economy. We sometimes naïvely contribute to the effectiveness of this propaganda by unduly stressing the height of our standard of living as proof of our social virtues. Our propaganda is all the more ineffective because the standards of living of a highly industrialized nation are so improbable to the imagination of impoverished peasants of the Orient, that they cannot impress their social and political attitudes.*


    The net effect of all these aberrations is that the hegemonic power of the non-communist world becomes the symbol of every past and present injustice. It is held responsible for every ill inhering in the whole historic situation. The indictment against us achieves the greater plausibility because the facts are interpreted through a Marxist ideology. According to this ideology, poverty is caused solely by exploitation. Such an explanation is no more true than the contrasting bourgeois belief that distinctions of poverty and wealth are due primarily to differences of skill, thrift and industry. The truth about poverty and wealth is not fully disclosed by either theory. But the Marxist theory has the advantage of satisfying a deep instinct in the human heart. It places the blame for an unfortunate situation entirely upon others.


    Applied to the social realities of a particular national economy it actually comes nearer to the truth, but achieves less political relevance, than when applied to distinctions of poverty and wealth between nations. A national community is sufficiently integral to achieve fairly equal standards of productive efficiency and also to work toward the equalization of unequal privileges by various political strategies. Great disparities of wealth and poverty in a national community, therefore, rightly arouse moral resentment. But since this moral resentment can be effectively channeled into political action in healthy modern societies, the Marxist indictment loses its force in them. But differences in the living standards of various nations are due primarily to disparities in natural resources and in productive efficiency. The disparities in technical efficiency have profound historical roots which cannot be overcome in a decade or even a century. The Marxist interpretation of inequalities between nations is, therefore, more untrue than its interpretation of such inequalities within a particular nation. But since the inequalities between highly industrialized nations and low-grade agrarian economies are greater than those within any particular nation, the Marxist theory is politically more appealing, though less true, when applied internationally. Thus Marxist political illusions have achieved a higher degree of plausibility in the “class struggle” between nations than they achieved in domestic politics. Therefore we confront the ironic situation in world politics that the most powerful and technically the most efficient modern nation is condemned in a court of public opinion, strongly influenced by Marxist dogma, not so much for its real sins as for achievements in which it takes an inordinate pride. This is one of many reasons why we must not expect to gain a quick or easy victory over communism in the impoverished agrarian world.
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    There are cultural, as well as socio-economic, causes for the remarkable appeal of communism to the agrarian world. The ancient cultures of Asia, whether humanistic, as the Confucianism of China, or mystic as the religions of India, have one common characteristic. They lack historical dynamism. It would be impossible in brief terms to do justice to the various roots of the western historical dynamism as found in the Hebraic faith, in Greek humanism and in the Christian religion. This historical dynamism is partly an attitude toward the whole drama of history, involving a sense of expectancy that something significantly new and meaningful will occur in the future. It is partly derived from an attitude toward nature. This involves a belief that man is to have dominion over nature, which is assumed in Biblical faith and which stands in contrast to a pious awe before nature in Oriental pantheism. It also implies both the idea of the rationality of nature, which the western tradition draws from Greek thought, and the equally necessary idea of contingency in nature, which is drawn from the Christian idea of Creation. These two ideas together furnish the basis for modern science and the scientific “exploitation” of nature. “The method of Galilean science,” declares Mr. Michael Foster, “. . . presupposes (a) that it is impossible that nature should not embody a mathematically intelligible scheme and exhibit laws mathematically definable; but (b) that which of the possible alternative schemes it embodies and which of the several laws equally definable it exhibits can be decided only by observation and experiment.”†


    The one idea lays the foundation for the deductive, and the other for the inductive, methods of science. These two together account for the remarkable achievements of western science. They are distinguished from the indifference toward problems of nature in Confucian humanism and the mystic reverence of nature in Hindu pantheism in which reverence both the rationality and the contingency of natural events are obscured.


    In any event the cultures of the Orient are sleeping-waking cultures in which the drama of human history is not taken seriously and in which nature is either deified or reduced to a realm of illusion. Communism is a historically dynamic religion which comes to the hopeless people of the Orient as the harbinger of a great hope. They have been exposed to the culture of the West; but have found the various western cultural and religious exports contradictory. There seemed to be a clear contradiction between the Christian faith, as expounded by the Christian missionary enterprise, and the cult of science as acquired by Oriental students in the academic centers of the West. There seemed also to be a contradiction between the imperial impulses exhibited by western power and the idealism propounded by western religion. There was furthermore no clear political program in western cultural exports. Christianity is reluctant to identify its piety with any particular political program for the very reasons which make such an identification so dangerous in communism. As politics deals with the proximate ends of life, and religion with ultimate ones, it is always a source of illusion if the one is simply invested with the sanctity of the other.


    Communism has a tremendous original advantage as a destructive force in the dying sleeping cultures of the Orient because it is not only historically dynamic but it also seems to combine all the impulses of historical dynamism, which so frequently stand in contradiction, into one single unified impulse. This unification is spurious and dangerous; but this fact adds to, rather than detracts from, its striking power. Religion and science are combined in such a way that the modern cult of science is brought completely into the service of an existential faith. “Marxist-Leninist” science has proved to have a great attractive power in the universities of China. And even in India the intellectuals, without political pressure upon them, take its pretensions seriously.


    The Marxist “science” does have one advantage over bourgeois social science. The latter usually gives itself to the illusion that reasoning about historical events can be presuppositionless and can achieve the disinterested character of the natural sciences. Yet all thought about human life and destiny and about the problems of man’s common existence are “existential” in the sense that they begin and end with presuppositions of faith which are not determined by scientific inquiry. They begin with the interests of the self and they end with some concept of ultimate meaning, some hope or faith in what life is or should be. The communist faith is not only explicitly “existential” as bourgeois science is not. It also provides for an identification of the beginning and the end of the reasoning process which is particularly dear to the human heart. It seeks to prove that the interests of a particular historical force (in this case of the proletariat) are the unqualified instruments of the ultimate. The poor, in communist apocalypse, cannot emancipate themselves from the injustices from which they suffer without emancipating the whole of mankind from all evil. This formulation has proved tremendously attractive to both intellectuals and to industrial workers in some portions of the western world; and it is bound to have an even greater persuasive power in the non-technical societies.


    To assign a Messianic function in history to the poor not only seems to transmute their resentments into vehicles of the ultimate good; but it also eases the uneasy conscience of those who are affronted by social injustice. As a religion this faith generates what in Christian terms is regarded as the very essence of sin. It identifies the interests of a particular self or of a particular force in history with the final purposes of the God of history. God, in this case, is of course the dialectic which gives meaning to the whole. Such a faith also has an advantage over a cynical creed, such as Nazism. It does not demand that a particular force or interest in history defy every common standard of justice and right in the name of its own ambitions. In theory it defies these standards only provisionally. Ultimately, according to this creed, the ruthless battle of the proletariat against all other forces in history allegedly leads to the triumph of universal justice.


    For good measure communism couches this religion in the language of “science” and thus comes to a world, tired of defeatist religions, as an emancipating force. Moreover, this science also promises the technical conquest of nature. This final pretension has no force in the western world since technical achievements are obviously prior to the proclamation of the communist apocalypse. Russian propagandists do indeed seek to prove that their technical inventions have in most cases anticipated ours. But outside of Russia the facts are too obvious to give these pretensions any force, even among prospective devotees.


    Thus, every aspect of the cultural crisis in the sleeping cultures of the Orient combines with the socio-historic tension between poor and rich nations to give this spurious religion a tremendous plausibility and attractive power. This ironic situation is heightened by the fact that the ethos in our technical and democratic world, more particularly in the highly favored American nation, is so different from that of the world in which these illusions arise that it is difficult for us to appreciate their force in the impoverished world. Our difficulties are heightened by a widespread tendency in western social science to seek the comprehension of the social and political phenomena of our era in dimensions bordering upon the purely biological. We confront manias and confusions in the world, at enmity with us, which certainly lead to very stubborn forms of “aggressiveness.” But this aggressiveness is compounded of spiritual, historical, social and cultural forces which cannot be measured by our computations taken from biology. We are in danger, therefore, of facing the international “class struggle” with an uncomprehending fury or complete dismay.


    3


    The attractive power of communism in the impoverished world is heightened by the lack of receptivity in this world for almost every facet of what we know as democracy. Democracy in the West is both a political system and a way of life. It requires a high degree of literacy among its citizens, a sense of the dignity of the individual but also a sense of his responsibility to a wider community than his family. The bourgeois versions of the concept of the dignity of the individual are frequently defective. Sometimes they unduly subordinate the sense of community to the idea of the worth of the individual; sometimes they illicitly identify the dignity with the virtue of the individual. Therefore our preaching of democracy frequently seems highly irrelevant to broken or partially reconstructed communities who are desperately seeking for a viable structure for their common life.


    But even without these particular defects, democracy in its most ideal formulation is not as immediately relevant to the ancient cultures of the East or to the primitive cultures of Africa as is generally supposed. Some of both the spiritual and the socio-economic presuppositions for it are lacking. Spiritually the Orient is informed by religions which are either mystic and pantheistic such as Buddhism and Hinduism; or humanistic and collectivist such as the Confucianism of China or the Shintoism of Japan. Pantheistic religions can find no significance for the individual in the integral unity of his spiritual and physical life. The purpose of religious redemption is the annulment of individual existence and its incorporation into a divine unity. It is a far cry from this kind of mysticism to the sober, earthbound humanism of Confucianism. There are no greater differences between East and West than between the humanism of China and the mysticism of India. But Chinese humanism does not, for this reason, offer the individual a more significant place in the scheme of things. His life is oriented to the family. All social relations and moral ideals (Confucius’ “Five Relations”) are derived from the family. Japan was able to achieve a more solid national cohesion because Shintoism establishes the whole nation as a kind of large family, related to a divine ancestor. But in either case the individual does not arrive at a position of independence from the group. In Confucianism the group to which the life of the individual is oriented remains the family, through all the vicissitudes of a rich cultural history. Therefore the national cohesion always remained precarious and unstable.


    There is thus no spiritual basis in the Orient for what we know as the “dignity of the individual.” This is one reason why there is little prospect in China for heroic resistance to totalitarianism, when once established. Much was made, before communism triumphed in China, of the alleged power of Confucianism to absorb every cultural force which may gain a provisional triumph over it. But since communism has triumphed in China we hear less of this alleged stubborn vitality of Confucianism. Its lack of historical dynamism makes it an easy prey to communism, particularly among the youth; and the lack of individual independence and the strong emphasis upon prudential rather than heroic virtue, predisposes even opponents of communism to bow to its power. The mystic religions of the Orient will hardly prove more capable of offering spiritual resistance to the demonic dynamism of the communist movement.


    A democratic society requires some capacity of the individual both to defy social authority on occasion when its standards violate his conscience and to relate himself to larger and larger communities than the primary family group. The highly developed individual self-consciousness in the western Christian tradition is supported by a long spiritual history. Yet, even in the West, it did not come to full flower until the developments of a commercial and industrial civilization broke the organic forms of western feudalism. The complex and multiple communities of modern society involved the individual in both complementary and contradictory loyalties and thus created a new degree of individual independence. At the same time technical developments increased the possibility of communications so that the broader community would be held together not merely by political authority but by spiritual and cultural cohesions. The varied skills of technical society and its more mobile and flexible forms of property also emancipated the individual from the restraints of hereditary property and vocation.


    A democratic society, in short, requires not only a spiritual and cultural basis which is lacking in the Orient but a socio-economic foundation which primitive and traditional civilizations cannot quickly acquire. Many of the values of democratic society which are most highly prized in the West are, therefore, neither understood nor desired outside of the orbit of western society. Resentment against feudal injustice easily prompts the youth of decaying feudal societies to espouse the cause of a new collectivist culture, which promises justice. They do not understand the tyrannical consequences of this new form of totalitarianism. But even if they did understand, they cannot be expected to feel the loss of liberty with the same sense of grievous deprivation as in the West.


    4


    If we consider both the cultural and the socio-economic hazards to any immediate success of democracy in the non-technical world and rightly gauge the causes for the attractive power of communism in this world, we are driven to the conclusion that we must face the menace of the spread of tyranny in the non-industrial world for many decades to come. We will not, of course, fail to take the strategic and military measures which are possible and necessary to arrest its growth. But we will avoid the hysteria which arises from the mistaken belief that this growth is due merely to some political or strategic miscalculation by this or that government agency or administration. Fortunately the non-industrial world lacks the technical resources to offer a mortal challenge to our security. Fortunately, also, there are genuine spiritual and moral affinities between ourselves and Japan and the Philippines, which will make it possible to hold the “island littoral” in the Pacific, though the danger of communist infiltration into even these Asian cultures must not be obscured.


    But these tactical and strategic measures and possibilities must not make us oblivious to the larger pattern of history. In that larger pattern we face a revolt of impoverished peoples of the world against the centers of technical power in which justified and unjustified resentments are so curiously mingled, and legitimate desires for greater well-being are so inextricably intertwined with illusory hopes that decades upon decades will be required to bring order out of this chaos. There is no wisdom in the constant iterations of slogans in which liberty is contrasted with tyranny; and in which this tyranny is so defined that the utopian illusions, which nourish it, are obscured. Communism is not merely another version of Nazism. Nazism was a morally cynical creed which defied every norm of justice. It represented a moral nihilism which could have developed only in the decay of a highly developed and sophisticated civilization. Communism is a morally utopian creed which has a much wider appeal than Nazism because it speaks in the name of justice rather than in defiance of justice; and it is ostensibly devoted to the establishment of a universal society, rather than to the supremacy of a race or nation. The fact that its illusory hopes are capable of generating cruelties and tyrannies, exceeding even those of a cynical creed, can be understood only if it is realized how much more plausible and dangerous the corruption of the good can be in human history than explicit evil.


    The rise of communism in our world is comparable to the rise of Islam and its challenge of Christian civilization in the high Middle Ages. Some of the measures we take against it are informed by the same lack of realism which characterized the Crusades. The Islamic power finally waned. It was destroyed not so much by its foes as by its own inner corruptions. The Sultan of Turkey found it ultimately impossible to support the double role of political head of a nation and the spiritual head of the Islamic world. Stalin has this same double role in the world of communist religion. He or his successors will finally be convicted of insinuating the power impulses of a Russian state into the Messianic illusions of an ostensibly world-wide political religion. If we fully understand the deep springs which feed the illusions of this religion, the nature of the social resentments which nourish them and the realities of life which must ultimately refute them, we might acquire the necessary patience to wait out the long run of history while we take such measures as are necessary to combat the more immediate perils.


    


    
      
        * Even non-communist socialism is capable of regarding differences in standards of productivity as prima facie evidence of exploitation. In the recent propaganda pamphlet of the Bevanites of the British Labour Party, “One Way Only,” these differences are presented as convincing proof of nefarious elements in our politics.

      


      
        † Michael Foster in Mind, Vol. xlv, p. 24 (1936). See also John Baillie, Natural Science and the Spiritual Life.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER VII


    The American Future
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    NATIONS, AS individuals, may be assailed by contradictory temptations. They may be tempted to flee the responsibilities of their power or refuse to develop their potentialities. But they may also refuse to recognize the limits of their possibilities and seek greater power than is given to mortals. Naturally there are no fixed limits for the potentialities of men or nations. There is therefore no nice line to be drawn between a normal expression of human creativity and either the sloth which refuses to assume the responsibilities of human freedom or the pride which overestimates man’s individual or collective power. But it is possible to discern extreme forms of each evil very clearly; and also to recognize various shades of evil between the extremes and the norm.


    The temptation to disavow the responsibilities of human freedom or to leave human potentialities undeveloped usually assails the weak, rather than the strong. In the Biblical parable it was the “one talent” man who “hid his treasure in the ground.” Our nation ought, therefore, not to take too much credit for having mastered a temptation which assailed us for several decades. It was a rather unique historical phenomenon that a nation with our potentialities should have been tempted to isolationism and withdrawal from world responsibilities. Various factors contributed to the persuasiveness of the temptation. We were so strong and our continental security seemed so impregnable (on cursory glance at least) that we were encouraged in the illusion that we could live our own life without too much regard for a harassed world. Our sense of superior virtue over the alleged evils of European civilization and our fear of losing our innocency if we braved the tumults of world politics, added spiritual vanity to ignoble prudence as the second cause of our irresponsibility. We thought we might keep ourselves free of the evils of a warring world and thus preserve a healthy civilization, amidst the expected doom of a decrepit one. This hope of furnishing the seed-corn for a new beginning persuaded moral idealists to combine with cynical realists in propounding the policy of power without responsibility.


    However, human life is healthy only in relationship; and modern technical achievements have accentuated the interdependence of men and of nations. It therefore became apparent, that we could neither be really secure in an insecure world nor find life worth living if we bought our security at the price of civilization’s doom. This knowledge came to us during and after the Second World War and marked a fateful turning point in our national life. Some of our friends and allies still profess uncertainty about the reality of our conversion from an irresponsible to a responsible relation to the community of nations. But, whatever may be our future errors, it is fairly safe to predict that we have finally triumphed over the temptation to “hide our talent in the ground.”


    We will not, however, take too much credit for this achievement if we remember that the temptation, over which we triumphed, is one which assails the weak rather than the strong. Indeed, a part of the resource for our triumph was our gradual realization that we were not weak, but strong; that we had in fact become very strong.


    Significantly the same world which only yesterday feared our possible return to adolescent irresponsibility is now exercised about the possibilities of the misuse of our power. We would do well to understand the legitimacy of such fears rather than resent their seeming injustice. It is characteristic of human nature, whether in its individual or collective expression, that it has no possibility of exercising power, without running the danger of overestimating the purity of the wisdom which directs it. The apprehensions of allies and friends is, therefore, but a natural human reaction to what men intuitively know to be the temptations of power. A European statesman stated the issue very well recently in the words: “We are grateful to America for saving us from communism. But our gratitude does not prevent us from fearing that we might become an American colony. That danger lies in the situation of America’s power and Europe’s weakness.” The statesman, when reminded of the strain of genuine idealism in American life, replied: “The idealism does indeed prevent America from a gross abuse of its power. But it might well accentuate the danger Europeans confront. For American power in the service of American idealism could create a situation in which we would be too impotent to correct you when you are wrong and you would be too idealistic to correct yourself.”


    Such a measured judgment upon the virtues and perils of America’s position in the world community accurately describes the hazards of our position in the world. Our moral perils are not those of conscious malice or the explicit lust for power. They are the perils which can be understood only if we realize the ironic tendency of virtues to turn into vices when too complacently relied upon; and of power to become vexatious if the wisdom which directs it is trusted too confidently. The ironic elements in American history can be overcome, in short, only if American idealism comes to terms with the limits of all human striving, the fragmentariness of all human wisdom, the precariousness of all historic configurations of power, and the mixture of good and evil in all human virtue. America’s moral and spiritual success in relating itself creatively to a world community requires, not so much a guard against the gross vices, about which the idealists warn us, as a reorientation of the whole structure of our idealism. That idealism is too oblivious of the ironic perils to which human virtue, wisdom and power are subject. It is too certain that there is a straight path toward the goal of human happiness; too confident of the wisdom and idealism which prompt men and nations toward that goal; and too blind to the curious compounds of good and evil in which the actions of the best men and nations abound.


    2


    The two aspects of our historic situation which tend particularly to aggravate the problems of American idealism are: (a) That American power in the present world situation is inordinately great; (b) that the contemporary international situation offers no clear road to the achievement of either peace or victory over tyranny. The first aspect embodies perils to genuine community between ourselves and our allies; for power generates both justified and unjustified fears and resentments among the relatively powerless. The second aspect embodies the temptation to become impatient and defiant of the slow and sometimes contradictory processes of history. We may be too secure in both our sense of power and our sense of virtue to be ready to engage in a patient chess game with the recalcitrant forces of historic destiny. We could bring calamity upon ourselves and the world by forgetting that even the most powerful nations and even the wisest planners of the future remain themselves creatures as well as creators of the historical process. Man cannot rise to a simple triumph over historical fate.


    In considering the perils of our inordinate power it would be well to concede that it embodies some real advantages for the world community. It is quite possible that if power had been more evenly distributed in the non-communist world the degree of cohesion actually attained would have been difficult. Many national communities gained their first triumph over chaos by the organizing energy of one particular power, sufficiently dominant to suppress the confusion of competing forces. Thus, dominant city-states in Egypt and in Mesopotamia were responsible for the order and cohesion of these first great empires of human history. The preponderant power of America may have a similar role to play in the present international scene. There is, furthermore, a youthful belief in historic possibilities in our American culture, a confidence that problems can be solved, which frequently stands in creative contrast with the spiritual tiredness of many European nations as also with the defeatism of Oriental cultures. Our hegemonic position in the world community rests upon a buoyant vigor as well as upon our preponderant economic power.


    Nevertheless, great disproportions of power are as certainly moral hazards to justice and community as they are foundations of minimal order. They are hazards to community both because they arouse resentments and fears among those who have less power; and because they tempt the strong to wield their power without too much consideration of the interests and views of those upon whom it impinges. Modern democratic nations have sought to bring power into the service of justice in three ways. (a) They have tried to distribute economic and political power and prevent its undue concentration. (b) They have tried to bring it under social and moral review. (c) They have sought to establish inner religious and moral checks upon it.


    Of these three methods the first is not relevant to the international community, as at present inchoately organized. The relative power of particular nations must be accepted as fateful historic facts about which little can be done. The idealists who imagine that these disproportions of power would be dissolved in a global constitutional system do not understand the realities of the political order. No world government could possibly possess, for generations to come, the moral and political authority to redistribute power between the nations in the degree in which highly cohesive national communities have accomplished this end in recent centuries. Furthermore, even the most healthy modern nations must be content with only approximate equilibria of power lest they destroy the vitalities of various social forces by a too rigorous effort to bring the whole communal life under an equalitarian discipline. The preponderance of American power is thus an inexorable fact for decades to come, whether within or without a fuller world constitution than now prevails. If it does disappear it will be eliminated by the emergence of new forces or the new coalition of older forces, rather than by constitutional contrivance.


    The strategy of bringing power under social and political review is a possibility for the international community, even in its present nascent form. It is a wholesome development for America and the world that the United Nations is becoming firmly established, not so much as an institution, capable of bridging the chasm between the communist and the non-communist world (in which task it can have only minimal success), but as an organ in which even the most powerful of the democratic nations must bring their policies under the scrutiny of world public opinion. Thus inevitable aberrations, arising from the pride of power, are corrected. It will be even more hopeful for the peace and justice of the world community, if a fragmented Europe should gain the unity to speak with more unanimity in the councils of the nations than is now possible. It is impossible for any nation or individual fully to understand the peculiar circumstances and the unique history of any other nation or individual, which create their special view of reality. It is important, therefore, that the fragmentary wisdom of any nation should be prevented from achieving the bogus omniscience, which occurs when the weak are too weak to dare challenge the opinion of the powerful. Such a tyrannical situation not only within, but between, the communist nations must finally destroy the community of that world.


    It is also to be hoped that the Asian world will gain sufficient voice in the councils of the free nations to correct the inevitable bias of western nations in the same manner.


    It is now generally acknowledged (to give an example of the salutary character of such discipline) that American policy in regard to the rearmament of Germany was too precipitate and too indifferent toward certain moral and political hazards of which Europe was conscious in that undertaking. There were, on the other hand, fears in Europe which might have prevented the inclusion of Western Germany in the full community of the non-communist world and the concomitant grant of the right, and acknowledgment of the responsibility, of common defense of that community. The tolerable solution of this problem was achieved by compromises between the American and the European position. Thus a creative synthesis was achieved despite the hazards of disproportionate power.


    If there should be, as many Europeans believe, too great a preoccupation in America with the task of winning a war which Europe wants to avoid; and if there should be in Europe, as some Americans believe, so desperate a desire to avoid war that the danger is run of bringing on the conflict by lack of resolution, it is to be hoped that a similar creative synthesis of complementary viewpoints will take place. The real test of such a synthesis will occur at the point in time when American preparedness has reached its highest possibility and the fear of the rapid outmoding of modern weapons and the consequent economic burden of ever-new preparedness efforts might tempt American strategists to welcome a final joining of the issue. In that situation many Americans would, of course, strongly resist the temptation to embark upon a preventive war. But their resolution will be strengthened and their cause have a better prospect of success if the decision lies not with one powerful nation but with a real community of nations.


    The third strategy of disciplining the exercise of power, that of an inner religious and moral check, is usually interpreted to mean the cultivation of a sense of justice. The inclination “to give each man his due” is indeed one of the ends of such a discipline. But a sense of humility which recognizes that nations are even more incapable than individuals of fully understanding the rights and claims of others may be an even more important element in such a discipline. A too confident sense of justice always leads to injustice. In so far as men and nations are “judges in their own case” they are bound to betray the human weakness of having a livelier sense of their own interest than of the competing interest. That is why “just” men and nations may easily become involved in ironic refutations of their moral pretensions.


    Genuine community, whether between men or nations, is not established merely through the realization that we need one another, though indeed we do. That realization alone may still allow the strong to use the lives of the weaker as instruments of their own self-realization. Genuine community is established only when the knowledge that we need one another is supplemented by the recognition that “the other,” that other form of life, or that other unique community is the limit beyond which our ambitions must not run and the boundary beyond which our life must not expand.


    It is significant that most genuine community is established below and above the level of conscious moral idealism. Below that level we find the strong forces of nature and nature-history, sex and kinship, common language and geographically determined togetherness, operative. Above the level of idealism the most effective force of community is religious humility. This includes the charitable realization that the vanities of the other group or person, from which we suffer, are not different in kind, though possibly in degree, from similar vanities in our own life. It also includes a religious sense of the mystery and greatness of the other life, which we violate if we seek to comprehend it too simply from our standpoint.


    Such resources of community are of greater importance in our nation today than abstract constitutional schemes, of which our idealists are so fond. Most of these schemes will be proved, upon close examination, to be indifferent toward the urgencies and anxieties which nations, less favored than we, experience; and to betray sentimentalities about the perplexing problems of human togetherness in which only the powerful and the secure can indulge.


    3


    The second characteristic of the contemporary situation, which challenges American idealism, is that there are no guarantees either for the victory of democracy over tyranny or for a peaceful solution of the fateful conflict between two great centers of power. We have previously noted how the tragic dilemmas and the pathetic uncertainties and frustrations of contemporary history offer ironic refutation of the dreams of happiness and virtue of a liberal age and, especially, of the American hopes. Escape from our ironic situation obviously demands that we moderate our conceptions of the ability of men and of nations to discern the future; and of the power of even great nations to bring a tortuous historical process to, what seems to them, a logical and proper conclusion.


    The difficulty of our own powerful nation in coming to terms with the frustrations of history, and our impatience with a situation which requires great exertions without the promise of certain success, is quite obviously symbolic of the whole perplexity of modern culture. The perplexity arises from the fact that men have been preoccupied with man’s capacity to master historical forces and have forgotten that the same man, including the collective man embodied in powerful nations, is also a creature of these historical forces. Since man is a creator, endowed with a unique freedom, he “looks before and after and pines for what is not.” He envisages goals and ends of life which are not dictated by the immediate necessities of life. He builds and surveys the great cultural and social structures of his day, recognizes the plight in which they become involved and devises various means and ends to extricate his generation from such a plight. He would not be fully human if he did not lift himself above his immediate hour, if he felt neither responsibility for the future weal of his civilization, nor gratitude for the whole glorious and tragic drama of human history, culminating in the present moment.


    But it is easy to forget that even the most powerful nation or alliance of nations is merely one of many forces in the historical drama; and that the conflict of many wills and purposes, which constitute that drama, give it a bizarre pattern in which it is difficult to discern a real meaning. It is even more difficult to subject it to a pre-conceived order. We have previously considered the ironic nature of the fact that the chief force of recalcitrance against the hopes of a democratic world should be furnished by a political religion, the animus of whose recalcitrance should be derived from its fanatic belief that it can reduce all historical forces to its conception of a rational order. The fact that this religion should have a special appeal to decaying feudal societies, which have been left behind in the march of technical progress of the western world is one of those imponderable factors in history, which no one could have foreseen but which can be countered only if we do not try too simply to overcome the ambivalence and hesitancies of the non-technical world by the display of our power, or the claim of superiority for our “way of life.”


    We have enough discernment as creators of history to know that there is a certain “logic” in its course. We know that recently the development of an inchoate world community requires that it acquire global political organs for the better integration of its life. But if we imagine that we can easily transmute this logic into historical reality we will prove ourselves blind to the limitations of man as creature of history. For the achievement of a constitutional world order is frustrated not merely by the opposition of a resolute foe who has his own conception of such an order. It is impeded also by the general limitations of man as creature. The most important of these is the fact that human communities are never purely artifacts of the human mind and will. Human communities are subject to “organic” growth. This means that they cannot deny their relation to “nature”; for the force of their cohesion is partly drawn from the necessities of nature (kinship, geography, etc.) rather than from the realm of freedom. Even when it is not pure nature but historic tradition and common experience which provides the cement of cohesion, the integrating force is still not in the realm of pure freedom or the fruit of pure volition. Thus, the “Atlantic community” is becoming a reality partly because it does have common cultural inheritances and partly because the exigencies of history are forcing mutual tasks upon it. The assumption of these mutual responsibilities requires a whole series of clear decisions. Yet it is not possible even for such a limited international community to be constituted into an integral community by one clear act of political will. Naturally a more unlimited or global community, with fewer common cultural traditions to bind it and less immediate urgencies to force difficult decisions upon a reluctant human will, will have even greater difficulty in achieving stable political cohesion.


    All these matters are understood intuitively by practical statesmen who know from experience that the mastery of historical destiny is a tortuous process in which powerful forces may be beguiled, deflected, and transmuted but never simply annulled or defied. The difficulty, particularly in America, is that the wisdom of this practical statesmanship is so frequently despised as foolishness by the supposedly more “idealistic” science of our age. Thus the conscience of our nation is confused to the point of schizophrenia; and the inevitable disappointments, frustrations and illogicalities of world politics are wrongly interpreted as nothing but the fruit of “unscientific” blundering. A nation with an inordinate degree of political power is doubly tempted to exceed the bounds of historical possibilities, if it is informed by an idealism which does not understand the limits of man’s wisdom and volition in history.


    4


    The recognition of historical limits must not, however, lead to a betrayal of cherished values and historical attainments. Historical pragmatism exists on the edge of opportunism, but cannot afford to fall into the abyss. The difficulty of sustaining the values of a free world must not prompt us, for instance, to come to terms with tyranny. Nor must the perplexities confronting the task of achieving global community betray us into a complacent acceptance of national loyalty as the final moral possibility of history. It is even more grievously wrong either to bow to “waves of the future” or to yield to inertias of the past than to seek illusory escape from historical difficulties by utopian dreams.


    Through the whole course of history mankind has, by a true spiritual instinct, reserved its highest admiration for those heroes who resisted evil at the risk or price of fortune and life without too much hope of success. Sometimes their very indifference to the issue of success or failure provided the stamina which made success possible. Sometimes the heroes of faith perished outside the promised land. This paradoxical relation between the possible and the impossible in history proves that the frame of history is wider than the nature-time in which it is grounded. The injunction of Christ: “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul” (Matthew 10:28) neatly indicates the dimension of human existence which transcends the basis which human life and history have in nature. Not merely in Christian thought but in the noblest paganism, it has been understood that a too desperate desire to preserve life or to gain obvious success must rob life of its meaning. If this be so, there cannot be a simple correlation between virtue and happiness, or between immediate and ultimate success.


    While collective man lacks the capacity of individual man to sacrifice “the body” (i.e., historical security) for an end which may not be historically validated, yet nations have proved capable of great sacrifice in defending their liberties against tyranny, for instance. The tendency of a liberal culture to regard the highest human possibilities as capable of simple historical attainment, and to interpret all tragic and contradictory elements in the pattern of history as merely provisional, has immersed the spirit of our age in a sentimentality which so uncritically identifies idealism with prudence that it can find no place in its scheme of things for heroic action or heroic patience. Yet the only possibility of success for our nation and our culture in achieving the historic goals of peace and justice lies in our capacity to make sacrifices and to sustain endeavors without complete certainty of success.


    We could not bear the burdens required to save the world from tyranny if there were no prospects of success. The necessity of this measure of historic hope marks the spiritual stature of collective, as distinguished from individual, man. Even among individuals only few individuals are able to rise to the height of heroic nonchalance about historic possibilities. But while the nation cannot fulfill its mission in a given situation without some prospect of success, it also cannot persist in any great endeavor if it is so preoccupied with immediate historic possibilities that it is constantly subjected to distracting alternations of illusion and disillusion.


    The fact that the European nations, more accustomed to the tragic vicissitudes of history, still have a measure of misgiving about our leadership in the world community is due to their fear that our “technocratic” tendency to equate the mastery of nature with the mastery of history could tempt us to lose patience with the tortuous course of history. We might be driven to hysteria by its inevitable frustrations. We might be tempted to bring the whole of modern history to a tragic conclusion by one final and mighty effort to overcome its frustrations. The political term for such an effort is “preventive war.” It is not an immediate temptation; but it could become so in the next decade or two.


    A democracy can not of course, engage in an explicit preventive war. But military leadership can heighten crises to the point where war becomes unavoidable.


    The power of such a temptation to a nation, long accustomed to expanding possibilities and only recently subjected to frustration, is enhanced by the spiritual aberrations which arise in a situation of intense enmity. The certainty of the foe’s continued intransigence seems to be the only fixed fact in an uncertain future. Nations find it even more difficult than individuals to preserve sanity when confronted with a resolute and unscrupulous foe. Hatred disturbs all residual serenity of spirit and vindictiveness muddies every pool of sanity. In the present situation even the sanest of our statesmen have found it convenient to conform their policies to the public temper of fear and hatred which the most vulgar of our politicians have generated or exploited. Our foreign policy is thus threatened with a kind of apoplectic rigidity and inflexibility. Constant proof is required that the foe is hated with sufficient vigor. Unfortunately the only persuasive proof seems to be the disavowal of precisely those discriminate judgments which are so necessary for an effective conflict with the evil, which we are supposed to abhor. There is no simple triumph over this spirit of fear and hatred. It is certainly an achievement beyond the resources of a simple idealism. For naïve idealists are always so preoccupied with their own virtues that they have no residual awareness of the common characteristics in all human foibles and frailties and could not bear to be reminded that there is a hidden kinship between the vices of even the most vicious and the virtues of even the most upright.


    5


    The American situation is such a vivid symbol of the spiritual perplexities of modern man, because the degree of American power tends to generate illusions to which a technocratic culture is already too prone. This technocratic approach to problems of history, which erroneously equates the mastery of nature with the mastery of historical destiny, in turn accentuates a very old failing in human nature: the inclination of the wise, or the powerful, or the virtuous, to obscure and deny the human limitations in all human achievements and pretensions.


    The most rigorous and searching criticism of the weaknesses in our foreign policy, which may be ascribed to the special character of our American idealism, has recently been made by one of our most eminent specialists in foreign policy, Mr. George Kennan.*


    He ascribes the weaknesses of our policy to a too simple “legalistic-moralistic” approach and defines this approach as informed by an uncritical reliance upon moral and constitutional schemes, and by too little concern for the effect of our policy upon other nations, and too little anticipation of the possible disruption of policies by incalculable future occurrences. In short, he accuses the nation of pretending too much prescience of an unknown future and of an inclination to regard other peoples “in our own image.” These are, of course, precisely the perils to which all human idealism is subject and which our great power and our technocratic culture have aggravated.


    Mr. Kennan’s solution for our problem is to return to the policy of making the “national interest” the touchstone of our diplomacy. He does not intend to be morally cynical in the advocacy of this course. He believes that a modest awareness that our own interests represent the limit of our competence should prompt such a policy. His theory is that we may know what is good for us but should be less certain that we know what is good for others. This admonition to modesty is valid as far as it goes. Yet his solution is wrong. For egotism is not the proper cure for an abstract and pretentious idealism.


    Since the lives and interests of other men and communities always impinge upon our own, a preoccupation with our own interests must lead to an illegitimate indifference toward the interests of others, even when modesty prompts the preoccupation. The cure for a pretentious idealism, which claims to know more about the future and about other men than is given mortal man to know, is not egotism. It is a concern for both the self and the other in which the self, whether individual or collective, preserves a “decent respect for the opinions of mankind,” derived from a modest awareness of the limits of its own knowledge and power.


    It is not an accident of history that a culture which made so much of humanity and humaneness should have generated such frightful inhumanities; and that these inhumanities are not limited to the explicitly fanatic politico-religious movements. Mr. Kennan rightly points to the evils which arise from the pursuit of unlimited rather than limited ends, even by highly civilized nations in the modern era. The inhumanities of our day, which modern tryannies exhibit in the nth degree, are due to an idealism in which reason is turned into unreason because it is not conscious of the contingent character of the presuppositions with which the reasoning process begins, and in which idealism is transmuted into inhumanity because the idealist seeks to comprehend the whole realm of ends from his standpoint.


    A nice symbol of this difficulty in the policy of even “just” nations is the ironic embarrassment in which the victorious democracies became involved in their program of “demilitarizing” the vanquished “militaristic” nations. In Japan they encouraged a ridiculous article in the new constitution which committed the nation to a perpetual pacifist defenselessness. In less than half a decade they were forced to ask their “demilitarized” former foes to rearm, and become allies in a common defense against a new foe, who had recently been their victorious ally.


    We cannot expect even the wisest of nations to escape every peril of moral and spiritual complacency; for nations have always been constitutionally self-righteous. But it will make a difference whether the culture in which the policies of nations are formed is only as deep and as high as the nation’s highest ideals; or whether there is a dimension in the culture from the standpoint of which the element of vanity in all human ambitions and achievements is discerned. But this is a height which can be grasped only by faith; for everything that is related in terms of simple rational coherence with the ideals of a culture or a nation will prove in the end to be a simple justification of its most cherished values. The God before whom “the nations are as a drop in the bucket and are counted as small dust in the balances” is known by faith and not by reason. The realm of mystery and meaning which encloses and finally makes sense out of the baffling configurations of history is not identical with any scheme of rational intelligibility. The faith which appropriates the meaning in the mystery inevitably involves an experience of repentance for the false meanings which the pride of nations and cultures introduces into the pattern. Such repentance is the true source of charity; and we are more desperately in need of genuine charity than of more technocratic skills.


    


    
      
        * George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900–1950.

      

    

  


  
    CHAPTER VIII


    The Significance of Irony
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    ANY INTERPRETATION of historical patterns and configurations raises the question whether the patterns, which the observer discerns, are “objectively” true or are imposed upon the vast stuff of history by his imagination. History might be likened to the confusion of spots on the cards used by psychiatrists in a Rorschach test. The patient is asked to report what he sees in these spots; and he may claim to find the outlines of an elephant, butterfly or frog. The psychiatrist draws conclusions from these judgments about the state of the patient’s imagination rather than about the actual configuration of spots on the card. Are historical patterns equally subjective?


    Is the discernment of an ironic element in the history of the American nation or of modern culture merely the fruit of a capricious imagination? Is the pattern of irony superimposed upon the historical data which are so various that they would be tolerant of almost any pattern, which the observer might care to impose? In answering such questions one must admit the subjective element in historical judgments, but also insist upon the distinction between purely arbitrary judgments and those which throw real light upon the variegated events of history. Patterns of meaning are arbitrary if they do violence to the facts, or single out correlations or sequences of events, which are so fortuitous that only some special interest or passion could persuade the observer of the significance of the correlation. An example of such caprice was recently given by a politician who compared the number of people under communist rule in 1932 with the number in 1950. He drew the conclusion that the vast increase in the number of communist-dominated peoples (an increase which was made particularly impressive by the addition of millions of Chinese to the total) was evidence of the complicity of the “New Deal” in the spread of communism. Such conclusions can be advanced only from the standpoint of an obvious bias, and are credible only to an equally biased mind.


    It is possible, however, to interpret the endless and variegated events and sequences of history from many legitimate standpoints which are not corrupted by special interest. But the question is whether the interpretations have any legitimacy or credibility to the observer apart from his acceptance of the governing principle of interpretation which prompted the generalizations. To be specific, is an ironic interpretation of current history generally plausible; or does its credibility depend upon a Christian view of history in which the ironic view seems to be particularly grounded?


    One must answer that question by insisting that there are elements in current history so obviously ironic that they must be patent to any observer who fulfills the conditions required for the detection of irony. Nevertheless, the consistency with which the category of the ironic is applied to historical events does finally depend upon a governing faith or world view.


    There are so many obviously ironic elements in current history, particularly in our own national history, because a nation which has risen so quickly from weakness to power and from innocency to responsibility and which meets a foe who has transmuted our harmless illusions into noxious ones is bound to be involved in rather ironic incongruities.


    These ironic contrasts and incongruities, though obvious, are not always observed because irony cannot be directly experienced. The knowledge of it depends upon an observer who is not so hostile to the victim of irony as to deny the element of virtue which must constitute a part of the ironic situation; nor yet so sympathetic as to discount the weakness, the vanity and pretension which constitute another element. Since the participant in an ironic situation cannot, unless he be very self-critical, fulfill this latter condition, the knowledge of irony is usually reserved for observers rather than participants. If participants in an ironic situation become conscious of the vanities and illusions which make an ironic situation more than merely comic, they would tend to abate the pretensions and dissolve the irony. Purely hostile observers, on the other hand, may laugh bitterly at the comedy in an ironic situation, but they could not admit the virtue in the intentions which miscarry so comically.


    Individuals do, of course, have a degree of transcendence over the vicissitudes of their nations and communities, no matter how intimately they are involved in them. They may, therefore, be individual observers of an ironic situation in which they are collectively involved.


    Ironic contrasts and incongruities have an element of the comic in them in so far as they exhibit absurd juxtapositions of strength and weakness; of wisdom through foolishness; or foolishness as the fruit of wisdom; of guilt arising from the pretensions of innocency; or innocency hiding behind ostensible guilt. Yet contrasts are ironic only if they are not merely absurd, but have a hidden meaning. They must elicit not merely laughter but a knowing smile. The hidden meaning is supplied by the fact that the juxtapositions and contrasts are not merely fortuitous. They are related to each other by some foible of the person who is involved in both. The powerful person who is proved to be really weak is involved in an ironic contrast only if his weakness is due to some pretension of strength. If “pride cometh before the fall,” the fall is ironic only if pride contributed to it. A wise person may be ignorant in some areas of life, without his ignorance being ironic. It is so only if the ignorance is derived from the pretension of wisdom.


    Ironic transfigurations of weakness, foolishness and sin have the same logic as ironic refutations of power, wisdom and virtue. There is no irony in a purely fortuitous escape of a guilty man from punishment. But it is ironic if those who are despised by their fellowmen achieve recognition and justification in some higher court through the very qualities which brought about their original condemnation; or when the naïveté of babes or simpletons becomes the source of wisdom withheld from the wise. Comic incongruity is transmuted into irony, when one element in the contrast is found to be the source of the other.


    Since ironic interpretations are difficult for reasons already mentioned they are naturally rare in history. The combination of critical, but not hostile, detachment, which is required for their detection, is only infrequently attained.


    Yet the Christian faith tends to make the ironic view of human evil in history the normative one. Its conception of redemption from evil carries it beyond the limits of irony, but its interpretation of the nature of evil in human history is consistently ironic. This consistency is achieved on the basis of the belief that the whole drama of human history is under the scrutiny of a divine judge who laughs at human pretensions without being hostile to human aspirations. The laughter at the pretensions is the divine judgment. The judgment is transmuted into mercy if it results in abating the pretensions and in prompting men to a contrite recognition of the vanity of their imagination.


    The Biblical interpretation of the human situation is ironic, rather than tragic or pathetic, because of its unique formulation of the problem of human freedom. According to this faith man’s freedom does not require his heroic and tragic defiance of the forces of nature. He is not necessarily involved in tragedy in his effort to be truly human. But neither is he necessarily involved in evil because of his relation to the necessities and contingencies of the world of nature. His situation is, therefore, not comprehended as a pathetic imprisonment in the confusion of nature. The evil in human history is regarded as the consequence of man’s wrong use of his unique capacities. The wrong use is always due to some failure to recognize the limits of his capacities of power, wisdom and virtue. Man is an ironic creature because he forgets that he is not simply a creator but also a creature.


    The Biblical conception of man’s unique freedom, which distinguishes him from the other creatures, assumes his right to have dominion over nature and to make natural forces serve human ends. Man is, therefore, not involved in guilt merely by asserting his creative capacities. This emphasis must be distinguished from the motif in the Promethean theme of Greek tragedy. In Æschylus’ Prometheus Bound Zeus is jealous of Prometheus because the latter seeks to help men to achieve their true humanity by elaborating the arts of civilization. Prometheus declares: “the secret treasure of the earth, all benefits to men, copper, iron, silver, gold . . . who but I could boast of their discovery? No one, I ween, except in idle boasting. Nay, hear the matter in one word: All human arts are from Prometheus.”*


    According to such a conception every achievement of human culture inevitably implies the HYBRIS which brings the wrath of Zeus upon the human agent. This interpretation makes life fundamentally tragic. The tragic hero elicits the pity and admiration of both Æschylus and the reader because he consciously defies the divine wrath for the sake of achieving a full human creativity. But it is apparent that the power of Zeus is essentially that of the order of nature. Man becomes involved in evil by breaking the harmonies of nature and exceeding its ends.


    Since modern technical achievements include the development of atomic energy and this development has put an almost unmanageable destructiveness into the hands of men, this purely tragic view of human freedom seems to have acquired a new plausibility.


    Nevertheless, a purely tragic view of life is not finally viable. It is, at any rate, not the Christian view. According to that view destructiveness is not an inevitable consequence of human creativity. It is not invariably necessary to do evil in order that we may do good. There are, of course, tragic moments and tragic choices in life. There are situations in which a choice must be made between equally valid loyalties and one value must be sacrificed to another. The contest between Antigone and Creon, for instance, was tragic because each from his own perspective, Creon from the standpoint of the state and Antigone from that of the family, was right. All rational resolutions of such tragic dilemmas which pretend that a higher loyalty is necessarily inclusive of a lower one, or that a prudent compromise between competing values can always be found, are false. We have already observed the tragic character of the dilemma which modern democratic nations face, when forced to risk atomic warfare in order to avoid the outbreak of war. The alternatives to this dilemma, proposed by moralists and idealists of various types, will prove upon close scrutiny to involve a dubious sacrifice of some cherished value; in this instance the security of our civilization.


    While good and evil are thus so curiously intertwined in history that tragic choices and dilemmas are frequent, the Christian faith is surely right in not regarding the tragic as the final element in human existence. The tragic motif is, at any rate, subordinated to the ironic one because evil and destructiveness are not regarded as the inevitable consequence of the exercise of human creativity. There is always the ideal possibility that man will break and transcend the simple harmonies and necessities of nature, and yet not be destructive. For the destructiveness in human life is primarily the consequence of exceeding, not the bounds of nature, but much more ultimate limits. The God of the Bible is, like Zeus, “jealous.” But His jealousy is aroused not by the achievements of culture and civilization. Man’s dominion over nature is declared to be a rightful one. Divine jealousy is aroused by man’s refusal to observe the limits of his freedom. There are such limits, because man is a creature as well as creator. The limits cannot be sharply defined. Therefore, distinctions between good and evil cannot be made with absolute precision. But it is clear that the great evils of history are caused by human pretensions which are not inherent in the gift of freedom. They are a corruption of that gift. These pretensions are the source of the ironic contrasts of strength leading to weakness, of wisdom issuing in foolishness.


    The Biblical view of human nature and destiny moves within the framework of irony with remarkable consistency. Adam and Eve are expelled from the Garden of Eden because the first pair allowed “the serpent” to insinuate that, if only they would defy the limits which God had set even for his most unique creature, man, they would be like God. All subsequent human actions are infected with a pretentious denial of human limits. But the actions of those who are particularly wise or mighty or righteous fall under special condemnation. The builders of the Tower of Babel are scattered by a confusion of tongues because they sought to build a tower which would reach into the heavens. The possible destruction of a technical civilization, of which the “skyscraper” is a neat symbol, may become a modern analogue to the Tower of Babel.


    The prophets never weary of warning both the powerful nations, and Israel, the righteous nation, of the judgment which waits on human pretension. The great nation, Babylon, is warned that its confidence in the security of its power will be refuted by history. “Thou saidst, I shall be a lady for ever . . . therefore . . . these two things shall come to thee in a moment in one day, the loss of children, and widowhood” (Isaiah 47:7, 9). They regard nothing as absolutely secure in human life and history; and believe that every desperate effort to establish security will lead to heightened insecurity. The great nation is likened unto a cedar whose boughs are higher than all other trees. This eminence tempts it to forget “that the waters made it great and the deep set it on high,” which is to say that every human achievement avails itself of, but also obscures, forces of destiny beyond human contrivance. In consequence of this miscalculation Babylon will fall prey to “the terrible of the nations,” to remind all the trees in the garden that they are “marked unto death.” No human eminence can escape the limits of man’s mortality (Ezekiel 31).


    The ironic aspect of power and security being involved in weakness and insecurity by reason of stretching beyond their limits is matched by the irony of virtue turning into vice. The Pharisee is condemned and the publican preferred because the former “thanks God” that he is “not like other men.” He seeks desperately but futilely to cover common human frailties by a meticulous legalism. Israel is undoubtedly a “good” nation as compared with the great nations surrounding it. But the pretensions of virtue are as offensive to God as the pretensions of power. One has the uneasy feeling that America as both a powerful nation and as a “virtuous” one is involved in ironic perils which compound the experiences of Babylon and Israel.


    There is irony in the Biblical history as well as in Biblical admonitions. Christ is crucified by the priests of the purest religion of his day and by the minions of the justest, the Roman Law. The fanaticism of the priests is the fanaticism of all good men, who do not know that they are not as good as they esteem themselves. The complacence of Pilate represents the moral mediocrity of all communities, however just. They cannot distinguish between a criminal and the Saviour because each violates the laws and customs which represent some minimal order, too low for the Saviour and too high for the criminal.


    The crown of irony lies in the fact that the most obvious forms of success are involved in failure on the ultimate level. “Not many wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble are called” (I Corinthians 1:26). The Saviour came “not to call the righteous but sinners to repentance.” He is a physician who came to minister not to them “that are whole” but to them “that are sick” (Matthew 9:12). The words are deeply ironic because “they that are whole” are obviously not healthy in his estimation precisely because they think they are. Those “who are sick” are those who know themselves to be so.


    The Christian interpretation of ironic failure has its counterpart in the conception of ironic success. If the pretension of wisdom may issue in foolishness, the final wisdom, which is “withheld from the wise,” may be “revealed unto babes.” There may be a wholeness of view among the simple which grasps ultimate truths, not seen by the sophisticated. The “rich fool” is excoriated because he tries to gain complete security for the future; and the poor are blessed. The kingdom of heaven is likened unto a feast, invitations to which are spurned by the respectable and extended to the “maimed, the halt, and the blind” (Luke 14:15–24).


    Superficially the Biblical preference for “sinners,” for the poor, the foolish, the maimed, the sick, and the weak seems to be just as perverse a “transvaluation of values” as Nietzsche charged. Its justification lies in the fact that as certainly as failure may ironically issue from pride and pretension, so also may success of a high order be derived from seeming failure. The Christian faith is centered in a person who was as “the stone which the builders rejected” and who became the “head of the corner.” The sick are preferred to the healthy, as the sinners are preferred to the righteous, because their lack of health prompts them to an humility which is the prerequisite of every spiritual achievement. The poor are blessed and a “woe” is pronounced upon the rich for the same reason. For as wealth and power lead to pride, so weakness and poverty tend to remind men of the limits of human achievement. The ironic success which issues from the various types of failure in Biblical thought is of course not a success which is recorded in history. It belongs to a transcendent divine judgment of Him “who resisteth the proud and giveth grace to the humble.” It is the symbol of the potential contradiction between all historic achievement and the final meaning of life.


    2


    The relevance between the Christian interpretation of ironic failures, issuing from obvious success, and our contemporary experience is obvious enough. But the Christian interpretation does not seem to fit those facets of our experience in which we are under indictment of guilt by friend and foe without just cause. That we should be less innocent as a nation than our fathers hoped; that we should be covered with guilt by assumption of the very responsibilities which express virtue; that we should become less powerful in relation to the total historical pattern as we become more powerful in given historical issues; that the happiness which our fathers regarded as the true end of life should have eluded us, all this fits very well into the pattern of ironic failure. In all of them human limitations catch up with human pretensions.


    But in those ironic experiences, in which our very virtues become the occasion for mistrust against us, our history does not seem to fit into the general Christian pattern of irony. According to that pattern the poor and outcast, despised of their fellows, are finally exalted. We, on the other hand, are condemned by an impoverished world because we are fortunate, powerful and rich. While we are certainly not as virtuous as we pretend to be, our good fortune is not so simply a proof of our injustice as our Marxist detractors assert. What shall we make of this kind of ironic experience, in which riches rather than poverty, and power rather than weakness, have become the occasion of false judgments?


    The force of these judgments against us is partly derived from a perversion of the Biblical interpretation of irony. Marxism is a secularized version of Christian apocalypse in which the beatitude, “Blessed are the poor,” becomes the basis of unqualified political and moral judgments. The rich, the wise and the powerful are undoubtedly less humble than the poor, the weak and the naïve. They are, therefore, at a spiritual disadvantage in the final court of divine judgment. But this does not prove that they are morally inferior to the poor in every court of judgment. Even in the final judgment there is no guarantee that poverty will be accompanied by the virtue of humility. Significantly the two reports of this beatitude in Luke and Matthew translate the phrase which Jesus undoubtedly used, and which means “the poor of the land,” differently. In the Lukan version the beatitude is rendered, “Blessed are the poor,” and in the Matthean version it is “Blessed are the poor in spirit.” Both versions are necessary to catch the full flavor of the beatitude. For the Lukan version alone would make poverty a guarantee of virtue, particularly of the virtue of humility, which it is not. The Matthean version alone, however, misses the “existential element.” It might encourage the idea that humility of spirit is unrelated to the fortunes of life. It is related. Those who succeed in life, whether by the acquisition of power, wealth, or wisdom, do incline to value their achievements too highly and to forget the fragmentary character of all human achievements. The Matthean version alone would make the other word of Christ, “How hardly will those that are rich enter the kingdom of heaven,” meaningless. It is a necessary word which emphasizes the moral hazards of success.


    The Marxist religious apocalypse, on the other hand, destroys every reservation about the relation of success to virtue. It transmutes a judgment which is intended to stand as a religious warning against the pretensions of the historically successful into a simple category of historical judgment.


    The poor are not actually as disinterested and pure as the Marxist apocalypse assumes. They do have fewer interests to defend than the rich. But though their justified resentments against injustice may be a creative force in history, their bitterness and their compensatory utopian visions may as frequently be sources of confusion as the social pride of the successful. Utopia is, in fact, “the ideology of the poor.”† Invariably those who suffer from the arrogance or the power of others wrongfully assume that the evils from which they suffer are solely the consequence of the peculiar malice of their oppressors; and fail to recognize the root of the same evils in themselves. Thus, the intellectuals of the Orient actually engage in serious arguments on the question whether it would be possible for an Oriental nation to be “imperialistic.” In the same way members of minority ethnic groups invariably assume that racial arrogance is a peculiar vice of the group which causes their suffering.


    In the Marxist apocalypse one error is piled upon another with regard to the virtue of the poor. They are not only assumed to be completely disinterested or to have interests absolutely identical with the interests of the whole of mankind. But also no thought is given to the fact that if they become historically successful they will cease to be poor. Furthermore, the oligarchy, which presumes to speak for the poor claims to participate in their supposed sanctity. To cap the mountain of errors, the poor, to whom all virtue is ascribed, are identified with the industrial proletariat. This latter error becomes a more and more vicious source of confusion as communism seeks to conquer great peasant civilizations. One reason for the fanatic collectivization program is to be found in the communist effort to transmute peasants into industrial workers by changing farms into “grain factories.”


    All these errors enter into the monstrous evils of communism. It has transmuted religious truths, intended to warn against the element of pretension in all human achievements into political slogans, effective in organizing a political movement in which these very pretensions achieve a noxious virulence of unparalleled proportions. This is one reason, and perhaps the chief reason, why the communist alternative to the injustices of our civilization has universally created greater injustices and hatched more terrible tyrannies than previously known in history. Perhaps it is the crowning irony of our day that the virtues of the poor should thus have become a screen of sanctity for their not so virtuous resentments; that an oligarchy should have found a way to harness these resentments into engines of political power; and that this power should have been used for a program which not only despoils the rich but also defrauds the poor.


    3


    Irony must be distinguished as sharply from pathos as from tragedy. A pathetic situation is usually not as fully in the consciousness of those who are involved in it as a tragic one. A tragic choice is purest when it is deliberate. But pathos is constituted of essentially meaningless cross-purposes in life, of capricious confusions of fortune and painful frustrations. Pathos, as such, yields no fruit of nobility, though it is possible to transmute pathos into beauty by the patience with which pain is borne or by a vicarious effort to share the burdens of another. Thus, the situation in a displaced persons camp may be essentially pathetic; but it may be shot through with both tragedy and grace, through the nobility of victims of a common inhumanity in bearing each other’s sorrows. One who is involved in a pathetic situation may be conscious of the pathos without thereby dissolving it. We can, after all, pity ourselves. But consciousness of the pathos does not dissolve it since the participant does not bear responsibility for it. He is the victim of untoward circumstances; or he has been caught in the web of mysterious and fateful forces in which no meaning can be discerned and from which no escape is possible.


    An ironic situation is distinguished from a pathetic one by the fact that a person involved in it bears some responsibility for it. It is distinguished from a tragic one by the fact that the responsibility is not due to a conscious choice but to an unconscious weakness. Don Quixote’s ironic espousal and refutation of the ideals of knight errantry may be detected by the reader whose imagination is guided by the artist-observer, Cervantes. But Don Quixote is as unconscious of the absurdity of his imitation of the ideals of chivalry as the knights are unconscious of the fraudulence of their ideals.


    Elements of irony, tragedy or pathos may, of course be detected in life and history without any guiding principle of interpretation. All three types of experience are occasionally so vividly presented that they compel the observer either to the combination of pity and admiration which implies tragedy; or to the pure pity which pathos elicits; or to the laughter and understanding which are the response to irony.


    But a basic faith or ultimate presupposition of meaning will determine which of these three categories is regarded as the most significant frame of meaning for the interpretation of life as a whole. If man is regarded as a noble creature who must prove his humanity primarily by “defying the trampling march of unconscious power” (Bertrand Russell), the interpretation of life becomes basically tragic. If man is regarded primarily as a prisoner of dark and capricious forces with no possibility of triumphing over the vast confusion of life the interpretation of life becomes basically pathetic.


    The Christian preference for an ironic interpretation is derived not merely from its conception of the nature of human freedom, according to which man’s transcendence over nature endows him with great creative possibilities which are, however, not safe against abuse and corruption. It is also derived from its faith that life has a center and source of meaning beyond the natural and social sequences which may be rationally discerned. This divine source and center must be discerned by faith because it is enveloped in mystery, though being the basis of meaning. So discerned, it yields a frame of meaning in which human freedom is real and valid and not merely tragic or illusory. But it is also recognized that man is constantly tempted to overestimate the degree of his freedom and forget that he is also a creature. Thus he becomes involved in pretensions which result in ironic refutations of his pride.


    Naturally an interpretation of life which emphasizes the dire consequences of vain pretensions and sees them ironically refuted by actual experience must induce those who accept the interpretation to moderate the pretensions which create the irony. Consciousness of an ironic situation tends to dissolve it. It may be dissolved into pure despair or hatred. If, for instance, a nation should regard the accusations of injustice, which are made against it, as prompted purely by the malice of neighbor or foe; if it should fail to understand how our very confidence in our own justice may lead to unjust demands upon our friends, its mood may turn either into despair about the seeming confusion of counsel in human affairs or into hatred of the malicious accuser. An ironic smile must turn into bitter laughter or into bitterness without laughter if no covert relation is acknowledged between an unjust indictment and the facts of the case. If, on the other hand, a religious sense of an ultimate judgment upon our individual and collective actions should create an awareness of our own pretensions of wisdom, virtue or power which have helped to fashion the ironic incongruity, the irony would tend to dissolve into the experience of contrition and to an abatement of the pretensions which caused the irony. This alternative between contrition on the one hand and fury and hatred on the other hand faces nations as well as individuals. It is, in fact, the primary spiritual alternative of human existence. The question for a nation, particularly for a very powerful nation, is whether the necessary exercise of its virtue in meeting ruthlessness and the impressive nature of its power will blind it to the ambiguity of all human virtues and competencies; or whether even a nation might have some residual awareness of the larger meanings of the drama of human existence beyond and above the immediate urgencies.


    The difficulties in facing this issue are threefold. In the first place nations (and, for that matter, all communities as distinguished from individuals) do not easily achieve any degree of self-transcendence, for they have only inchoate organs of self-criticism. That is why collective man always tends to be morally complacent, self-righteous and lacking in a sense of humor. This tendency is accentuated in our own day by the humorless idealism of our culture with its simple moral distinctions between good and bad nations, the good nations being those which are devoted to “liberty.”


    The second reason for our difficulty in sensing the ironies in which we are involved is our encounter with a foe the fires of whose hostility are fed by an even more humorless pretension. No laughter from heaven could possibly penetrate through the liturgy of moral self-appreciation in which the religion of communism abounds. Goaded by this hostility and wounded by unjust charges it is difficult to admit any ironic ambiguity in our virtues or achievements. Thus we are tempted to meet the foe’s self-righteousness with a corresponding fury of our own. The sense of a more ultimate judgment upon us is obscured by the injustice of immediate hostile judgments. This is why a frantic anti-communism can become so similar in its temper of hatefulness to communism itself, the difference in the respective creeds being unable to prevent the similarity of spirit. Therefore we must not speak too glibly about the spirit of “humanity” and “humaneness” in our civilized world. For the spirit of humanity is not preserved primarily by a correct definition of the nature of “humanitas” but rather by an existential awareness of the limits, as well as the possibilities of human power and goodness.


    There is the final difficulty that involvement in the actual urgencies of history, even when men and nations are confronted with less vindictiveness than communism generates, makes the detachment, necessary for the detection of irony, difficult. Could Tolstoi have written his ironic interpretation of Napoleon’s invasion of Russia at the time of that struggle? Would it have been imaginatively possible for him or tolerable for his readers? Tolstoi delighted in proving that the conscious intent of the participants in the struggle had little to do with its deeper meaning. It was, in fact, his thesis that the momentous consequences of the conflict were achieved by inadvertence rather than conscious intent. He was perhaps too scornful of the conscious purposes of the participants. “The best generals I have known,” he wrote, “were stupid and absent-minded men—Napoleon Bonaparte himself. I remember his limited self-satisfied face at Austerlitz. Not only does a good army commander not need any special qualities of love, poetry, tenderness and philosophic inquiring doubt. He should be limited, firmly convinced that what he is doing is very important . . . and only then will he be a brave leader.”


    Yet the situation of the participant in historic struggles is not quite as desperate, spiritually, as Tolstoi assumes. We might well consider the spiritual attainments of our greatest President during our Civil War as a refutation of such pessimism. Lincoln’s responsibilities precluded the luxury of the simple detachment of an irresponsible observer. Yet his brooding sense of charity was derived from a religious awareness of another dimension of meaning than that of the immediate political conflict. “Both sides,” he declared, “read the same Bible and pray to the same God. The prayers of both could not be answered—that of neither has been answered fully.”


    Lincoln’s awareness of the element of pretense in the idealism of both sides was rooted in his confidence in an over-arching providence whose purposes partly contradicted and were yet not irrelevant to the moral issues of the conflict. “The Almighty has His own purposes,” he declared; but he also saw that such purposes could not annul the moral purposes of men who were “firm in the right as God gives us to see the right.” Slavery was to be condemned even if it claimed divine sanction, for: “It may seem strange that any men should dare to ask a just God’s assistance in wringing their bread from the sweat of other men’s faces.” Yet even this moral condemnation of slavery is followed by the scriptural reservation: “But let us judge not, that we be not judged.”


    This combination of moral resoluteness about the immediate issues with a religious awareness of another dimension of meaning and judgment must be regarded as almost a perfect model of the difficult but not impossible task of remaining loyal and responsible toward the moral treasures of a free civilization on the one hand while yet having some religious vantage point over the struggle. Surely it was this double attitude which made the spirit of Lincoln’s, “with malice toward none; with charity for all” possible. There can be no other basis for true charity; for charity cannot be induced by lessons from copybook texts. It can proceed only from a “broken spirit and a contrite heart.”


    Applied to the present situation Lincoln’s model would rule out the cheap efforts which are frequently made to find some simple moral resolution of our conflict with communism. Modern communist tyranny is certainly as wrong as the slavery which Lincoln opposed. We do not solve any problem by interpreting it as a slightly more equalitarian version of a common democracy which we express in slightly more libertarian terms. The hope that the conflict is no more than this and could be composed if only we could hold a seminar on the relative merits of equalitarian and libertarian democracy, is, in fact, an expression of sentimental softness in a liberal culture and reveals its inability to comprehend the depth of evil to which individuals and communities may sink, particularly when they try to play the role of God to history.


    Lincoln’s model also rules out our effort to establish the righteousness of our cause by a monotonous reiteration of the virtues of freedom compared with the evils of tyranny. This comparison may be true enough on one level; but it offers us no insight into the corruptions of freedom on our side and it gives us no understanding of the strange attractive power of communism in a chaotic and impoverished world.


    We do, to be sure, face a problem which Lincoln did not face. We cannot say, “Both sides read the same Bible and pray to the same God.” We are dealing with a conflict between contending forces which have no common presuppositions. But even in this situation it is very dangerous to define the struggle as one between a God-fearing and a godless civilization. The communists are dangerous not because they are godless but because they have a god (the historical dialectic) who, or which, sanctifies their aspiration and their power as identical with the ultimate purposes of life. We, on the other, as all “God-fearing” men of all ages, are never safe against the temptation of claiming God too simply as the sanctifier of whatever we most fervently desire. Even the most “Christian” civilization and even the most pious church must be reminded that the true God can be known only where there is some awareness of a contradiction between divine and human purposes, even on the highest level of human aspirations.


    There is, in short, even in a conflict with a foe with whom we have little in common the possibility and necessity of living in a dimension of meaning in which the urgencies of the struggle are subordinated to a sense of awe before the vastness of the historical drama in which we are jointly involved; to a sense of modesty about the virtue, wisdom and power available to us for the resolution of its perplexities; to a sense of contrition about the common human frailties and foibles which lie at the foundation of both the enemy’s demonry and our vanities; and to a sense of gratitude for the divine mercies which are promised to those who humble themselves.


    Strangely enough, none of the insights derived from this faith are finally contradictory to our purpose and duty of preserving our civilization. They are, in fact, prerequisites for saving it. For if we should perish, the ruthlessness of the foe would be only the secondary cause of the disaster. The primary cause would be that the strength of a giant nation was directed by eyes too blind to see all the hazards of the struggle; and the blindness would be induced not by some accident of nature or history but by hatred and vainglory.


    


    
      
        * Æschylus, Prometheus Bound, 490–500.

      


      
        † Cf. Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia.
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    Protestantism and Prohibition


    October 24, 1928


    AT THE last annual meeting of the Anti-Saloon League, a high official of that organization expressed the conviction that the Civil War had set a precedent for the method which may yet be necessary to suppress the “liquor rebellion.” The Army and the Navy had been used to abolish slavery, he declared, and it might be necessary to use them before a recalcitrant minority would finally accept the will of the nation in the matter of prohibition enforcement. Somewhat as an afterthought he disavowed the intention of pressing the suggestion, since, as he admitted, the idea was incompatible with the ambition of the Churches to abolish war. Nevertheless, he could not resist the temptation of drawing the none-too-historical analogy between prohibition and slavery.


    Waiving the point that it was not slavery but secession against which force was used, and that the emancipation of the slaves was an incident in the Northern war strategy, it is interesting to note the relation of the good man’s afterthought to his original threat. The two together reveal the confused mind of the Church on the question of the use of force and compulsion in social relations. While no large group within the Churches has ever adhered to the thorough-going non-resistance which characterizes the ethics of Jesus, there has always been a dim and there is a growing realization of the fact that a religious world-view and a spiritual appreciation of human personality are inconsistent with coercive social methods and incompatible with social violence.


    On the other hand, American Protestantism is governed by its Puritan traditions, and the prohibition movement is in a sense the flower of Puritanism. It represents the Puritan passion for personal rectitude and the Puritan’s willingness to use political force for the establishment and maintenance of his ethical standards. The fact that Puritan standards of righteousness are in many respects diametrically opposed to the ideals of love which Jesus preached is only dimly realized by most Christians. Social prudence will always qualify any absolute devotion to the ideal of love which Jesus preached, but one has the right to expect that the ideal will, at least, color in some slight degree the social policy of the Church. If the Church believes that coercion is justified in the preservation of certain moral standards (and in such a belief most thoughtful social scientists will be in agreement with it), it ought certainly to be careful to define the measure of coercion which seems morally legitimate and socially effective.


    Perhaps we may regard it as axiomatic that social coöperation without the use of any coercion is possible only in the smallest and most ideal communities. In all larger communities, which must deal with a considerable number of morally chaotic and anti-social persons, some social compulsion, finally involving physical or police force, seems necessary and inevitable. Force is a necessary evil in social life. But necessary evils easily grow into unnecessary ones if the circumstances under which and the ends for which they are to be applied are not carefully defined.


    Unqualified sanction of the State’s police power involves more than one peril. States and societies which avail themselves of coercive means in dealing with minorities are usually tempted to deal as mercilessly with their progressive and constructive minorities as with their anti-social groups, and thus they retard their progress and throttle the creative forces in their own life. The prohibition movement represents yet another peril of the State’s coercive power. It is the danger of the majority using the police power of the State in an effort to coerce a minority too large to yield easily to such force, and too well fortified in its own conscience to accept the dictates of the majority as ultimate law.


    The comparative strength of majorities which support a law and of minorities which oppose it does not determine the ethical character of the project involved in a legal enactment, but it does determine the moral character of enforcement procedure. Ideally, laws should be adopted by common consent, so that they would require enforcement only upon that small minority of chaotic souls who are incapable of self-discipline. Practically such unanimity is impossible, and a State must therefore arrive at its standards by majority decisions. If the majority is large, the social facts approximate those emerging from unanimity. Public opinion gradually solidifies about the law, and opposition is dissipated.


    It is naturally impossible to gauge the comparative strength of majorities and minorities in advance. When a new law represents striking departures from accepted standards, its proponents may be justified in insisting upon it in the face of opposition from a large minority, hoping that time and experience may justify it and reduce the opposition. It was this hope which animated and seemed to justify the prohibitionists in the early days of the experiment. Indeed, statistics seem to prove that over a period of two or three years opposition to the Eighteenth Amendment gradually decreased; at least, observance of its provisions grew more general. Since then, the facts no longer encourage the hope of a gradual dissipation of the opposition. It is not easy to gain a true picture of the social facts emerging from so vast an experiment, but no one can deny that the law is opposed by a large minority, that the minority includes multitudes of socially approved and, in regard to other standards, not anti-social individuals, and that in some, particularly in urban, communities, this minority has become a virtual majority, with most of the organs of public opinion in its control. The threats of vanquishing such a minority through increasing use of police pressure are becoming progressively more dangerous and futile. They are dangerous, because they tend to sanction coercion as a method of social adjustment; they are futile, because coercion tends to confirm the position of minorities which have any degree of self-respect in holding to their convictions.


    It is unfortunate that the Protestant Churches, chief proponents of the prohibition experiment, should have put themselves in the position of finding their chief social and political function in encouraging and inciting the State to use increasing penal pressure in suppressing opposition to prohibition. They may justify such a course by pointing to the criminal class of bootleggers which the outlawed liquor trade has developed, but they cannot escape the fact that the demands of respectable clients support this class of criminals. Whatever the State may do to secure conformity to its standards, it is hardly the business of the Church, ostensibly committed to the task of creating morally disciplined and dependable character, to use the “secular arm” for accomplishing by violence what it is unable to attain by moral suasion.


    The crux of the prohibition problem lies clearly not in the field of political methods, but in that of moral ideas. The real problem which confronts the Churches is not whether they can coerce opposing minorities, but whether they can obtain the more general acceptance of the moral ideas and ideals which prompted the prohibition project. While prohibition is primarily the fruit of Puritan Protestantism, it is prompted by ideals, and promises social consequences, which must commend it to society, by whatever cultural and religious traditions it may be informed. As an effort to eliminate drunkenness it is in one sense no different from that of reducing drug addiction by outlawing the trade in narcotics. But there are more important differences than similarities in the two projects. There are many types of intoxicating liquor and many degrees of addiction to its use. It is manifestly impossible to make an effective legal distinction between moderate drinkers and those who are inclined to intemperance; but there is a moral distinction, and that is the very reason why so many find it possible to disobey the law in good conscience. Anyone who studies the moral and psychological facts underlying our present difficulties with the law must realize that enforcement of the law is difficult, precisely because it can make no distinction between drunkenness and the kind of moderate drinking which the conscience of the average man does not envisage as a sin, much less as a crime.


    It is not impossible to persuade moderate drinkers to forgo their pleasures and satisfactions for the sake of those who are weak, but that kind of conduct represents an ethical maximum; and law can deal effectively only with ethical minimums. “If meat,” said St. Paul, “causes my brother to offend I will have no meat forevermore.” There is an irrefutable logic in this position which makes the conscience of the weakest the guide of society; but it can obviously be maintained only by a high moral, not to say religious, discipline. It is the only force which can bridge the gap between what the law prohibits and the average conscience allows.


    Obviously it is not easy to develop this type of moral sensitiveness either within or without the Church. However strongly Puritan ideals may have been emphasized in the Protestant Churches, they have had no striking success in persuading their members to be guided by the conscience of their weakest fellows. What they have failed to accomplish within the circle of their special influence is certainly out of the question among those millions who are indifferent to religion or who are informed by Roman Catholic religious traditions, ideals and loyalties. Whether we regard it as a virtue or a limitation, it is a social fact with which we must deal that Latin Christianity does not envisage any such discipline of personal habits as is traditional in Puritan Protestantism. The impartial observer will hardly regard this kind of discipline as either an unqualified virtue or as an unmitigated limitation in Protestantism. But so much is clear: whatever limitations Puritan Christianity reveals are greatly increased when legal and political force is substituted for religious motive in maintaining Puritan standards of conduct.


    The American nation is not, as a Methodist bishop asserted recently, committed to “Anglo-Saxon Christianity” as distinguished from “Latin Christianity.” Moral and religious ideals ought to compete with and complement each other in a society without the interference of the State, at least as long as they do not result in obvious social harm. In so far as the prohibition movement represents the effort of the Puritan Protestant majority in this country to bring the more recent immigrant groups which are loyal to Latin religious ideas and traditions under the dominion of Puritan ideas by the use of political force, it is alien to the true character of religion and its effect upon the nation is permanently schismatic. There are, of course, Catholics and non-Protestants who believe in prohibition precisely because there are virtues in the movement which transcend the virtues and limitations of Puritanism. Through them the prohibition movement may yet gain the voluntary support of a much larger portion of the responsible elements in the community than it now enjoys. But the prospect is becoming increasingly improbable, for the very reason that the movement has been used by the Protestant majority to coerce a Latin or Catholic minority. Such a degree of animosity has been created by this policy that a mutual exchange of values between the two cultural and religious worlds has become difficult, if not impossible.


    If the Protestant Churches are to gain a moral rather than a political victory over the opponents of prohibition, it would be necessary to present a much more united front and a much more general acceptance of their ideals among their own members than is now the case. Indeed, one suspects that the passion for law enforcement on the part of the official Church is partly a compensation for the moral defeat of the Church’s leadership within its own membership. The difficulty which the Church experiences in maintaining Puritan discipline within its own membership is due to profound rather than to incidental causes. Puritan Christianity is the moral sublimation of the virtues and prejudices of the middle classes. In these classes personal temperance and a strict discipline of individual habits in general has been regarded as the summum bonum. Religion is only partly responsible for this characteristic. It arises out of the genteel poverty or modest economic circumstance of the traditional middle classes in which men are not tempted to the kind of indulgence of physical appetites which poor men covet and rich men enjoy. Once created, religious sanctions are developed and appropriated for its maintenance. It is natural that when social and economic circumstances change, religious forces alone should have difficulty in preserving the old moral restraints.


    The dilemma of Protestantism in regard to prohibition is partly due to the fact that one set of Puritan virtues is negating another. The virtues of thrift and industry which Puritanism has sanctified in a special way have led to a prosperity which tends to undermine the virtue of temperance. The remarkable prosperity of our nation has not only made it difficult to maintain a religiously motivated discipline of personal habits, but it has actually aggravated the enforcement problem; for the high price of illegally dispensed liquor would really be prohibitive in any nation less prosperous than our own. It was in a sense unfortunate that the prohibition experiment should have been launched at the precise historical moment when the traditional middle classes were emerging from modest circumstances into comparative affluence. It is not to be assumed that wealth and social position are absolutely determinative in gauging the strength and weakness of the Puritan discipline of life. But their influence is unmistakable. Not only the acquisition of wealth but the development of culture tends to relax the kind of moral tension which characterizes Puritan morality.


    Obviously the perpetuation of the present experiment does not depend entirely upon the religious forces. Prohibition became a reality through a combination of religious and economic forces. This combination still holds. Large employers of labor who may violate the law themselves are still convinced that prohibition has increased the industry and competence of the workers, and their support of the law is as indispensable for its maintenance as it is dangerous to the moral factors involved. The fact that the political party which is closest to big capital should unvaryingly take the orthodox prohibition position without exerting itself too much in the matter of enforcement is significant rather than accidental. Whatever may be the social consequences of this combination of religious and industrial forces, so well illustrated in the present campaign, the moral outcome of the prohibition movement depends entirely upon the ability of the Churches to persuade their own following to support the law and to win others who do not ordinarily take their inspiration from the Protestant Church. If the Church is to succeed in this enterprise it must produce a religious life vital enough to preserve virtues, which have usually been maintained only in comparative poverty, in the present affluence of America. Such a task is not impossible, but it is a prodigious one; and if institutions of religion renounce it for the sake of finding some political substitute for it, they will only make both their moral and political defeat more inevitable. The prohibitory laws associated with the Eighteenth Amendment are not different from other laws in this, that they can be enforced only when they need no enforcement i. e., when so large a proportion of the community consents to them that their enforcement becomes merely an ordinary police measure. If it is impossible to secure this kind of proximate unanimity in support of a law it will be better to abandon the experiment, however promising, for fear that it will create greater social evils than it allays.

  


  
    The Opposition in Germany


    June 28, 1933


    SINCE THE Nazi victory of March 5 remarkably little has reached the outside world about the status of opposition parties in Germany. It was known of course that both Socialists and Communists were being persecuted and thrown into jails and concentration camps, but little has been heard about the actual effect of these repressive policies upon the temper and the organizational integrity of the radical parties.


    Some study of the German situation at first hand has brought me to the conclusion that the Hitler movement has been able, for the moment at least, to discredit, destroy and capture the opposition to a remarkable degree. Thousands of both Socialists and Communists have been able to enter and have entered the Hitler Storm Troops. To what degree they have done this because they are honestly convinced that the socialist protestations of the Nazis are to be taken seriously and to what degree their actions are dictated by a political realism it is difficult to determine at the present moment. Perhaps the motives are mixed and policy is determined by the obvious fact that the significant political struggle in Germany in the next years will be inside the National Socialist party and not between that party and the suppressed opposition. In this struggle the Storm Troopers, the military arm of German fascism, are on the whole on the side of radicalism. The willingness of the Storm Troopers to receive former Marxians into their groups is prompted not so much by a desire to absorb the opposition as by the thought that they will need the strength of the greatest possible numbers when the issue is finally joined between the nationalist and the socialist elements in the fascist movement.


    All of this presupposes that there are genuinely radical elements in the Nazi movement. This fact, not generally understood in the outside world, a fact which sharply distinguishes German from Italian fascism, gives the key to the whole future of German politics. The demagogic skill of Hitler has made it possible for him to capture two opposing political and economic movements: the capitalists, who were afraid of a Communist revolution, and the impoverished lower middle classes, who were in fact more revolutionary than the Socialists but wanted socialism in terms of a national spirit. Their “nationalism” was created partly by the resentments of a defeated nation against the allied foes and partly by the fact that impoverished middle classes have a stronger loyalty to “national culture” than proletarians.


    The ambiguity of Hitler’s program resulting from these opposing forces is apparent on every hand. Hjalmar Schacht, the governor of the Reichsbank and symbol of the reactionary forces behind Hitler, is alleged to have boasted that Hitler has had his own way so far but that shortly economic pressure will deliver him into Schacht’s hands. On the other hand, the left wing of the movement for which such men as Count Reventlow, the editor of the Reichswart, and the group editing the Tägliche Rundschau are spokesmen, insist that the revolution has only begun and that it will not be ended “until we have dispossessed the bourgeois classes.” What gives their hopes plausibility is that the Storm Troopers are undoubtedly radical on the whole and that in Germany today, with constitutional authority destroyed, victory will finally rest with the group which is able to support well defined political objectives with disciplined military strength. Of course such military power must face the opposition not only of economic power, represented by men like Schacht, but of the Nazis who have found security and prestige in the German bureaucracy, who have already absorbed its spirit and who are constantly warning the impatient Storm Troopers not to bring discredit on “the revolution” by interfering with the orderly procedure of government. Captain Göring, the head of the Prussian government, may be regarded as the symbol and type of this conservative tendency in the National Socialist movement.


    The two opposing tendencies in the Hitler movement justify the judgment of an astute German student on politics who declared: “Hitler is not difficult to explain. He is Kerensky.” Like Kerensky he is holding himself in power by playing off the workers against the business community. One cannot help but admire the demagogic skill which enabled Hitler to press millions of marks out of German industrialists and to use the money equipping a private army out of the hordes of the dispossessed and unemployed. But discipline has given this army a certain self-respect. It is no longer a horde of unemployed. And it has political ideas of its own and leaders whom it can call upon in the hour of crisis. All of which proves that there is no real stability in Hitler’s regime and that its ultimate disintegration will come from within and not by attack from without.


     


    The final issues will be joined within the party because the Nazis have been able to destroy their political opposition to a surprising degree. In explaining this surprising phenomenon of the seemingly complete annihilation of Socialism and Communism a sharp distinction must be made between the two. Communism is of course continuing a desperate existence. Their organ, Die Rote Fahne, is being published under cover in successful defiance of the Nazi spy system. It is even alleged that it has a circulation of 700,000. Its leaders are all in jail or in concentration camps, but the party prepared for this by the secret election of a secondary leadership. Every week interested persons receive anonymous mimeographed sheets giving an account of the persecutions which the Communists are suffering at the hands of their Nazi enemies.


    In spite of this desperate Communist opposition, the party has lost a great deal of its power. There is evidence that a million Communist votes were transferred to the National Socialists in the final election, and that the rank and file of Communists expressed sentiments of relief when they found that their entire leadership had been thrust into jail. This curious state of feeling was due to the fact that the leadership had for some months been driven by desperation to force the party into futile acts of terrorism which the average worker regarded as hopeless and which were actually at complete variance with the official Communist doctrine on the futility of isolated acts of terrorism. Whatever actual Communist strength may be at the present time, there is no question that Communism is not in the immediate moment or in the imminent future a force which can be compared in significance with the radical elements in National Socialism itself.


     


    The Socialist cause is even more hopeless than that of Communism. It is in fact so hopeless that it can be stated with almost dogmatic certainty that National Socialism has destroyed German social democracy. So hopeless is the situation of the Socialists and so broken their morale that Hitler was actually negotiating with the bureaucracy of the Socialist trade unions to take them over into his movement bag and baggage when his hand was forced by an order from some mysterious source in the party to destroy the unions entirely in order that National Socialist trade unions might be built up de novo. The fact that this could be done without Hitler’s knowledge, though of course he had to cover the accomplished fact with his consent, reveals how different the political realities within the party are from the extravagant protestations of absolute loyalty to Hitler’s leadership which all party members make. Those protestations are the Nazi symbol of unity toward the outside world, and are made with the greater extravagance because the facts belie them.


    Of the 110 Socialist deputies in the Reichstag, roughly seventy were present when Hitler made his recent declaration on foreign policy. Of the others about twenty are in jail and twenty have fled to other lands. Breitscheid, the parliamentary leader, and Braun, the former Prime Minister of Prussia, are in Switzerland. The editor of the party organ Vorwärts is in Holland. Hilferding, a former Finance Minister in the Cabinet and the party’s most trusted economist, was present at the Potsdam session of the Reichstag, but was advised by friends that he was in danger. He escaped from Germany. Severing, the Socialist Minister of the Interior in Prussia and Braun’s right-hand man, suffered a nervous breakdown on his way to the Reichstag. Sophisticated observers are naturally skeptical about such official reports of “nervous breakdowns” in a day of political terror.


    The Socialist party is in a state of living death. The Nazis have not proscribed it; they allow it to exist as a butt for their contempt. Its status may be made clear by a story going the rounds in Berlin which may or may not be apocryphal. The story is that when Hitler made his declaration on foreign policy, a resolution of confidence was of course immediately proposed. The Socialists declared that they would vote for such a motion provided they could propose an amendment to the effect that Germany’s demand for equal status with other nations should imply the recognition of the principle of equal status for all political parties in its domestic politics. The Socialists, it is alleged, were told that they could of course propose such an amendment, but that in modern Germany the fate of an individual was of small moment. The Socialist deputies recognized the relevance of this seemingly irrelevant sentiment and said nothing more about their amendment.


    The fact is that the parliamentary Socialist party in the Reichstag is a mere shadow, since the trade unions which supported it are completely destroyed. This destruction is not merely the result of Nazi terrorism. It is proof of the fact that the party was thoroughly moribund. There are many causes for this unhappy state. The party was sleepily constitutional in a day when its enemies, both Right and Left, were unconstitutional. It fought with weapons which were no longer relevant. What good does it do to trust in elections when political issues are being determined by the power of private political armies? The impoverished middle classes, who make up the backbone of fascism, were in fact more heroically revolutionary than the trade unions. At least they were more desperate, and against their desperation Socialist complacency had no power.


    Furthermore, the party had supported the hated Erfüllungspolitik, the policy of trusting the Allies to be reasonable if Germany fulfilled the conditions of the Treaty of Versailles. This policy is discredited in every rank and class of Germany today. The fact that Hitler’s recent speech on foreign relations was completely within the limits of “fulfilment policy” because there was no other immediate alternative for Germany in view of the superior power of French arms, shows that Nazi accusations against the Socialists are unjust. But that does not matter so long as Hitler offers the Germans psychic, even though not political, release from their slavery. Hitler has understood how to follow Brüning’s and the Socialist foreign policy in fact while he makes speeches which reëstablish German self-respect and give the nation the sense of defying a world of foes.


    There are other causes of the complete loss of prestige of the Socialist party. The government is throwing profiteers into jail. It makes a great propaganda about the “dignity of labor.” Its May Day celebration was one of the greatest pieces of propaganda ever attempted in the Western world. Said a former Socialist, now National Socialist, worker to the writer: “The Social Democratic party in twelve years of participation in the government never succeeded in getting May Day declared a national holiday. The National Socialists by a single decree not only made it a holiday, but a holiday with full pay.” This great circus did not of course provide bread. The bread problem is still to be solved. For the moment circuses have sufficed.


    A further cause of Socialist defections is the fact that the government has been able successfully to convict the old trade-union leaders of graft. Every day brings new revelations of misappropriation of funds or of extravagant salaries paid to trade-union officials. It is difficult to know how much truth there is in these accusations, since an impartial sifting of evidence is impossible. But there is obviously some truth in the revelations. At the least the workers believe them, and that is sufficient. The confidence of the rank and file in their trade-union leadership has been completely undermined. They are therefore ready for any new venture.


    Whether they are being led into new futilities remains to be seen. The prospects can hardly be said to be bright. But whatever the future may hold, it is quite obvious that traditional Social Democracy will not have a significant part in molding it. The Communists are waiting for the moment when, as they are convinced, the pressure of circumstances will fully reveal the contradictions within fascism and economic desperation will wean the German people from their present allegiance to the fascist regime. That moment will probably come; but it is doubtful if the Communists will have a large part in it. Their past leadership does not, at least, give any guarantee that they will know how to exploit the opportune moment. It is much more likely that the radical wing of fascism will throw up a new leadership.

  


  
    Letter from the Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief


    September 26, 1934


    SIR: The Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief appeals to you and your friends to furnish food, medical care and clothing to the families of the strikers, to the wives and children of the dead and wounded.


    In the Deep South, where exploited workers seemed just a short time ago to be weary to the point of apathy, thousands of textile workers are today battling for their families and their unions. . . .


    Frank J. Gorman, leader of the textile strike, has asked this Committee to help provide relief for the strikers. In many communities the promised aid from the Federal Emergency Relief Administration has not been forthcoming.


    But the workers must eat today; they must be cared for immediately. We must not let them and their families picket the mills with hungry stomachs. Send funds at once to the Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief, 112 East Nineteenth Street, New York City. . . . Old clothes can be used as never before. Send them to the Committee, too. But money is the great need.


    NORMAN THOMAS, Chairman,


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR, Treasurer,


    JOHN HERLING, Executive Secretary,


    New York City. Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief

  


  
    An Appeal


    March 20, 1935


    SIR: HOWARD KESTER, who is rendering invaluable assistance in organizing the Southern Tenant Farmers’ Union in Arkansas, is maintained for this kind of work in the South by the Committee on Economic and Racial Justice, while his work is under the direction of the Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief. Both Committees appeal for support of his work, requesting immediate contributions. Those who are interested in maintaining this kind of militant leadership in the South may send contributions to Miss Elizabeth Gilman, 513 Park Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland.


    Our appeal in behalf of Mr. Kester’s work is in addition to, and not to be confused with, appeals for the relief and defense of the sharecroppers and their union.


    NORMAN THOMAS,


    For the Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR,


    For the Committee on Economic and Racial Justice,


    New York City.

  


  
    Pius XI and His Successor


    January 30, 1937


    WHAT WILL be the effect of the Pope’s probably imminent death on Vatican policy? Catholics may regard the question as slightly premature, not to say impious, but they will hardly question its importance, particularly since the Vatican has taken such an intransigent line in the disturbed affairs of the contemporary world. Will its present policy, in which Catholicism is becoming more and more an unqualified ally of fascism, be changed? Does the selection of a new pope offer at least the possibility of some deviation from this line?


    To judge from the casual conversation of non-Catholics, two presuppositions, both of which are very dubious, usually underlie speculations about the future. One is that the present Secretary of State, Cardinal Pacelli, is the probable successor of Pius XI. The other is that Vatican policy at the present moment is the personal policy of either the Pope or his Secretary of State and might therefore be appreciably altered in a new reign. The first supposition is almost certainly false and the second requires many qualifications. Cardinal Pacelli is not likely to be the new pope. If precedent should be violated and he should be raised to the papal throne, the present policy would certainly be continued; for it is his policy. There is, however, a long tradition against elevating the Secretary of State to the highest eminence, in spite of the prestige which he acquires during his secretaryship. The simple reason for this is that he makes too many enemies during his period of authority to be able to command a majority in the electoral college. The hierarch with the greatest chance of success is always one who is not too definitely committed to any particular policy and not too closely identified with the various divergent and sometimes conflicting influences, particularly monastic influences, within the church. Our own Presidential conventions offer interesting parallels to this tendency.


    A brief survey of the reigns of recent popes clearly proves the point. The Secretary of State for the “angelic” Pope Pius IX, who reigned from 1846 to 1878, was the reactionary Cardinal Antonelli; but Pius’s successor was not Antonelli. His successor was the diplomatic and slightly liberal Leo XIII. Leo had several secretaries, the last of whom, Cardinal Rampolla, gained a great reputation in Europe. His election to the papacy was vetoed by the Emperor of Austria. Whereupon a very simple and pious man, who prided himself upon his simplicity and whose gifts were in marked contrast to those of Rampolla, was elected and reigned as Pius X. Pius chose a man much shrewder than himself as Secretary, the Spanish cardinal, Merry del Val. When Pius died in 1914 many assumed that his Secretary would succeed him. But Rampolla finally came into his own, for a disciple of his was chosen. The new pope reigned as Benedict XV. He chose Cardinal Gasparri as his Secretary. Gasparri gained wide fame and potent influence during the days of the World War. But he did not succeed his master, though he probably determined the choice of the successor. The election fell upon Cardinal Ratti, who had come into prominence through his negotiation of the concordat with Poland after the war. He had been a cardinal for only a short time when he was elected to the papacy in 1922.


    Unlike Pius X, the present Pius is a man of diplomatic training and may therefore be presumed to be the author of his own diplomatic policy to a larger degree than was the previous Pius. Nevertheless, there are evidences that his Secretary of State, Cardinal Pacelli, has been the real driving force behind the present papal diplomacy, particularly in the recent years of the Pope’s declining strength. Any speculation about a possible change in this policy may well be prefaced by a short description of it. A description of this kind cannot be entirely accurate, however, because Catholic discipline prevents the serious tensions within the church from being aired in public. Some very honest Catholics even deny that they exist. Yet the evidences of these tensions, not to say conflicts, are clear enough to the outside observer.


    The present policy of the papacy, a policy for which Cardinal Pacelli is probably more responsible than the Pope, is first of all to favor the hierarchy against lay Catholicism. By “lay Catholicism” the present writer is designating something which Catholics have probably never named but which nevertheless exists. At times it has expressed itself in Catholic political parties, for example, in the German Center, in which such lay leaders as Chancellors Marx and Brüning achieved a greater authority over their followers, at least in the realm of politics, than was held by the bishops. The term “lay” Catholicism is not entirely accurate, however, for it ought to include certain liberal political movements, such as that led by the Italian priest, Don Sturzo. Many village priests, as distinct from the hierarchy, have been active in similar movements. It would be difficult to give an exact description of the political tendencies of these movements, but it is quite clear that they were economically more liberal and politically more daring than anything ventured by the hierarchy. They expressed the common man’s discontent with the status quo. In Germany the policies of the Center Party managed to be a bridge between socialism and bourgeois conservatism, a not inconsiderable achievement considering that Catholicism is traditionally rooted in feudalism.


    In every case the policy of the papacy in the now closing pontificate was to the disadvantage of these movements. The concordat with Mussolini completely destroyed Don Sturzo’s movement. The concordat with Hitler was concluded in defiance of the advice of the effective leaders of the German Center Party. It was an agreement between the Catholic hierarchy and the German Nazis in which the hierarchy sacrificed the lay forces of the church for the sake of preserving the freedom of the religious institution within a totalitarian state. Many who were leaders in the now defunct Center Party must find it difficult to suppress an “I told you so” when they realize how little the bishops gained in their bargain with Hitler, and how little they have been able to improve the terms of the bargain by pleading with Hitler to accept them as equal allies in the fight against communism.


    The tremendous emphasis upon “Catholic Action” societies in the present pontificate belongs to the same policy. Catholic Action places the lay forces of the church directly under the bishops and thereby establishes a more perfect hierarchical control over all Catholics. The final effect of this process is the establishment of greater papal control over national units. This, despite the accusations of rabid anti-Catholics, has not been the unvarying policy of the papacy. Certainly the tendencies toward centralization of authority have increased in recent years. Among other things they led to an understanding between the church and Hitler in regard to the Saar plebiscite which violated the convictions of 90 per cent of the Catholic population in the Saar.


    The other side of present papal policy is more difficult to deal with justly because of the universal reticence of all parties affected by it. Broadly speaking, it could be designated as the continued ascendancy of Jesuit influence at the Vatican over the milder and more spiritual tendencies of other monastic groups. The Benedictines and Franciscans are less anxious to play the political game than the Jesuits and are less deeply involved in political activities. Particularly since the Spanish crisis the Jesuit influence has been accentuated. For Spain is the classic nation of the Catholic counter-reformation, and Jesuitism is the driving force of that movement.


    Any speculation about a possible new policy in regard to fascism and radicalism after the present pope’s death therefore revolves around the question: Is the intimate alliance between Catholicism and fascism a consequence of Jesuit influence or is it the product of tendencies within Catholicism deeper and more far-reaching than any particular influence? The answer to that question would seem to be that Jesuit influence has merely accentuated a tendency which Catholicism is bound to express. If, therefore, a new pope stood less directly under Jesuit influence, one might hope for a less unqualified alliance between Catholicism and fascism; but one could hardly hope for a reversal of the policy. The change is bound to be slight, but even a slight qualification of the policy might have important consequences in world affairs.


    Catholic political policy is determined by fateful forces in modern history. The most important is the intimate historical connection between Catholicism as a civilization and feudalism. This bond sometimes gives Catholicism a certain degree of impartial perspective with regard to capitalism, such as was revealed, for instance, in the politics of the German Center Party. But it puts it at a complete moral and spiritual disadvantage where there is a dying feudalism, whether in Spain or in Latin America. In such a situation the feudal relation between church and state, or more particularly between the church and the army and the feudal landowning caste, is so strong that the instincts of Catholicism to preserve itself as a social system overpower any possible moral scruples which may inhere in Catholicism as a religion and to which the more spiritual monastics may give occasional voice. Fascism, except in Spain, is of course not feudalism but the effort to press the forms of feudalism upon a technical civilization, a procedure which results in consequences even worse than those of feudalism.


    Catholic policy is determined by the irreligion of radicalism as much as by the feudalism of Catholicism. The avowed intention of radicalism to destroy institutional religion naturally drives religion into the camp of reaction, particularly if the religion is rooted in a historic institution. The radical will be unable to see anything in this opposition to his cause but proof of his thesis that all religion is counter-revolutionary. He will never know how many purer religious souls in a historic religious movement are really defending their faith and not a civilization. Nor do the purer religious souls realize to what degree the irreligion confronting them is not the decadence which they imagine it to be but a protest against the religious sanctification of social injustice.


    There is a peculiar pathos in the present Catholic anti-Communist campaign, with its admissions that the church does not like fascism but prefers it to communism because communism tries to destroy it while fascism merely embarrasses it. Since German fascism is as anti-Christian as communism, the Catholic choice is reduced to a preference for a lower-middle-class type of modern religion over the proletarian variety. The total situation is determined by forces on both sides too deeply rooted in history and too inexorable in their logic to permit the hope that a change in reigning popes will greatly affect the issue. All historic religions have tended to become so intimately related to the civilizations of which they were a part that they have been driven to defend them against just as well as unjust judgments and to die with them if the judgment of history was a death sentence. Catholicism is particularly tempted to this identification and confusion because it was the architect of medieval and feudal civilization. There is good reason to estimate the achievement of medieval civilization more generously than the modern liberal or radical rationalist is inclined to do, but such a generous estimate increases the pathos of the present situation. This pathos is accentuated even more by the recognition that religion is never so simply a rationalization of a given social order as the radical believes, and that within the pale of Catholicism today there are many pure spirits who long for a better world and seek a higher justice.


    The radical will not learn to estimate the perennial and basic character of this tragedy of modern Catholicism in particular and of organized religion in general for several centuries. He will learn it only when, three hundred or five hundred or a thousand years from now, some group of creative spirits challenges a decadent Russian society in the name of a higher conception of society. It will be seen then that this decadent society can offer stubborn resistance because its official spokesmen derive moral self-respect from the memories of Russian sovietism in its creative period and have appropriated the moral prestige of Lenin’s disinterestedness.

  


  
    Russia and Karl Marx


    May 7, 1938


    IT WILL probably be some years before we shall have authentic knowledge of the social and political facts which underlie the periodic trials in Moscow and the recurrent purges, including Stalin’s most recent and highly significant “purge of the purgers” on the collective farms. Until further knowledge is available, discussion of the credibility of the official version of these events will be largely unprofitable because varying opinions will either be, or seem to be, dictated by previously established presuppositions in regard to Russia. In the meantime it may be profitable to outline certain conclusions, of great importance to social and political theory, which are substantiated by the trials however they are interpreted and are equally valid whether one regards Stalin as a sadistic tyrant or as the heroic defender of a revolution against criminal conspirators. These conclusions concern the Marxian estimate of the nature of the state on the one hand and of human nature on the other. The social and political facts revealed by the Moscow trials seriously challenge the Marxian interpretation of the state as an instrument of class domination which will wither away in a classless society; they also throw doubt upon the Marxian analysis of human nature which not only is implied in the state theory but has been explicitly expressed.


    For the purpose of disarming the reader who is generally sympathetic with a Marxian interpretation of politics it may be wise to observe that in the opinion of the present writer Marxism is an essentially correct theory and analysis of the economic realities of modern society. It is correct in its analysis of the unavoidable conflict between owners and workers in an industrial society, correct in regarding private ownership of the means of production as the basic cause of periodic crises and technological unemployment, and correct in its insistence that the communal ownership of the productive process is a basic condition of social health in a technical age. It may underestimate the biological, racial, and spiritual factors in imperialism, but it is certainly not wrong in holding capitalism responsible for the economic imperialism in which every advanced industrial nation is inevitably involved. All these affirmations of Marxist social theory are made dogmatically—without effort to validate them against contending theories—for the purpose of dissociating the intended criticism of the Marxist theories of the state and of human nature from a general criticism of Marxism.


    The Marxian theory of the state is very simple. The state is the instrument of class oppression. It will therefore disappear with the disappearance of classes. “In the course of its development,” declares Marx, “the working class will replace the old bourgeois society . . . and there will no longer be any real political power, for political power is precisely the official expression of class antagonisms in bourgeois society.” Lenin, proclaiming the same faith, says, “We do not expect the advent of an order of society in which the principle of the subordination of the minority to the majority will not be observed. But striving for socialism, we are convinced that it will develop into communism . . . all need for force will vanish, and for the subjection of one man to another, and one part of the population to another, since people will grow accustomed to observing the elementary conditions of social existence without force and without subjection.” One might multiply such citations indefinitely. They all look forward to a kind of anarchistic Utopia, despite the explicit disavowals of utopianism that are found in Marxism.


    Obviously the crucial point in this interpretation of the function of force in society is that it is regarded not as a necessity of social cohesion but simply as an instrument of class oppression. This implies that human egoism is not congenital but merely the product of a particular class organization of society. Nothing is more paradoxical in Marxian theory than that it prompts its adherents to a cynically realistic analysis of human motives in the present instance and yet persuades them to look forward to a paradise of brotherhood after the revolution. For the period after the revolution every orthodox Marxian is a liberal. The eighteenth-century faith in the perfectibility of man is expressed with the greater abandon for having been tentatively veiled and qualified.


    The probability is that this whole interpretation of the place of force in society is wrong. Every society uses a degree of coercion in achieving cohesion for the simple reason that the human imagination is too limited and egoistic impulses are too powerful for purely voluntary cooperation on a large scale to be attained. Inevitably the force which society uses for this purpose will seek to serve itself more than society. No matter how general the consent which maintains it, the actual social locus from which the initiative of coercion is taken is narrower than the whole of society. Hence in every society there is something like an oligarchy. The best a democratic society can do is to prevent the oligarchy from becoming hereditary and self-perpetuating and to maintain the right of constant surveillance over its exercise of power. The evils of the capitalist oligarchy are due to the fact that its power, being derived from mere ownership of property, is essentially irresponsible and self-perpetuating. It may be partly checked by political power, but it is usually strong enough to bend those who hold the political power to its will.


    The elimination of such an oligarchy from society does not eliminate the necessity of coercion. The new oligarchy may be primarily political rather than economic; but when the goods of society are owned in common, the political leadership may easily hold the economic power also. The rise of an oligarchy in Russia is not due, as Trotsky alleges, to the perfidy of Stalin. It was inevitable. But Trotsky is surely right when he points out that it is the tendency of such a class to arrogate special privileges to itself. Every class which performs a special function in society will claim the privileges that are necessary for the proper performance of its function, and since it has the decision, will make a very generous estimate of what it requires. Events in Russia prove that the state is not so much derived from class domination as class domination is derived from the necessities of the state.


    The orthodox Marxian has a simple answer for these criticisms. He will declare that one must not confuse the dictatorship of the proletariat with the ultimate communist society. He will call attention to the fact that Lenin envisaged that paradox “a bourgeois state without the bourgeoisie” until men shall have learned “elementary rules of social behavior.” This phrase, a bourgeois state without the bourgeoisie, is a neat indication of the basic error of Marxism—its identification of human egoism with the capitalist social structure. The Marxian will allow the dictatorship to continue until the last vestiges of capitalist mentality are rooted out. He does not admit that egoistic impulses spring perennially from every human heart. This does not mean that it is not possible to construct an economic order which by its very mechanism will make for mutuality among men. Our social mechanisms may aggravate or mitigate human egoism and the conflict of wills in society. But they will not create men of such universal perspectives that they will make identical interpretations of what life is and ought to be.


    The Moscow trials are tragic revelations of this error in the Marxian interpretation of human nature and of the state. Is it not this error which requires the ruling oligarchy to prove that its foes are covert fascists and capitalists? The kind of opposition they offered is inconceivable in terms of the Marxian theory. The dictatorship exists in theory to suppress capitalist foes, not to suppress communists who have other goals and principles than the ruling faction. Real communists, on the basis of identical economic interests, would all think more or less alike. If they do not think alike, the nonconformists are ipso facto capitalists—except of course for the dissenter who is in Mexico rather than under the heel of the oligarchy.


    Stalin’s power is a double refutation of the Marxian theory of the state. The fact that the power is necessary refutes the Trotskyists, who regard the growth of an oligarchy in Russia as merely the fruit of Stalin’s perfidy. Every society must finally define its course and assert its will not only against foreign foes but against dissenters within its own household. In a socialist society such dissent is derived not merely from remnants of capitalist ideology but from varying interpretations of the purpose and program of socialism made by different schools of Marxist thought. In so far as the conflict between Stalin and his foes is a conflict between absolutists and relativists, one is inclined to prefer Stalin’s relativism and compromise to the unstatesmanlike absolutism of Trotsky. The instincts of self-preservation within a great community will generate an irrefutable logic of their own against which doctrinaire creeds are powerless. In exactly the same way French ideals of a bourgeois world revolution were compounded with patriotism in the period after the French Revolution.


    But the degree of Stalin’s power, its irresponsible and autocratic character, refutes the Marxian theory of the state in another sense. The Marxian thesis that the state will wither away after the capitalist enemies of socialism are destroyed prompts Marxists to maximize the power of the state and to relax ordinary human precautions against the exercise of irresponsible power. Since the state is involved in a process of self-destruction, it is believed that its power can safely be increased. This power will supposedly enhance the efficiency of the Communist community in defeating its internal and external foes; and when this has been done, the state will wither away.


    The fatal error in this reasoning is the assumption that conflict within a community and the expression of dissident opinion can come only from the remnants of the capitalist mentality. The Marxian does not understand that any and every community in human history, given the limitations of the human mind and the egoistic impulses of the human heart, will have difficulty in arriving at a common mind and a general will, and must therefore achieve unity partly by suppressing dissidence and coercing recalcitrant minorities. Once this perennial necessity of coercion is recognized, it is possible to be vigilant against its perennial perils. Every government is tempted to confuse its own prejudices with the general welfare and to corrupt its rule by the lust for power. “All power corrupts,” declared Lord Acton quite truly, “and absolute power corrupts absolutely.” The validity of this observation escapes utopians, who imagine that they have found a way to eliminate power and coercion from society. Hence they allow the power of their state to grow unduly, vainly imagining that the heart which beats under the tunic of a commissar is of different stuff from the hearts of ancient kings and potentates. The tragic consequence of this miscalculation is that what purposed to be the realization of Marx’s dream of a “free association of workers” turns out to be a community governed by a particularly vexatious tyranny.

  


  
    An End to Illusions


    June 29, 1940


    THE MORNING newspaper brings reports of disaster everywhere. The morning mail acquaints me with the confusion created by these reports. My mail this morning, for example, contains four significant communications. The first is a letter from the Socialist Party informing me that my views on foreign affairs violate the party platform and asking me to give account of my nonconformity. The party position is that this war is a clash of rival imperialisms in which nothing significant is at stake. The second letter asks me to support an organization which will bring peace to the world by establishing “world education” and erecting a “world radio.” It fails to explain how its world education is to seep into the totalitarian states and wean them from their mania. The third letter is from a trade union under Communist influence asking me to speak at a union “peace” meeting. The fourth is from a parson who wants me to join in an effort to set “moral force against Hitler’s battalions,” but it fails to explain just how this moral force is to be effective against tanks, flame-throwers, and bombing planes.


    This mail increases the melancholy prompted by the morning’s news. I answer the Socialist communication by a quick resignation from the party. I inform the trade union that my views would not be acceptable at its peace meeting. The proposal for a world radio is quickly consigned to a file which already contains eighty-two different recipes for world salvation. I start to answer the parson who wants to set “moral force” against Hitler, but overcome with a sense of futility and doubting my ability to penetrate the utopian fog in which the letter was conceived, I throw my reply into the wastebasket. Thus I save some time to meditate upon the perspective which informs this whole morning’s mail and upon the vapid character of the culture which Hitler intends to destroy. This culture does not understand historical reality clearly enough to deserve to survive. It has a right to survival only because the alternative is too horrible to contemplate. All four letters are but expressions of the utopianism which has informed our Western world since the eighteenth century.


    The Socialists have a dogma that this war is a clash of rival imperialisms. Of course they are right. So is a clash between myself and a gangster a conflict of rival egotisms. There is a perspective from which there is not much difference between my egotism and that of a gangster. But from another perspective there is an important difference. “There is not much difference between people,” said a farmer to William James, “but what difference there is is very important.” That is a truth which the Socialists in America have not yet learned. The Socialists are right, of course, in insisting that the civilization which we are called upon to defend is full of capitalistic and imperialistic injustice. But it is still a civilization. Utopianism creates confusion in politics by measuring all significant historical distinctions against purely ideal perspectives and blinding the eye to differences which may be matters of life and death in a specific instance.


    The Socialists rightly call attention to the treason of the capitalistic oligarchy which has brought the cause of democracy to so desperate a state. But we are defending something which transcends the interests of Mr. Chamberlain and the venality of M. Bonnet. Furthermore, the Socialists have forgotten how much they contributed to the capitulation of democracy to tyranny. It was a Socialist Prime Minister, Paul-Henri Spaak who contrived the unrealistic neutrality policy of Belgium which was responsible for the German break-through at Sedan. The policy was unrealistic because it was based upon the quite untrue assumption that Belgium was imperilled equally by rival imperialistic powers. The peril was not equal at all, and history has avenged this lie in a terrible way. The Socialists of the Scandinavian countries were deeply involved in the parasitic pacifism of these small nations which scorned “power politics” and forgot that their security rested upon the British navy and the contingencies of a precarious balance of power. The Socialists of Britain willed to resist Hitler but did not will the means of resistance. As for Munich, I heard American Socialists give thanks that a madman with a gun was met by a man with an umbrella. If there had been two guns, rather than an umbrella and a gun, they said, the world would have been plunged into conflict. European Socialists have learned to repent of these errors under the pressure of tragic events, leaving only American Socialists to indulge the luxury of their utopianism.


     


    The proposal for “world radio” and “world education” is merely a particularly fatuous form of the utopian rationalism and universalism which have informed the thought of liberal intellectuals in the whole Western world. These liberals have always imagined that it was a comparatively simple matter for the human mind to transcend the welter of interest and passion which is the very stuff of existence. They have not understood that man’s very capacity for freedom creates the imperialist will to dominate, as well as the desire to subordinate life to universal standards. The five hundred American scientists who recently presented a memorial to the President favoring neutrality in the name of scientific impartiality seem not to have the slightest idea that scientific freedom is dependent upon the vicissitudes of political history. Their allusions reveal that modern culture completely misunderstands history precisely because it has learned a great deal about nature and falsely imagines that the harmonies and securities of nature are a safe asylum for man.


    There seems to be absolutely no end to the illusions of which intellectuals are capable and no height of unrealistic dreaming to which they cannot rise. Aldous Huxley dreams in Hollywood of a method of making man harmless by subtracting or abstracting the self from selfhood, and stumbles into a pseudo-Buddhistic mysticism as the way of salvation without understanding that this kind of mysticism annuls all history in the process of destroying the self.


    When the intellectuals are not given to a vapid form of universalism they elaborate an impossible individualism. Bertrand Russell, who has now repented of his pacifism, wrote in an article recently reprinted in The Nation, that any political view which made individuals the bearers of ideological forces was outmoded.* The fact is that Nazi collectivism with its primitive emphasis upon “blood and soil” is but a cruel and psychopathic emphasis upon organic and collective aspects of life which liberal individualism has outraged. As late as last February the New Republic promised to stand resolutely against any moral urge that might carry us into war because it knew so certainly that the “evils of a system” could not be cured by “killing the unfortunate individuals who for a moment embody the system.” It failed to tell us that the individuals who for the moment embody a system might possibly fasten a system of slavery upon us which would not be for a moment. When Germany invaded Holland and Belgium and the situation of the western democracies became precarious, the New Republic forgot these individualistic scruples and solemnly warned that we could not afford to allow the British navy to be destroyed, though it did not tell us how we were to prevent it without imperilling the lives of unfortunate individual sailors and soldiers “who for the moment embody a system.” The real fact is that we have no right to deal with the rough stuff of politics at all if we do not understand that politics always deals with collective action and that collective action invariably involves both guilty and guiltless among the individuals who for the moment embody a system.


    The letter from the communistic trade union in my mail can stand as a symbol of the aberrations of those who frantically cling to Russia as their hope of salvation. The fear that a triumphant Germany will invade the Ukraine may bring Russia back on the side of the angels shortly, and then the rest of us will be told how wrong we were in judging Russia prematurely. Fortunately, we have no intellectuals of the standing of George Bernard Shaw and J. B. S. Haldane who, under the influence of the Russian obsession, talk such nonsense as these two men have permitted themselves.


    The letter from the parson who wanted to set “moral force” against Hitler’s battalions is a nice example of the sentimentalized form of Christianity which has engulfed our churches, particularly in America, and which has prompted them to dream of “spiritualizing life” by abstracting spirit from matter, history, and life. It is significant that this kind of “spiritual” religion identifies religious perfectionism with the morally dubious and politically dangerous dogmas of isolation. If we could only keep free of this European struggle we might still indulge our illusions about the character of human existence, which Christianity at its best illumines.


    A survey of our culture gives us the uneasy feeling that Hitler was not quite wrong in his boast that he would destroy the world of the eighteenth century. In its more articulate forms our culture suffers from illusions which weaken its will and its right to survive. One can only be grateful for the common sense of common folk which has not been corrupted by these illusions and which in the hour of peril expresses itself in sound political instincts. But for this common sense we might capitulate to a system of government which declares war to be normal, because we do not believe in war. We might submit to a culture which glorifies force as the final arbiter, because we thought it a simple task to extricate reason from force. We might allow a primitive collectivism to enslave us, because we had false ideas of the relation of the individual to the collective forces of life. We might submit to tyranny and the negation of justice, because we had an uneasy conscience about the injustices which corrupt our system of justice.


    Hitler threatens the whole world not merely because the democracies were plutocratic and betrayed by their capitalist oligarchies. His victories thus far are partly due to the fact that the culture of the democracies was vapid. Its political instincts had become vitiated by an idealism which sought to extricate morals from politics to the degree of forgetting that all life remains a contest of power. If Hitler is defeated in the end it will be because the crisis has awakened in us the will to preserve a civilization in which justice and freedom are realities, and given us the knowledge that ambiguous methods are required for the ambiguities of history. Let those who are revolted by such ambiguities have the decency and consistency to retire to the monastery, where medieval perfectionists found their asylum.


    


    
      
        * “What I Believe,” in The Nation, March 3, 1940.

      

    

  


  
    Fighting Chance for a Sick Society


    March 22, 1941


    THE WESTERN world was very sick before Hitlerism appeared as both an aggravation of its diseases and a false cure. The defeat of Nazism alone will therefore not guarantee new health and strength to the structure of Western society. It will, however, usher in a period of convalescence in which the new moral power and resolution, gained from victorious combat with a mortal enemy, will at least partially offset the physical fatigue in which the patient will have been left by the fevers and exertions of this tragic period.


    There are bound to be new crises and new sinking spells in this period of convalescence in which false cures or meaningless palliatives might lead to fresh disasters. But there will be at least a possibility of nursing the residual health of a sick society back to normal vitality. So tentative a hope can prompt only the very stout-hearted to resist what all expect to be a terrible ordeal and what some regard as the prelude to the death of our civilization. The weaker members of our community seek escape from this choice by abandoning themselves to delirious dreams of a health which is not in the realm of possibilities. These dreams are unfortunately a part of the process of decay. They reveal the broken will-power and the befuddled mind which is out of touch with realities. They make death more painless and more inevitable by mistaking the drugged sleep which precedes it for new health and joy.


    Yet if Hitler is defeated matters will not be too hopeless, for the simple reason that such a defeat will not have come about unless what is decent in our society has been strengthened and some of our weaknesses eliminated in the very process. If we survive at all as a society of free men, our survival itself will prove that we have learned how to correct at least some of our weaknesses. It will be possible then to build upon that achievement.


    The domestic economy of all the democratic nations has been an anarchy of competing economic interests in which the eighteenth century dream of a “natural” equilibrium of economic forces has given way to a horrible daylight reality. The reality comprises elements of both anarchy and tyranny. The anarchy is the chaos of “private” interests at war with one another and unable to comprehend or to realize the common welfare; the tyrannical elements are derived from the centralization of economic power, by which industrial overlords wield a more irresponsible and a more absolute authority than the agrarian overlords whom they supplanted. The most vivid symbol of the injustice, which is the fruit of this tyranny, is the pathetic army of unemployed in every modern nation. What is left of the health of our society lies in the relative justice which a democratic political state has been able to impose upon a partially chaotic and partially tyrannical economic scheme.


    Hitler’s false alternative to this combination of anarchy and tyranny is a franker, more brutal, and more efficient tyranny. The irresponsible authority of economic overlords is annulled in favor of an even more irresponsible political overlordship, which does, however, have the advantage of being able to plan for the whole of the national community. The short-range effectiveness of such a political and economic unity is great enough to threaten the democratic nations with disaster. (Thyssen could not defy the national authority with impunity, but Henry Ford can.) In France the chaos of private interest and the resentment of the working classes against the injustices of this chaos were great enough to cause the defeat of the nation. Chamberlain’s Britain stood on the brink of defeat for the same reasons. It escaped disaster because the disintegrating forces of modern capitalism were qualified there partly by vestigial remnants of feudalism (of which Churchill is the symbol) and partly by achievements in democratic justice (of which Bevin’s authority and prestige are a convenient index). Our own achievements in democratic justice are probably somewhere between France’s failure and Britain’s partial success.


    Certainly the war cannot be won if a greater degree of national unity does not supplant the still high measure of confusion incident upon the power of “private” enterprise to thwart a common effort; and such unity will be without justice if it is achieved by giving economic overlords more power over labor. Hence the importance of resisting all efforts to increase the power of big business in the name of efficiency in a national emergency, and the equal necessity of resisting labor disaffection when it is prompted by Communist loyalty to a nation allied with the Nazis. The fact that the disaffection of workers should be partly expressed and guided by a political party ostensibly opposed to Nazism but actually cooperating with it is one symptom of the moral confusion of our civilization.


    If we survive at all, then, we will survive because we will have achieved some measure of unity with justice while facing the threat of a nation tyrannically unified. The efficiency of the democracies may actually remain inferior but the advantage in superior morale may prove decisive. Nevertheless, a victory would not permanently solve our domestic problems, because the unity by which it would be achieved would be partly the consequence of facing a common peril. Class antagonisms will break out afresh after the war and we shall still face the problem of bringing anarchic and tyrannical economic power under control without creating a tyrannical political power. There is no easy solution for this problem. There is, in fact, no one solution for it. If its complexities discourage us, we may be consoled by the thought that we will at least have eliminated two false solutions in the process of achieving a victory over Nazism and its impotent Communist ally.


    We face a similar situation in the international issues of the Western world. Our disease is international anarchy. Hitlerism is in one sense an accentuation of that disease because it raises the principle of the moral autonomy of the nation, which lies at the root of international anarchy, into the ultimate principle of politics. It is, in another sense, a false cure for the disease. The nation which began by declaring that it knew no law but its own will, must end by seeking to impose that will as law upon all surrounding nations. We know that life is too robust and multifarious to accept such a tyrannical unification of the nations in the long run. But we do not yet know how successful it may be in the short run; and to what degree a technically efficient monopoly of violence and of industrial skill may be able to overcome the disintegrating tendencies of injustice.


    It is a fact, at any rate, that this monstrous New Order has gained victory after victory over a motley assemblage of small and large nations, each of which followed only its immediate interests and faced only its immediate perils and allowed the monster to quiet the fears of one nation by false assurances while it devoured the liberties of another. Nothing now stands between us and disaster but the willingness and ability of Britain and America to subordinate national interest to a common purpose. If Hitler is defeated it will mean that some measure of international anarchy will have been overcome in the very process of defeating him.


    Yet it must be observed that, as in the field of domestic politics, our victory will be incomplete and our solution imperfect. The problem of creating an international organization with enough power at the center to prevent disintegration and at the same time instruments of democratic control adequate to prevent imperialistic corruption is one of the most vexing and urgent to which men have ever addressed themselves. It will not be easily solved and our only encouragement must be derived from the knowledge that, in this instance, history has eliminated three false solutions, that of the Nazis, the Communists, and the men of Versailles-Geneva.


    For America the problem is complicated by the fact that a way must be found to assume limited responsibilities for the democratic unification of Europe and wider responsibilities for the integration of world politics. We are not a European nation and not subject to its immediate perils; yet history has taught us that we are not finally immune to the disaster which emerges from European anarchy. A way must be found to do justice to both our immediate distance from Europe and our ultimate nearness to all its problems. If the first factor is left out of consideration by a too consistent internationalism America will repeat the experience of the last post-war years and will recoil from its larger responsibilities in a psychosis of isolationism. This very psychosis, a legacy of our past mistake, is still so deep that it may yet prevent the victory over Hitlerism which we are now assuming. If the second factor is left out of account the second world war will have been as vain as the first and American irresponsibility will bear a large share of the guilt.


    As in the economic and political spheres, so also in the cultural, Nazism is both an accentuation of a diseased state and a false cure. The bourgeois world, accustomed to the covert forms of power which prevail in the economic, as against the political and military world, and to the “bloodless” manner in which the struggle for survival takes place in the realm of commerce, had long given itself to the illusion that history was the record of the gradual “spiritualization” of man and that a bourgeois civilization was on the very threshold of sublimating the problem of achieving unity and justice between men and nations into an exercise of moral suasion and rational calculation. It was forgotten that life is vitality as well as reason, that an equilibrium of vitality is involved in every achievement of justice and that every tension between life and life and interest and interest may, and even must in the final instance, become an overt contest between power and power.


    To these illusions the Nazi glorification of force is a horrible alternative. Life does not justify itself merely by its power any more than rational harmonies of justice establish themselves without the use of power. The illusions of a liberal world on this score have been stubborn enough to contribute to both the rise and the quick triumphs of Nazism. Marxism took an intermediary position between Nazism and liberalism. It was provisionally cynical in the use of power and ultimately utopian in its belief that all power could be transcended. Under the stress of contemporary history this compromise has disintegrated. The Socialists tended to fall back into purely liberal and pacifist illusions, the Communists extended the provisional cynicism of Marxism until it became practically identical with the more basic cynicism of the Nazis.


    If these illusions go by the boards—and they will have to if there is to be any victory over Hitler—this also will be only a tentative achievement. Western culture will still have to find a social philosophy which avoids the pitfalls of a rationalistic utopianism on the one hand and a cynical glorification of power on the other. No new world order can be achieved without the social organization of power in economic, political, and military terms. If our fear of imperialism and political power is so great that we blindly insist on utopia as an alternative we will end by getting chaos. Neither can a just world order be achieved without providing every possible check upon central power and every possible method of holding the vitalities of men and nations in equipoise. If that is not understood our “new order” will not differ too much from its Nazi alternative.

  


  
    New Allies, Old Issues


    July 19, 1941


    WE MAY laugh at the tortuous logic by which the comrades and fellow-travelers transmute the imperialist war of yesterday into the holy crusade of today, and we may be irritated by the conviction of the isolationists that Americans ought to regard the victory of either side in the German-Russian struggle as undesirable, but even those of us who have had a fairly consistent policy in regard to this war have to confess to an embarrassing shift of sympathies when we read the day’s news of fighting on the Finnish front.


    Do these inconstancies and inconsistencies in the realm of strategy make the world struggle as meaningless in terms of principle as some of our cynics contend? If we probe into the whole problem of the relation of political-military strategy to political-moral principle we must conclude that this relation is governed by a basic and perennial characteristic of human history. There is an absolutely clear distinction in history only between political and moral principles which transcend political institutions and the actual life of nations. There is a clear distinction between democracy and tyranny, but there is no unambiguous distinction between democratic and tyrannical nations and political systems. No disembodied political ideals or systems of culture are found in human history. Systems of culture and of civilization are always embodied in particular states, nations, or geographic-political organisms. And the embodiment of ideals in institutions has always been ambiguous. No “democratic” civilization has ever existed, or will ever exist, without contradictory elements of tyranny and imperialism in its life; and no tyrannical political system is without minimal achievements of “justice.” Consistent injustice would be completely self-destructive.


    These ambiguities are always enhanced in times of conflict by alliances of the two sides with political forces which do not embody with any clarity the dominant ideas and principles of the conflict. The alliances are determined by considerations of strategy, and the strategy is prompted by geographic contiguity and military exigencies. Finland is not a totalitarian power, though it is now linked with Germany, nor has Turkey shifted from communism to fascism because the occupation of Crete forced it to alter its diplomatic orientation. It is always possible, of course, that alliances prompted by momentary necessity may, if maintained long enough, lead to common political ideals, and it cannot be denied that the ambiguities of strategy partially obscure the contrast of principle which lies at the center of the struggle. But they obscure that contrast wholly only for those minds which have no understanding of historical reality.


    There is, in fact, a type of rationalism in the democratic world which does not understand history at all, because it believes in the possibility of reducing historical facts to a simple moral logic. It is scornful of the necessity of political and military strategy and cynical about the inconsistencies between strategy and principle. It does not understand that in history all treasures of the spirit are borne in earthen vessels, and that no such vessel is ever a perfect vehicle of the treasure which it bears. Some moral idealists would like to defeat Nazism in the abstract, as a system of tyrannical political principles, without defeating Germans. Or they would be willing to defeat Germany if they could find a nation “pure” enough to deserve to be the protagonist of freedom and justice. But they are blind to the fact that meanwhile the German army is a very efficacious instrument of tyranny, and that military impotence before that army leads to military defeat, and military defeat leads to spiritual capitulation.


    More purely spiritual factors are of course present in the situation. Military defeat alone would not have required the kind of spiritual capitulation of which Vichy is a pathetic example. The spiritual resistance of the Norwegians proves the point. History actually combines physical and spiritual factors of bewildering complexity and endless variety. Sometimes physical slavery produces immunity to spiritual capitulation. On the other hand, Sweden may slip into the Nazi orbit spiritually by its desperate effort to avoid physical surrender.


    In every conflict in history certain elements on each side have belonged logically to the other side but have been prevented by contingent factors either from knowing where they belonged or from acting in accordance with their convictions. Not only in military but in every conceivable kind of moral and political strategy we make use of allies who do not share our dominant purpose but who, for purposes of their own, serve our ends. We shall scorn such help only if we mistake mathematical-moral abstractions for the real world. To be sure, common purposes are a firmer basis for common action than divergent ends. But we do not scorn help on the road from those whose paths transect ours, or even on occasion from those going in the opposite direction.


    In the present world conflict problems of principle and strategy have led to more than ordinary confusion because of the peculiar character of the political systems engaged in it—Nazism, communism, and democracy. Nazism, having no principle but the self-justifying character of its own power, avails itself of a strategic freedom which has been enjoyed by no other political system in the modern world. Yet it has a cynical awareness of the fact that normal men think of life in terms of principle as well as strategy. Therefore it invests each new turn of strategy with an “ideological” content. When it was allied with communism, it made use of the pathetic illusions of the Communists to sow disaffection among the workers of the democratic world. When military strategy prompted the attack upon Russia, it sought once more to interpret its struggle as a crusade against Bolshevism, and it has not been wholly unsuccessful in gaining acceptance for this implausible pretense among religious and reactionary elements in the democratic world. Mr. Hoover, Colonel Lindbergh, and certain Catholic clergymen rose to the bait immediately. The Pope was wiser than they.


    Communist shifts in strategy are almost as notorious as the Nazi shifts, but they have a slightly more complex basis in principle. In Communist thought the pride and power of Russia are not a self-justifying end. Communist strategy is determined by principles. These principles are the belief that a Communist society is the final end of history and that this society is embodied in the Russian state. If one can believe both of these propositions—implausible as they are to most of us—the Communist strategy appears logical enough. If Communist strategy has seemed unprincipled to most of us, this was because we did not share the principles which informed it. The Nazi-Soviet pact, for instance, was partly prompted and justified by military necessity, and the mistakes of the democratic world contributed to the situation which seemed to make the pact necessary. But the readiness of the Communists to declare fascism a “matter of taste” was possible only because communism did not hold tyranny in the same abhorrence as the rest of us did. This judgment was prompted not by lack of principles but by wrong principles, for communism has no understanding of the value of liberty but believes that the socialization of property, no matter how much liberty is lost in the process, is the final solution of the problem of injustice.


    In so far as the Nazi-Soviet pact was prompted by military necessity it was not without logical justification from the standpoint of the Russian state. What was ludicrous was the “ideological” support which world communism gave the pact; communism was betrayed into this error by a fault in Marxist thought. Orthodox Marxism regards the sentiment of nationality as a passing feeling which is overcome in a socialist society. It regarded Russia, not as a nation-state with a natural inclination to subordinate ultimate loyalties to the desire to live, but as a kind of incarnation of the socialist ideal. Marxist orthodoxy does not understand that there is always an element of contradiction between the principles embodied in a political organism and the mere survival impulse of that organism, that there is always “a law in my members which wars against the law that is in my mind.”


    In contrast to the unprincipled freedom of strategy in Nazi politics and the utopian illusions behind Communist strategy, the democratic world is still filled with a type of idealism which would bind strategy slavishly to principle and which would rather be overwhelmed by the contingent factors of history than bend them to a dominant political and moral purpose. Fortunately, the men of action do not make this mistake. Winston Churchill adapted policy to the new situation created by the German invasion of Russia quickly enough; and we shall not know for some time to what degree his strategic imagination actually created the situation which brought about Russian resistance rather than capitulation without resistance. But our “idealists,” our men of thought and “conscience,” are always distressed by flexibility in strategy and morbidly fearful lest it obscure the basic issue and make a struggle meaningless. So the ridiculous idea that we are being asked to fight for the “Russian way of life” gains credence among us. The obvious fact is that if Hitler can gain the grain of the Ukraine and the oil of the Caucasus, he will be able to dominate the Western world in a few years if that world remains confused, and to defy us for many years even if our confusion is resolved into a robust will to resist.


    If our Western world perished before the onslaughts of an unprincipled strategist because its “idealism” lacked strategic flexibility, history might regard the outcome as a just punishment for our blindness. But such a judgment would not make the result any more tolerable.

  


  
    The Limits of Liberty


    January 24, 1942


    THE QUESTION of civil liberties in war time has divided liberals and progressives today into two groups—“absolutists” and “relativists.” The absolutists, thinking in terms of absolute rights, refuse to countenance any restriction of liberty of expression, and are inclined to hold to their position without regard to the political consequences which may flow from it. The relativists insist that freedom of speech should be withheld from those political groups which intend to destroy liberty.


    As one who is in broad agreement with the relativist position in the matter of freedom, as upon every other social and political right or principle, I should like to outline a position which, while it does not agree with that of the absolutists, represents a modification of the views of the relativists.


    The idea that freedom of speech is an absolute right, inherent in “natural law,” which we cannot abridge without destroying it in toto comes to us from eighteenth-century thought. The eighteenth century appropriated and reinterpreted conceptions of “natural law” originally elaborated by Stoicism and later incorporated into medieval Christianity. “Natural law” is a law of reason and supposedly gives us absolutely authoritative moral and social norms and “inalienable” rights. In a sense theories of natural law refute each other because each generation, or at least each culture, believes that the natural law embodies different specific norms. Everything from liberty and equality to property, the obedience of children, and the prohibition of contraceptives has been regarded at various times as a requirement of natural law.


    The Stoics and the medievalists were wiser than the eighteenth century at least in this, that they regarded liberty and equality as requirements of the absolute, but not of the relative, natural law. This is to say they believed liberty and equality—equality representing ideal justice—to be ultimate but not immediate social norms. Neither one can be fully realized in the complexities of actual history, if for no other reason than that they come into conflict with each other. Eighteenth-century nationalists disregarded this wise reservation of Stoic and Catholic thought and made liberty an absolute norm and freedom of expression an absolute right.


    The difficulty with this conception is that man requires community as much as liberty, and he has never been able to achieve community in large units of social cohesion without an element of coercion. Since both liberty and community are basic requirements, libertarian social theories which are founded on the assumption that liberty is the basic requirement of man’s nature are just as erroneous and just as dangerous as the opposite theories which maintain that liberty must be completely subordinated to the requirements of community and social cohesion. Nor can we maintain that the individual requires liberty and that society requires cohesion. Both the individual and society need both in order to express their true nature and fulfil their proper function.


    The relativists are just as correct in resisting those absolutists who would make liberty an absolute right as in resisting those who would make peace, as against war, an absolute social norm and who are easily betrayed by this dogmatism into the false peace of capitulation to tyranny. But the relativists are wrong if they imagine that liberty should be denied only, and always, to those groups which do not believe in liberty. They are wrong first of all because they have by implication adopted their opponents’ conception of democracy. Democracy does not consist merely in the preservation of liberty. Democracy is a social and political form which preserves unity in terms of liberty; and since no democracy has ever achieved unity without some measure of coercion, no democracy has ever maintained pure liberty.


    It might be just as dangerous to allow anarchist sects to spread their propaganda in a time of emergency as to allow totalitarian sects to do so. We ought not to define our problem merely in terms of immediate exigencies. We do not happen to be threatened by anarchist sects, but no one can deny that libertarian philosophies have, in recent years, seriously impaired the unity and striking power of the democracies in their battle for existence with tyrannies. They have brought confusion into our counsels by defining every coercive act of government—the Conscription Act, for instance—as “fascist.” It is possible, furthermore, that a national community might be seriously threatened in an emergency by groups which did not question the basic creed of democracy but merely took a defeatist attitude toward the political and military situation.


     


    If the relativists should achieve a more complete relativism in evaluating the various “rights” in a social situation, they would, paradoxically, be able to find a larger area of agreement with the libertarian absolutists than they have found thus far. A relativist position which could support the libertarian position in so far as the latter makes a genuine contribution to democracy but which would have to challenge its absolute dogma would analyze the democratic problem about as follows: The democratic norm is the largest measure of unity together with the largest possible measure of freedom. A time of emergency—that is, a time when the community is threatened by internal or external peril—requires closer social cohesion than an ordinary period. This greater unity is partly achieved by voluntary efforts based on emotions prompted by a common danger. But it is not completely achieved by purely voluntary efforts. There must actually be a greater measure of coercion, partly to eliminate recalcitrant and even traitorous elements and partly to save time, for a community must act quickly in an emergency.


    Against the absolutists, the relativists must insist that it is not possible to lay down absolute principles about the preservation of liberty. The degree of liberty which we can maintain depends upon the intensity and extent of an emergency and the degree of unity achieved by purely voluntary efforts. Britain, for instance, can afford to preserve liberties to a greater degree than some other democracies because various traditional and other resources give this nation a unity in an emergency which has been the envy and despair of other nations.


    The relativists must also insist that no such sharp line can be drawn between freedom of speech and freedom of action as the absolutists draw. However, it is frequently necessary to draw a line between the freedom of speech of a private individual, which ought not to be abridged at all in a democracy, and the freedom of organizations to spread subversive propaganda, which may have to be restricted. Hitler was not merely speaking but acting when he corrupted the youth of his nation with his lies. The restriction of his liberty to do this would not necessarily have saved Germany, since his propaganda both aggravated and expressed a sickness in German society. The sickness of a society cannot be cured merely by coercive unity; but it may be important to prevent a social disease from spreading while society seeks to find the real cure for its ills.


    Relativists can agree with libertarian absolutists that all societies tend, particularly in times of crisis, to apply coercive remedies for their ills too precipitately. Relativists can join with absolutists in resisting those forms of coercion which have nothing to do with prudent statesmanship but are merely the tools of a fanatical tribalism, striking out venomously against that which is “alien.” Such resistance is particularly to be desired in the present war, in which loyalties are determined not primarily by racial but by ideological differences, and in which the appeasers of yesterday will be inclined today to persecute aliens who fought Hitler long before they did.


    The relativists will also make common cause with the absolutists whenever they remind the nation that coercive means of unity can never be more than an alloy in the amalgam of social peace. If the coercive alloy becomes too important, democracy is imperiled. The relativists can furthermore join the absolutists in reminding the community that every bureaucracy seeks to discourage criticism of its own mistakes by interpreting it as criticism of democracy itself. Freedom of criticism is necessary for maintaining the efficiency of a democracy. Every restriction upon freedom of speech must therefore be carefully scrutinized and grudgingly granted.


    There is a final point on which absolutists and relativists ought to find partial agreement, though it is the point on which their disagreement is most obvious at the present moment. The relativists should insist that the right to preach doctrines which challenge the foundations of a democratic society ought not to be abridged unless such a challenge results in a “clear and present” danger. They cannot regard such a right as absolute, and they would not allow a community to be thrown into confusion rather than restrict this right. But they know that the uncoerced consent of a community depends to a large degree upon the prestige which its government enjoys, and that nothing enhances the moral prestige of a state so much as the inner security which allows it to indulge in the “luxury” of permitting criticism of its basic doctrines. A policy of coercion, on the other hand, suggests weakness, and may therefore lead to further disaffections which require further coercive restrictions.


    The relativists will, of course, part company with the absolutists at the point where the latter would sacrifice the unity of the community rather than restrict liberty. Any community in a time of crisis will tend to preserve its unity; it will use coercive means as a last resort. If the community is either very sick or very imprudent, it will use too much coercion and become involved in the vicious circle of repression which ends in tyranny. But it is silly to assume that moderate restrictions inevitably end in dictatorship.


    Communities may, like individuals, face emergencies and diseases which need not be fatal. To be sick in bed does not doom the patient to stay there until he dies. Coercive means of unity are analogous to the doctor’s medication and stimulants. The constant use of a stimulant will not restore a weak heart, but neither will its momentary use necessarily prove fatal. Deeper sources of health must of course be found. The Weimar Republic may have destroyed itself by its doctrinaire libertarianism, though of course the suppression of Hitlerism would not alone have prevented its destruction.


    It is important, in other words, to consider all factors in a social situation, and to have a flexibility in tactics which does justice to momentary contingencies while maintaining an inflexibility in strategy which does justice to the basic principles of human society. But loyalty to principle does not mean loyalty to one principle, when human society is governed by more than one principle. No democratic society can survive if it acts upon the assumption that liberty is the only principle of democracy and does not recognize that community has as much value as liberty. The absolutists like to regard the relativists as opportunists who are devoid of principle. But decent relativists merely recognize, as absolutists do not, that life is governed by more than one principle, and that not even the relation of these various principles to one another is fixed. They know that history is full of novel situations and surprises and that a wise statesmanship must know how to do justice both to immediate exigencies and to perennial human needs.

  


  
    Jews After the War


    PART I


    February 21, 1942


    THE POSITION of the Jews in Europe and the Western world is by no means the least of the many problems of postwar reconstruction that must engage our minds even while our energies are being exhausted in achieving the prerequisite of any reconstruction, that is, the defeat of the Axis. It is idle to assume that this defeat will solve the problem of the Jews; indeed, the overthrow of nazism will provide no more than the negative condition for the solution of any of the vexing problems of justice that disturb our consciences.


    Millions of Jews have been completely disinherited, and they will not be able to obtain the automatic restoration of their rights. An impoverished Europe will not find it easy to reabsorb a large number of returned Jews, and a spiritually corrupted Europe will not purge itself quickly of the virus of race bigotry with which the Nazis have infected its culture. It must also be remembered that the plight of the Jews was intolerable in those parts of Europe which represented a decadent feudalism—Poland and the Balkans—long before Hitler made their lot impossible in what was once the democratic world. The problem of what is to become of the Jews in the postwar world ought to engage all of us, not only because a suffering people has a claim upon our compassion but because the very quality of our civilization is involved in the solution. It is, in fact, a scandal that the Jews have had so little effective aid from the rest of us in a situation in which they are only the chief victims. The Nazis intend to decimate the Poles and to reduce other peoples to the status of helots; but they are bent upon the extermination of the Jews.


    One probable reason for the liberal world’s failure to be more instant in its aid to the Jews is that we cannot face the full dimensions of this problem without undermining the characteristic credos of the democratic world. Even the Jews are loath to bring the problem to our attention in all its tragic depth. We will not face it because we should be overwhelmed by a sense of guilt in contemplating those aspects of the problem which Hitler did not create but only aggravated. Some Jews have refused to face it in dread of having to recognize that the solutions provided by the liberal Jewish world have failed to reach the depths of the problem.


    The liberal world has sought to dissolve the prejudice between Jews and Gentiles by preaching tolerance and good will. Friends of the Jews have joined the Jews in seeking to persuade their detractors that the charges against them are lies. But this does not meet the real issue. The real question is, Why should these lies be manufactured and why should they be believed? Every cultural or racial group has its own characteristic vices and virtues. When a minority group is hated for its virtues as well as for its vices, and when its vices are hated not so much because they are vices as because they bear the stamp of uniqueness, we are obviously dealing with a collective psychology that is not easily altered by a little more enlightenment. The fact is that the relations of cultural and ethnic groups, intranational or international, have complexities unknown in the relations between individuals, in whom intelligence may dissolve group loyalties and the concomitant evil of group friction.


    American theories of tolerance in regard to race are based upon a false universalism that in practice develops into a new form of nationalism. The fact that America has actually been a melting pot in which a new amalgam of races is being achieved has given rise to the illusion that racial and ethnic distinction can be transcended in history to an indeterminate degree. Russian nationalism has the same relation to Marxist universalism as American nationalism has to liberal universalism. There is a curious, partly unconscious, cultural imperialism in theories of tolerance that look forward to a complete destruction of all racial distinctions. The majority group expects to devour the minority group by way of assimilation. This is a painless death, but it is death nevertheless.


    The collective will to survive of those ethnic groups in America which have a base in another homeland is engaged and expressed in their homeland, and need not express itself here, where an amalgam of races is taking place. The Finns need not seek to perpetuate themselves in America, for their collective will to live is expressed in Finland. But the Jews are in a different position. Though as an ethnic group they have maintained some degree of integrity for thousands of years, they are a nationality scattered among the nations. Does the liberal-democratic world fully understand that it is implicitly making collective extinction the price of its provisional tolerance?


    This question implies several affirmations that are challenged by both Jewish and Gentile liberals; it is therefore important to make these affirmations explicit and to elaborate them. One is that the Jews are really a nationality and not merely a cultural group. Certainly the Jews have maintained a core of racial integrity through the ages. This fact is not disproved by the assertion that their blood is considerably mixed. There are no pure races. History develops new configurations on the bases of nature, but not in such a way as to transcend completely the natural distinctions. Who would deny that the Germans have a collective will to live, or think that this simple statement can be refuted by calling attention to the admixture of Slav blood in people of German nationality?


    The integrity of the Jews as a group is, of course, not purely biological; it has also a religious and cultural basis. But in this Jews are not unique, for there are no purely biological facts in history. The cultural and religious content of Jewish life transcends racial particularity, as does the culture of every people, though never so absolutely as to annihilate its own ethnic core. The one aspect of Jewish life that is unique is that the Jews are a nationality scattered among the nations. I use the word “nationality” to indicate something more than “race” and something less than “nation.” It is more than race by reason of the admixture of culture and less than nation by reason of the absence of a state. The Jews certainly are a nationality by reason of the ethnic core of their culture. Those Jews who do not feel themselves engaged by a collective will have a perfect right to be so disengaged, just as Americans of French or Greek descent need feel no responsibility for the survival of their respective nationalities. But Jews render no service either to democracy or to their people by seeking to deny this ethnic foundation of their life, or by giving themselves to the illusion that they might dispel all prejudice if only they could prove that they are a purely cultural or religious community.


    The fact that millions of Jews are quite prepared to be spurlos versenkt, to be annihilated, in a process of assimilation must affect the program of the democratic world for dealing with the Jewish question. The democratic world must accord them this privilege, including, of course, the right to express the ethos of their history in purely cultural and religious terms, in so far as this is possible, without an ethnic base. The democratic world must resist the insinuation that the Jews are not assimilable, particularly when the charge is made in terms of spurious friendship, as it is by Albert Jay Nock. They are not assimilable but they have added to the riches of a democratic world by their ethnic and cultural contributions. Civilization must guard against the tendency of all communities to demand a too simple homogeneity, for if this is allowed complete expression, it results in Nazi tribal primitivism. The preservation of tolerance and cultural pluralism is necessary not only from the standpoint of justice to the Jews but from the standpoint of the quality of a civilization.


    The assimilability of the Jews and their right to be assimilated are not in question; this conviction must prompt one half of the program of the democratic world, the half that consists in maintaining and extending the standards of tolerance and cultural pluralism achieved in a liberal era. But there is another aspect of the Jewish problem that is not met by this strategy. That is the simple right of the Jews to survive as a people. There are both Jews and Gentiles who deny that the Jews have such a survival impulse as an ethnic group, but the evidence of contemporary history refutes them, as does the evidence of all history in regard to the collective impulses of survival in life generally. Modern liberalism has been blind to this aspect of human existence because its individualist and universalist presuppositions and illusions have prevented it from seeing some rather obvious facts in man’s collective life.


    One proof of the Jews’ will to survive is, of course, that they have survived the many vicissitudes of their history. They have survived in spite of the fact that they have been a nationality scattered among the nations, without a homeland of their own, since the dawn of Western European history. They are a people of the Diaspora. Modern assimilationists on both sides sometimes suggest that the survival of the Jews through the centuries was determined on the one hand by the hostility of the feudal world and on the other by the toughness of an orthodox religious faith; and they suggest that the liberal era has dissipated both the external and the internal basis of this survival. They assume that the liberal ideals of tolerance are infinitely extensible and that the breaking of the hard shell of a traditional religious unity will destroy the internal will to live.


    The violent nationalism of our period proves the error of the first assumption. While we need not believe that nazism or even a milder form of national bigotry will set the social and political standards of the future, it is apparent that collective particularities and vitalities have a more stubborn life than liberal universalism had assumed. The error of the second has been proved by the Jews themselves. For Zionism is the expression of a national will to live that transcends the traditional orthodox religion of the Jews. It is supported by many forces in Jewish life, not the least of which is an impressive proletarian impulse. Poor Jews recognize that privileged members of their Jewish community may have achieved such a secure position in the Western world that they could hardly be expected to sacrifice it for a Zionist venture. But they also see that for the great multitude of Jews there is no escape from the hardships a nationality scattered among the nations must suffer. They could, if they would, be absorbed in the Western world. Or they could, if they desired, maintain their racial integrity among the various nations. But they know that the price that must be paid for such survival is high. They know from their own experience that collective prejudice is not as easily dissolved as some of their more favored brothers assume.


    The poorer Jews understand, out of their experience, what is frequently withheld from the more privileged—namely, that the bigotry of majority groups toward minority groups that affront the majority by diverging from the dominant type is a perennial aspect of man’s collective life. The force of it may be mitigated, but it cannot be wholly eliminated. These Jews, therefore, long for a place on the earth where they are not “tolerated,” where they are neither “understood” nor misunderstood, neither appreciated nor condemned, but where they can be what they are, preserving their own unique identity without asking “by your leave” of anyone else.


    It is this understanding of a basic human situation on the part of the less privileged portion of the Jewish community which has given Zionism a particular impetus. There are of course individuals in the more privileged groups who make common cause with the less privileged because they have the imagination to see what their more intellectualist brothers have not seen. But on the whole Zionism represents the wisdom of the common experience as against the wisdom of the mind, which tends to take premature flights into the absolute or the universal from the tragic conflicts and the stubborn particularities of human history.


    The second part of any program for the solution of the Jewish problem must rest upon the recognition that a collective survival impulse is as legitimate a “right” as an individual one. Justice, in history, is concerned with collective, as well as with individual, rights. Recognition of the legitimacy of this right must lead, in my opinion, to a more generous acceptance of the Zionist program as correct in principle, however much it may have to be qualified in application.


    The Jewish religionists, the Jewish and Gentile secularists, and the Christian missionaries to the Jews have, despite the contradictory character of their various approaches, one thing in common. They would solve the problem of the particularity of a race by a cultural or religious universalism. This is a false answer if the universal character of their culture or religion demands the destruction of the historical—in this case racial—particularism. It is just as false as if the command “thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself” were interpreted to mean that I must destroy myself so that no friction may arise between my neighbor and myself.


    The author, who happens to be a Christian theologian, may be permitted the assertion, as a postscriptum, that he has his own ideas about the relation of the Christian to the Jewish religion. But he regards all religious and cultural answers to the Jewish problem that do not take basic ethnic facts into consideration as the expressions of either a premature universalism or a conscious or unconscious ethnic imperialism.


    PART II


    February 28, 1942


    I offer “a” solution rather than “the” solution to the problem of anti-Semitism precisely because a prerequisite for any solution of a basic social problem is the understanding that there is no perfectly satisfactory formula. A perennial problem of human relations can be dealt with on many levels of social and moral achievements, but not in such a way that new perplexities will not emerge upon each new level. The tendency of modern culture to find pat answers and panaceas for vexing problems—one aspect of its inveterate utopianism—has confused rather than clarified most issues with which it has occupied itself.


    I have previously suggested that the problem of the relation of the Jews to our Western democratic world calls for at least two different approaches. We must on the one hand preserve and if possible extend the democratic standards of tolerance and of cultural and racial pluralism that allow the Jews Lebensraum as a nation among the nations. We must on the other hand support more generously than in the past the legitimate aspiration of Jews for a “homeland” in which they will not be simply tolerated but which they will possess. The type of liberalism that fights for and with the Jews on the first battle line but leaves them to fight alone on the second is informed by unrealistic universalism. If its presuppositions are fully analyzed, it will be discovered that they rest upon the hope that history is moving forward to a universal culture that will eliminate all particularities and every collective uniqueness, whether rooted in nature or in history. History has perennially refuted this hope.


    The late Justice Louis D. Brandeis illustrated in his person and his ideas exactly what we mean by this double strategy. Brandeis was first a great American, whose contributions to our national life prove that justice to the Jew is also a service to democracy in that it allows democracy to profit from the peculiar gifts of the Jew—in the case of Brandeis and many another leader, the Hebraic-prophetic passion for social justice. But Brandeis was also a Zionist; his belief in the movement was regarded by some of his friends, both Gentile and Jewish, as an aberration that one had to condone in an otherwise sane and worthy man. Brandeis’ Zionism sprang from his understanding of an aspect of human existence to which most of his fellow liberals were blind. He understood “that whole peoples have an individuality no less marked than that of single persons, that the individuality of a people is irrepressible, and that the misnamed internationalism that seeks the elimination of nationalities or peoples is unattainable. The new nationalism proclaims that each race or people has a right and duty to develop, and that only through such differentiated development will highest civilization be attained.” Brandeis understood in 1916 what some of his fellow Jews did not learn until 1933 and what many a Gentile liberal will never learn. “We Jews,” he said, “are a distinct nationality of which every Jew is necessarily a member. Let us insist that the struggle for liberty shall not cease until equal opportunity is accorded to nationalities as to individuals.”


    It must be emphasized that any program that recognizes the rights of Jews as a nationality and that sees in Zionism a legitimate demand for the recognition of these rights must at the same time support the struggle for the rights of Jews as citizens in the nations in which they are now established or may be established. This strategy is demanded, if for no other reason, because there is no possibility that Palestine will ever absorb all the Jews of the world. Even if it were physically able to absorb them, we know very well that migrations never develop as logically as this. I cannot judge whether Zionist estimates of the millions that a fully developed Palestine could absorb are correct. They seem to me to err on the side of optimism. But in any case it would be fantastic to assume that all Jews could or would find their way to Palestine, even in the course of many centuries.


    It is more important, however, to consider what democracy owes to its own ideals of justice and to its own quality as a civilization than what it owes to the Jews. Neither democracy nor any other civilization pretending to maturity can afford to capitulate to the tendency in collective life that would bring about unity by establishing a simple homogeneity. We must not underestimate this tendency as a perennial factor in man’s social life. Nor must we fail to understand the logic behind it. Otherwise we shall become involved in the futile task of seeking to prove that minority groups are not really as bad as their critics accuse them of being, instead of understanding that minority groups are thought “bad” only because they diverge from the dominant type and affront that type by their divergence. But to yield to this tendency would be to allow civilization to be swallowed in primitivism, for the effort to return to the simple unity of tribal life is a primitive urge of which nazism is the most consistent, absurd, and dangerous contemporary expression. In the case of the Jews, with their peculiar relation to the modern world and the peculiar contributions that they have made to every aspect of modern culture and civilization, any relaxation of democratic standards would also mean robbing our civilization of the special gifts that they have developed as a nation among the nations.


    The necessity for a second strategy in dealing with the Jewish problem stems from certain aspects of the collective life of men that the modern situation has brought into tragic relief. The Jews require a homeland, if for no other reason, because even the most generous immigration laws of the Western democracies will not permit all the dispossessed Jews of Europe to find a haven in which they may look forward to a tolerable future. When I say the most “generous” immigration laws, I mean, of course, “generous” only within terms of political exigencies. It must be observed that the liberals of the Western world maintain a conspiracy of silence on this point. They do not dare to work for immigration laws generous enough to cope with the magnitude of the problem that the Jewish race faces. They are afraid of political repercussions, tacitly acknowledging that their theories do not square with the actual facts. Race prejudice, the intolerance of a dominant group toward a minority group, is a more powerful and more easily aroused force than they dare admit.


    A much weightier justification of Zionism is that every race finally has a right to a homeland where it will not be “different,” where it will neither be patronized by the “good” people nor subjected to calumny by bad people. Of course many Jews have achieved a position in democratic nations in which the disabilities from which they suffer as a minority group are comparatively insignificant in comparison with the prestige that they have won. A democratic world would not disturb them. Their situation would actually be eased to an even further degree if the racial survival impulse were primarily engaged in Palestine. Religious and cultural divergences alone do not present a serious problem, particularly under traditions of cultural pluralism. But there are millions of Jews, not only in the democratic world, but in the remnants of the feudal world, such as Poland and the Balkans, who ought to have a chance to escape from the almost intolerable handicaps to which they are subjected. One reason why Jews suffer more than any other minority is that they bear the brunt of two divergences from type, religious and racial, and it is idle for the Jews or Gentiles to speculate about which is the primary source of prejudice. Either would suffice, but the prejudice is compounded when both divergences are involved.


    Zionist aspirations, it seems to me, deserve a more generous support than they have been accorded by liberal and democratic groups in Western countries. Non-Zionist Jews have erred in being apologetic or even hostile to these aspirations on the ground that their open expression might imperil rights painfully won in the democratic world. Non-Jewish liberals have erred equally in regarding Zionism as nothing but the vestigial remnant of an ancient religious dream, the unfortunate aberration of a hard-pressed people.


    Whether the Jews will be allowed to develop a genuine homeland under their own sovereignty, within the framework of the British Empire, depends solely upon the amount of support that they secure in the two great democracies, for those democracies will have it in their power if Hitler is defeated to make the necessary political arrangements. The influence of the American Government will be indirect but none the less effective—which is why American public opinion on this issue cannot be a matter of indifference. It is obviously no easy matter for British statecraft to give the proper assurances and to make basic arrangements for the future while it is forced to deal with a vast and complex Arab world still in danger of falling under the sway of the Nazis. Yet it must be observed that the Arabs achieved freedom and great possessions in the last war, and that this war, in the event of victory for the United Nations, will increase the extent and cohesion of their realm. The Anglo-Saxon hegemony that is bound to exist in the event of an Axis defeat will be in a position to see to it that Palestine is set aside for the Jews, that the present restrictions on immigration are abrogated, and that the Arabs are otherwise compensated.


    Zionist leaders are unrealistic in insisting that their demands entail no “injustice” to the Arab population since Jewish immigration has brought new economic strength to Palestine. It is absurd to expect any people to regard the restriction of their sovereignty over a traditional possession as “just,” no matter how many other benefits accrue from that abridgment. What is demanded in this instance is a policy that offers a just solution of an intricate problem faced by a whole civilization. The solution must, and can, be made acceptable to the Arabs if it is incorporated into a total settlement of the issues of the Mediterranean and Near Eastern world; and it need not be unjust to the Arabs in the long run if the same “imperial” policy that established the Jewish homeland also consolidates and unifies the Arab world. One may hope that this will not be done by making the Jewish homeland a part of an essentially Arab federation.


    It must be noted in conclusion that there are both Jews and Gentiles who do not believe that Palestine is a desirable locus for a Jewish homeland, though they do believe that a homeland must be created. They contend that there is as yet no evidence of Palestine’s ability to maintain an independent economic existence without subsidies; that the co-operative agricultural ventures of the Jews, impressive in quality but not in size, offer no hope of a solid agricultural basis for the national economy; that the enmity of the Arab world would require the constant interposition of imperial arms; that the resources of Palestine could not support the millions whom the Zionists hope to settle there; and that the tendency to use Arab agricultural labor may once more create a Jewish urban caste. It is difficult to know to what degree such criticisms are justified. The fact that 25 per cent of the Jewish settlers in Palestine are engaged in agriculture tends to refute the argument that the Palestinian economy has no adequate agricultural base. The criticism that Palestine cannot, under the most favorable circumstances, absorb all the Jews who must find a new home and security after the war is more serious. However, even if fully borne out, it would not affect the thesis that the Jews require a homeland. It would simply raise the question whether a different or an additional region should be chosen. It is barely possible that a location ought to be found in Europe.


    The whole matter is so important that it should be explored by an international commission, consisting of both Jews and Gentiles, both Zionists and non-Zionists. The Jews were the first, as they have been the chief, victims of Nazi fury. Their rehabilitation, like the rehabilitation of every Nazi victim, requires something more than the restoration of the status quo ante. We must consider this task one of the most important among the many problems of postwar reconstruction. We cannot, in justice either to ourselves or to the Jews, dismiss it from our conscience.

  


  
    The Race Problem


    Summer 1942


    THE EVACUATION of thousands of American citizens of Japanese parentage from coastal states of the West in defiance of all their rights of citizenship must be added to the difficulties that Negroes are experiencing in the defense forces as indications of the seriousness of the race problem in the democratic world.


    We may resist Hitler’s explicit identification of virtue and race, particularly when the racial theory rebounds to the advantage of a race other than our own. But despite all democratic pretensions, there is no democracy that has fully transcended racial prejudices. Perhaps we might add that no democracy ever will transcend them completely, though of course no one can place limits upon the possibilities of surmounting them. Which is to say that race pride is one of the many aspects of man’s collective life that have been obscured by our contemporary culture. This culture has assumed that pride of race is no more than a vestigial remnant of barbarism and that increasing education would overcome it.


    Liberal educators are fond of calling attention to the fact that children have no race prejudice, from which they draw the conclusion that nothing but a faulty education is responsible for the prejudice. They fail to recognize that the same children who have no race prejudice are also completely oblivious to race distinctions as such. It would be analogous if we argued that nothing but a faulty education caused sex aberrations and proved the contention by pointing to the absence of either sex passion or sex consciousness among children. The mistake is to identify childish innocency with virtue and to attribute the corruption of that virtue to some social source of corruption.


    Racial prejudice, as every other form of group prejudice, is a concomitant of the collective life of man. Group pride is the sinful corruption of group consciousness. Contempt of another group is the pathetic form that respect for our own group frequently takes. We must not condone these sinful corruptions, but we need not condone them if we discover that they are more inevitable and perennial than modern idealists have assumed. But a profounder study of the tragedy of collective sin will make us less confident of the various panaceas that are intended to eliminate such sin in its various manifestations.


    The liberal church, which has assumed that the right kind of religious education would eliminate race prejudice, might well engage in some contrite reflection upon the fact that liberal churches have not become interracial by force of their educational program, and that there are not a half dozen churches in our whole nation that have transcended race pride in their corporate life to any considerable degree.


    The more orthodox sacramental churches, which make a sharp distinction between what is possible in an ordinary human community and what is possible in a sacramental community of grace, have actually achieved a greater degree of transcendence over race than the liberal churches, which have assumed that “natural” man has the capacity to rise above race pride and prejudice if only he becomes a little more enlightened.


    There are, in other words, no solutions for the race problem on any level if it is not realized that there is no absolute solution for this problem. There is no absolute solution in the sense that it is not possible to purge man completely of the sinful concomitant of group pride in his collective life.


    If we understood the depth of this problem, we would not be so ready to attribute the evacuation of the Japanese from the coastal areas to the war emergency and to lack of loyalty to our institutions among them. We would know that there are undoubtedly disloyal Japanese of the first generation, and that there may be a few in the second generation of American citizens. But we would also know that the inclination to place them all in the same category is not justified by the facts. It is prompted by the inveterate tendency among men to generalize about individuals in another group upon the basis of the least favorable evidence in regard to them. We cannot deal with our injustices to either the Negroes or the Japanese adequately because we dare not confess to ourselves how great our sins are. If we made such a confession, the whole temple of our illusions would fall.


    On the side of the minority groups, a little more Christian realism would also have its advantages. Negroes, for instance, tend to resist the achievement of equal rights in the Army if this means the organization of separate units for them. This policy spells segregation for them. They demand equality in mixed units and would rather have their demands denied than to compromise with their principles. Furthermore, they persist in the illusion that the difficulties that they face are caused by the particular prejudices of, let us say, Southern Army and Naval officers. Why have they not yet learned that race prejudice is a deeper disease than that? A particular culture may aggravate it, but the purest democratic culture does not eliminate it. Even if they become more realistic and attribute the sin to all white men, they would still be wrong if they did not understand that all men, and not merely white men, have race prejudice.


    One salutary form of religious realism is to brush aside all illusions which have hitherto saved us from cynicism and despair, to all the facts about human nature to become fully revealed, until all men, including ourselves, are included in the disclosure. Once we have recognized that we ourselves are not free of the sin that we see in our enemy and oppressor, no matter how grievous the oppression, it becomes possible for us to deal with the sin with vigor and with grace.


    This does not mean that we ought to capitulate to aggravated forms of evil, merely because we know ourselves to be tainted with them. We may deal with them more resolutely if we fully understand the situation. We can also deal with specific problems more wisely. If we imagine that race pride is only a vestigial remnant of barbarism, which civilization is in the process of sloughing off; if we do not understand it as a perennial corruption of man’s collective life on every level of social and moral achievement, we are bound to follow wrong policies in dealing with specific aspects of the problem. An engineer who dammed up an ocean inlet under the illusion that he was dealing with a mountain stream would be no more foolish than our social engineers who are constantly underestimating the force and the character of the social stuff that they are manipulating.

  


  
    The Bombing of Germany


    Summer 1943


    THE BOMBING of the great industrial region of the Ruhr valley has raised some interesting religious and moral problems in both Britain and America. When one estimates the destruction in Britain and then reflects that four to ten times as many bombs are raining on the Ruhr region, one is able to envisage the terrible destruction that is being wrought in Germany.


    It was significant that while the newspapers, and sometimes the Broadcasting Corporation, seemed to gloat over the “revenge” that American and British planes now exacted for the destruction in Britain, common people both in Britain and America had the decency to feel and express sorrow over the necessity of this terrible measure of war. A simple old elevator operator in a London hotel touchingly observed to the writer, “I don’t care what the newspapers say; I think the bombing of those cities is terrible, however necessary.” A young student at Oxford, product of the Christian Student Movement, and preparing for service in the Royal Air Force declared: “I have written to the B.B.C. to protest against its gloating announcements. I will probably do some bombing myself; but I will take no satisfaction in the human misery it causes.”


    It is natural of course for those who are inclined to pacifism to declare that those of us who support this war prove the untenability of our position by this moral embarrassment and discomfiture. For the bombing of cities is a vivid revelation of the whole moral ambiguity of warfare. It is not possible to defeat a foe without causing innocent people to suffer with the guilty. It is not possible to engage in any act of collective opposition to collective evil without involving the innocent with the guilty. It is not possible to move in history without becoming tainted with guilt.


    Even the most righteous political cause is tainted with antecedent, concomitant, and consequent guilt. Every “righteous” national or political cause is partly guilty of the evil against which it contends. That is its antecedent guilt. It involves itself in the evil of causing suffering to the innocent. That is the concomitant guilt of its enterprise. It will also be unable to remain untainted of subsequent guilt; for it will most certainly corrupt the virtue of its victory by egoistic and vindictive passions. There is no escape from guilt in history. This is the religious fact that Saint Paul understood so well and that is so frequently not understood by moralistic versions of the Christian faith.


    Once bombing has been developed as an instrument of warfare, it is not possible to disavow its use without capitulating to the foe who refuses to disavow it. No man has the moral freedom to escape from these hard and cruel necessities of history. Yet it is possible to express the freedom of man over the necessities of history. We can do these things without rancor or self-righteousness. It has been reported by both American and British authorities that pilots of bombing planes, professing the Christian faith, have sometimes refused to take Communion before their perilous trips. This hesitancy does credit to their conscience. They ought on the other hand to be helped to understand that the Lord’s Supper is not a sacrament for the righteous but for sinners; and that it mediates the mercy of God not only to those who repent of the sins they have done perversely but also to those who repent of the sins in which they are involved inexorably by reason of their service to a “just cause.”


    The Kingdom of God, of which the Sacrament is the symbol, is on the one hand the peace that comes to the soul when it turns from sin to righteousness. It is on the other hand the peace of divine forgiveness, mediated to the contrite sinner who knows that it is not in his power to live a sinless life on earth.

  


  
    The Death of a Martyr


    June 25, 1945


    THE STORY of Bonhoeffer is worth recording. It belongs to the modern Acts of the Apostles. Bonhoeffer was one of the leaders of the Confessional Synod. He was the head of the secret theological seminary conducted by the Synod after the Nazis had corrupted the theological education of the universities. Despite his youth, for he was in his thirties, he was one of the most influential religious oppositional leaders in Germany. He was certainly the most uncompromising and heroic.


    During the last two years Bonhoeffer was in and out of prison. He was in prison when the attempt was made on Hitler’s life last June. He might have lost his own life at that time because he was an intimate adviser of some of the men who, inspired by religious motives participated in the plot on Hitler’s life, hoping thereby to bring the evil Nazi regime to an end. He was actually sentenced to be executed; but his life was spared when the judge who sentenced him lost his life in a bomb raid upon Berlin before he had signed Bonhoeffer’s death sentence. Delay in the certificate of execution first postponed and finally led to the commutation of the death sentence. It now appears, however, that the Nazis killed him and his brother Klaus, together with some known anti-Nazi leaders shortly before the American armies advanced upon his prison.


    Bonhoeffer was a brilliant young theologian who combined a deep piety with a high degree of intellectual sophistication. He was strongly under the influence of Barthian theology. When he was in this country in 1930–31 as German fellow at Union Theological Seminary he was inclined to regard political questions as completely irrelevant to the life of faith. But as the Nazi evil rose he became more and more its uncompromising foe. With Barth he based his opposition to Nazism upon religious grounds. I still remember a discussion of theological and political matters I had with him in London in 1939 when he assured me that Barth was right in becoming more political; but he criticized Barth for defining his position in a little pamphlet. “If,” he declared in rather typical German fashion, “one states an original position in many big volumes, one ought to define the change in one’s position in an equally impressive volume and not in a little pamphlet.” He himself was too busy in the affairs of a militant church to state his own position in many books. One book by him on “Discipleship” was written in 1937. But it is safe to say that his life and death will become one of the sources of grace for the new church in a new Germany.


    In April of 1939 Bonhoeffer made one of his periodic visits to Britain, where he often conferred with ecumenical leaders, particularly with the Bishop of Chichester, who was then, as now, a kind of unofficial “protector” of Confessional Synod militants. At that time Bonhoeffer told me that Hitler would attack Poland before the end of the summer; that the executive committee of the Synod had agreed with him that he ought to leave Germany rather than be destroyed, since he was unalterably opposed to Hitler’s war. It was felt that his life might well be saved for the work of the church after the war.


    Quick communication to America procured for him the desired official invitations which were necessary to get him out of Germany. Dr. Coffin of Union Seminary arranged for various invitations, including one to teach in the summer school at the seminary.


     


    The war had already begun when I next heard from him. He wrote somewhat to this effect: “Sitting here in Dr. Coffin’s garden I have had the time to think and to pray about my situation and that of my nation and to have God’s will for me clarified. I have come to the conclusion that I have made a mistake in coming to America. I must live through this difficult period of our national history with the Christian people of Germany. I will have no right to participate in the reconstruction of Christian life in Germany after the war if I do not share in the trials of this time with my people. My brethren in the Confessional Synod wanted me to go. They may have been right in urging me to do so; but I was wrong in going. Such a decision each man must make for himself. Christians in Germany will have to face the terrible alternative of either willing the defeat of their nation in order that Christian civilization may survive, or willing the victory of their nation and thereby destroying our civilization. I know which of these alternatives I must choose; but I cannot make that choice in security.”


    Bonhoeffer had remarkably clear religious insights and the purity of a completely dedicated soul. Considering how recently he had developed his political and social interests, his shrewdness in assessing political and military tendencies was also remarkable. When Hitler invaded Russia and his armies stood deep in Russian territory, Bonhoeffer assured Dr. Visser t’Hooft, General Secretary of the World Council of Churches, that the Russian invasion spelt Hitler’s doom. In 1942 he met his friend, the Bishop of Chichester, in Stockholm and gave him advance information on the coup d’etat involving an attempt on Hitler’s life, which finally took place in June, 1944. He wanted the Bishop to let British and American authorities know that if certain people, whom he mentioned, were involved in the plot, they could regard it as a bona fide anti-Nazi venture. Unfortunately the little group which prepared this plot were in some respects too unskilled in the dangerous work which they undertook. Yet they came, according to reliable information, rather more closely to success than is usually assumed. But what the group lacked in skill it compensated for in devotion. Another young Christian layman, associated with Bonhoeffer, Adam von Tropp, was among the 19 who were executed.


    Some American Christians have been rather dismayed by the fact that the great Martin Niemoeller, who has become the symbol of Protestant Christian resistance to Nazism, seems to have learned so little about the relation of Christian faith to civic virtue. The interviews he has given since his liberation prove the greatness of his soul but also his inability to transcend some of the errors which had dogged Christians in Germany, when dealing with matters of political justice and civic virtue. He still thinks that the church deals with men’s souls and the state with their bodies, and thus he denies the spiritual unity of man in his various relationships.


    Bonhoeffer, less known than Niemoeller, will become better known. Not only his martyr’s death but also his actions and precepts contain within them the hope of a revitalized Protestant faith in Germany. It will be a faith, religiously more profound, than that of many of its critics; but it will have learned to overcome the one fateful error of German Protestantism, the complete dichotomy between faith and political life.


    In an ecumenical group meeting in Geneva in 1941 Bonhoeffer made a remark which symbolizes the purity and the profundity of his faith. Asked for the content of his thought in a period of meditation he declared: “I am praying for the defeat of my nation. Only in and through defeat can it expiate the grievous wrong which it has done Europe and the world.”

  


  
    The Myth of World Government


    March 16, 1946


    THE FRENCH observer André Siegfried thought several decades ago that America was coming of age. One hopes he was right; though it is worth noting that there are many stages of maturity and we seem hardly to have reached one commensurate with the responsibilities which have been thrust upon our very powerful if very young nation. At every turn we face decisions requiring us to use our power creatively to stabilize an inchoate community of nations in a civilization which can achieve stability only in global terms.


    Our hesitancies and ambiguities reveal that we have not yet overcome our adolescent pride of power or our inner insecurities. It would be the rightful function of a “liberal” movement in such a situation to furnish the nation with mature counsel, assuming that liberalism, whatever else it may be, represents a measure of detachment from the shortsighted collective impulses of a community. It must be regretfully recorded, however, that the liberal movement of America has not risen to the occasion. It is, if anything, more infantile than the nation. It proves its lack of maturity by trying to solve the complex problems of our global existence in purely logical and constitutional terms. We do not yet have a world community—only halting and hesitant beginnings toward one. American liberals, however, insist that one be brought into being by legal, constitutional, and governmental means, disregarding the fact, which history attests on every page, that governments may perfect the order and justice of a community but cannot create a community—for the simple reason that the authority of government is primarily the authority of the community itself. If the community does not exist in fact, at least in inchoate form, constitutional instruments cannot create it. The authority of law as such is slight, and the fear of police power is useful only to suppress incidental recalcitrance against the will of the community. The community cannot be coerced into basic order; the basic order must come from its innate cohesion.


    These obvious facts are obscured in almost all the educational propaganda on the problems of world government put out by our international organizations. They are rightfully concerned about the fact that unabridged national sovereignty is a principle of anarchy in an interdependent world. Their answer to this problem is to call for a constitutional convention of the world or to try to persuade the new United Nations Organization to pass a law which will abridge the sovereignty of nations. This solution takes legal symbols for social realities. The principle of national sovereignty is the legal expression of the fact that national communities regard themselves as morally and politically autonomous. They have become increasingly conscious of the claims of other nations upon them and of the necessity of a larger degree of mutual accord, but they will have to reach a much higher degree of implicit abridgment of their moral freedom before it will be possible to fix and extend this moral and social gain by law.


    The present accord between the nations, as expressed in the United Nations Charter, contains a “veto” provision by virtue of which no great power can be voted down in the council of the nations. This fact fills our liberals with moral and political disgust. It does of course prove that the great powers are not ready to submit unreservedly to the authority of a world organization. But this merely means that in the present state of world affairs peace cannot be maintained by a majority imposing its will upon a minority. When the minority is not a group of individuals but a nation or a group of nations, it will use its social and military power to defy a decision which has not been reached with its consent. We have, therefore, no real security against war. But there is no reason to think we could gain this security by constitutional means after having failed to establish the minimum basis for it by political means.


    All the great nations insisted upon the veto power, and the United Nations Charter would hardly have passed the United States Senate without this provision. Russia is more insistent upon retaining the veto than we are because it is in greater danger of being voted down in the United Nations Assembly or Security Council. This fact does not deter our constitutional idealists from bombarding the ear of the Administration and the conscience of the nation with proposals for abolishing the veto. Here the constitutional answer to the problem of world peace obviously threatens the delicate and tentative degree of accord which has been achieved politically. We are professedly interested only in establishing a universal sovereignty, and we refuse to admit that we can afford greater devotion to the principle than Russia because we run less danger of being in the minority. This taint in our idealism is obvious enough to the Russians.


    It must be observed in this connection that a great deal of enthusiasm for world government is explicitly anti-Russian—for instance, that of ex-Justice Owen Roberts and Clarence Streit. The theory is: let us set up a real world government; if the Russians fail to adhere so much the worse for them. These idealists are ready to bring on another world war in the name of world government. As consolation for the dire effects of so ironic a policy, we are assured that if we must have another world war it would be spiritually thrilling to fight it for the principle of world government. Some of the enthusiasm for world government is not explicitly anti-Russian but merely too naive to recognize that the effect of demanding a constitutionally perfect world order in the present situation must be to destroy the very tentative degree of mutual trust which has been achieved between the two great centers of power.


    To say that there is no way of guaranteeing the peace of the world constitutionally is not to say that there are other ways of guaranteeing it. There are none. We are living in a very unsafe world; and it will be unsafe for a long time. To note the difficulty of bringing Russia into a world community does not imply that Russia’s policies based on its fears are all justified. Some are; some are not. Some are reactions to our own policies, which are prompted by our own fears. Some seem to be derived from Marxist dogmatism. But there they are. They cannot be overcome by constitutional means unless they are first mitigated by a great deal more common counsel and common experience.


    The excessive devotion to constitutional answers for world problems in America seems to be a dubious inheritance from the whole “social-contract” theory of government with which the liberal democratic movement began. According to this theory men and nations create communities by the fiat of government and law. That all human communities had a long history of organic cohesion before they ever began explicitly and consciously to alter or extend it is ignored. One reason why the idea of the social contract has special prestige in America is our belief that we created a nation by constitutional fiat; and we think it our special business to ask the world to do in macrocosm what we so successfully accomplished in microcosm. This analogy fails to consider that the cohesion of a national community is so different from the organization of a universal community that the difference is one of kind rather than degree. It also leaves out of account an important aspect of our history. If our Constitution created a “more perfect union,” the union which the Constitution perfected had already been established. The fear of a common foe, the shared experiences of the battlefield, a very considerable degree of similar culture—these and many other factors provided the cohesion of the American colonies. The Constitution could not have created a unity which it had to presuppose.


    Emery Reves in his “Anatomy of Peace,” which has become a kind of bible of American constitutional idealism, declares that the way to “prevent wars between nations once and for all” is to integrate “the scattered conflicting national sovereignties into one unified higher sovereignty capable of creating a legal order in which all peoples will enjoy equal security, equal obligations, and equal rights under the law.” The “once and for all” gives one pause, for even our own Constitution could not prevent the Civil War. But a brilliant defender of pure constitutionalism recently explained that difficulty away. The Civil War, he declared, was caused by certain ambiguities in our Constitution which left some doubt whether we were in fact a nation or a loose federation of states. It is now our business to profit from the experience of the past and eliminate similar ambiguities from the world constitution. Unfortunately, to assume that the tortuous processes of history can thus be controlled by the power of constitutional logic is an infantile illusion.


    American liberalism refuses to face the fact that there is a tremendous difference between the problem of community on the national and the global level, a difference which no constitutional magic can overcome. National and imperial communities all have ethnic, linguistic, geographic, historical, and other forces of social unity. The universal community, however, has no common language or common culture—nothing to create the consciousness of “we.” Modern democratic communities may be culturally and ethnically pluralistic, but they all possess a core of common spiritual possessions which the world community lacks.


    The world community does, indeed, have some compelling motives toward unity. Technical civilization has created an economic interdependence which generates insufferable frictions if it is not politically managed. There is in the culture of every nation, moreover, a religious and philosophical sense of world community waiting to be actualized, and of moral obligations extending beyond the national community. There is, finally, the fear of mutual destruction. It is the thesis of the proponents of world government that the atomic bomb has so intensified the fear of mutual destruction that hitherto impossible constitutional goals now appear possible.


    Undoubtedly fear may be a creative force. The scared man can run faster from the pursuing bull than he ever thought possible. But the creative power of fear does not increase in proportion to its intensity. Fear finally becomes paralyzing. Furthermore, the fear of mutual destruction easily degenerates into the fear of a particular foe. Even now it must be regretfully recorded that fear of Russia in the West and of the West in Russia seems more potent than the common fear of destruction.


    These are tragic facts, and one could wish that they were not true; but it is hardly mature to deny what is so obvious. The world community lacks, in short, the potent elements of “togetherness” which national communities boast. Neither law nor police power can supply this defect. If one trusted to police power alone, the amount required by a universal state to maintain order in a community which did not cohere naturally and organically would be so great as to amount to tyranny. This was Thomas Hobbes’s answer to the problem of community; the similarity between his answer and that of many of our modern constitutional idealists is instructive. Fortunately, national communities had a more organic unity than Hobbes supposed. Unfortunately, the international community corresponds at least partly to his picture.


    These simple lessons must be spelled out to American idealists, not to induce a mood of defeatism, but to get them to direct the impulses of their idealism to real rather than imaginary objectives. Many creative acts are required of America that are more difficult, though more immediate and modest, than espousal of world government. Will the British loan agreement pass? If it does not, America will have proved that it does not know how to relate its wealth to an impoverished world. Shall we find a way of transferring our dangerous knowledge of the atomic bomb to some kind of world judicatory? If not, we shall have proved that we know how to resent, but not to allay, the world’s fear of our power.


    These immediate steps toward achieving a higher degree of mutuality among nations may be too modest to guarantee peace. But they are in the right direction. It would be intolerable if we again presented the world with a case of American schizophrenia, allowing our idealists to dream up pure answers for difficult problems while our cynics make our name odious by the irresponsible exercise of our power.

  


  
    The Sources of American Prestige


    January 31, 1955


    THE BEST television show on foreign policy which I have ever enjoyed was the annual year’s-end round-up of CBS foreign correspondents under the chairmanship of Ed Murrow. The correspondents were intelligent and filled with information about conditions in all parts of the world, and the television audience benefited from an illuminating and much-needed lesson on foreign affairs.


    Mr. Murrow quizzed the correspondents on many topics—on the attitudes of various nations, for example, toward the problem of “coexistence,” toward Soviet policy, and so on. I thought the most interesting round of questions dealt with the state of American prestige throughout the world. The correspondents’ answers were very reassuring. They agreed that anti-Americanism had already reached high tide and was now ebbing in both Europe and Asia. This was very welcome news, but the reasons they gave for the ebb of anti-Americanism were also very instructive.


    They listed the chief causes of our rising prestige as the Supreme Court decision on segregation, the Senate’s censure of Senator McCarthy, and increased confidence in President Eisenhower’s fervent desire for peace, particularly after he vetoed war measures in the Indo-Chinese crisis and in the Formosa Straits. By implication, the chief reasons for our previous loss of prestige were our racial arrogance (or reputation for it), which was a mark against us in the colored continents; our “hysteria,” as evidenced by McCarthyism, which was subject to the interpretation that we were on the brink of fascism (an interpretation widely made beyond Communist circles though obviously due to Communist propaganda); and our reputation for heedlessness and the suspicion that we were spoiling for an atomic conflict which the rest of the world wanted to avoid.


    The suspicions which the three mentioned achievements allayed were never wholly justified, but in international as in all political relations, appearances are frequently as important as realities. In any case, it should be noted that this rise in American prestige was achieved by moral and political developments in our life; it had nothing to do with our power. The disposition to think ill of us, however, was due to the fact that we are so powerful.


    This development allows us to think seriously of the anatomy of authority, especially of American authority in the world community. Louis J. Halle, in Civilization and Foreign Policy, has just given us an illuminating examination of the sources of prestige in government.


    The relation of prestige to power is a very important matter to us as a nation because of our recognized “leadership” in the alliance of free nations. What is this leadership? Primarily, it derives from our great economic power; it is, therefore, false to speak simply of our “moral leadership.” The problem we face is whether we can put enough moral content into our hegemony to make our physical power morally sufferable to our allies. This hegemony in an alliance of nations is much more analogous to the formation of early communities than to anything we know of in contemporary constitutional governments. Nobody elected us to be their leader. Leadership came to us as it came to the most powerful men in the primitive community, whether priests or soldiers, because we had more power than anyone else. Power is thus the first element in the attainment of a position in the community which enables the community to organize its life. It creates an attitude of implicit consent in the community, which is to be distinguished from the explicit consent by which modern democratic communities create particular governments.


    But power, though it is the initial element in establishing leadership, cannot maintain itself very long if prestige is not added as a source of authority. When prestige is lacking, the addition of power does not remedy the defect. In national communities, an increase of power without prestige merely changes implicit consent to sullen fear; this is the mark of despotism. In international alliances, the effort to supply a defect in prestige by additional power merely leads to the disintegration of the alliance. Prestige is, in short, the real source of what Halle (like Ferrero before him) defines as “legitimacy.” Legitimacy marks the distinction between a government which has the implicit consent of its subjects and a despotism.


    If we inquire into the sources of prestige and legitimacy, we will discover that national governments derive domestic prestige from many sources, while a hegemonous nation in an international community can derive it from only a few sources. The kings of old derived “majesty” first of all from the traditions of unbroken rule—hence the particular connotation of “legitimacy” in dynastic rule. This source of prestige is not open to us. They derived prestige also from the panoply of power. There is no such poetic panoply in international politics; the days of panoply generally are over, in any case. The third source of prestige was the pretension of the king’s relation to God, either by way of complete identification, as in ancient Egypt and Babylon, or through the claim of having been commissioned by God. This claim, which tried to impart an ultimate significance to a highly contingent and morally ambiguous historical authority, was always dangerous and a source of confusion. Democratic governments could not arise until these idolatrous claims were refuted.


    The final source of prestige is the only one which should interest us in comparing national and international relations. For that source of prestige was and is the reputation of any authority for maintaining order and justice. One places order first advisedly, for undoubtedly the first requirement of any communal authority is to maintain order, which is a community’s very basis of existence. But the order must be just if it is to preserve the community’s implicit consent. Justice means that the harmony of the community is established without too flagrant overriding of the rights of some members in the interest of the whole. It means “giving each man (or nation) his due.” Naturally, there are no precise definitions of what each man’s due is, though in Western civilization liberty and equality have gradually become recognized as the regulative principles of justice (even if neither of these principles represents simple possibilities).


    Historically, communities have been so grateful for the order established by the central authority that they have not been too rigorous in their norms of justice. But any order which violates the rights of a part of the community prompts eventual rebellion. This is the significance of the nationalist rebellions against imperial rule which have dominated Asian history for a century, particularly in recent decades. This is also the significance of the series of revolutions which overturned the traditional orders of European civilization from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries: The feudal social order had no justice for the rising business classes, and they rebelled against it no matter how much prestige and legitimacy it seemed to have. In short, all forms of prestige evaporate if the one form drawn from the moral achievements of authority becomes defective.


    Some will object that these analogies between national communities and the international community are not significant, since no nation could be called the “ruler” or the government of the world community, or even of a democratic alliance. Certainly the analogy is not exact. But it is true nonetheless that a hegemonous nation such as ours cannot serve the international community at all if it lacks authority, and that its authority will be defective if it rests purely on power. Of the sources of prestige which bolstered authority in the past, only two are available to a modern hegemonous nation.


    The first is a reputation for justice based on achievement. That is why the Supreme Court decision on segregated schools was so important. It proved that there were resources of justice in our national life which were deeper than our critics believed. We have not overcome the evils of race prejudice in one fell swoop, but we have proved that we are not complacent about them. When hope is encouraged, many present evils become more sufferable.


    The ebbing tide of McCarthyism has had the same effect. We never were as near the brink of fascism as our critical allies believed. But the Senator from Wisconsin symbolized to the world something it did not like in us; we seemed to be careless with the cherished safeguards of liberty and justice upon which our civilization rests. Though we have not overcome all the dangers in our national life to which world opinion reacted, the symbol of them has been destroyed or tarnished—and symbols are important.


    These achievements of justice which have enhanced our prestige deal with our own national life, not with our international relations. We are certainly not completely just in the latter; our power is too great and impinges, beyond our conscious intent, upon too many nations. But we have been tolerably just in our world hegemony, and we have certainly proved that, while we are not immune to the pride of power, we are rather remarkably free from the lust for power. At any rate, our domestic failures and accomplishments have been more significant symbols than our actions in international relations.


    The second source of our enhanced prestige is our increased reputation not for justice but for prudence. Our allies suspected us of a want of prudence, of heedlessness in measuring the hazards of international politics in an atomic age. Eisenhower has not been exactly a strong President. But the indications of his firmness against all counsels of heedlessness certainly have had an instantaneous salutary effect on our prestige abroad. Prudence in a ruler is almost as great a source of authority as the sense of justice, because men rightly abhor the chaos of war even more than the evils of injustice. Sometimes they abhor war too much to take precautions against its outbreak which cannot be taken without running the risk of war. But the world did not impute this error to us. It suspected us of being more anxious to win an eventual war than to avoid it. That is why the clear picture of Eisenhower as a man who wants peace has been so important in the enhancement of our moral authority.


    Though we have no long military tradition as a nation, our military power, based on our economic strength and technical proficiency, is very great; therefore, we understand the impact of military power. As a nation, our life began with the democratic constitutional era; therefore, we understand the constitutional forms and instruments of community. The question is whether we are fully conscious of those moral and political imponderables in community-building which lie between obvious power and constitutional arrangements. The alliance of free nations depends on these imponderables for its integration.

  


  
    Why Ike Is Popular


    April 25, 1955


    PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’s popularity is a real political phenomenon of great significance. Public-opinion polls establish that over 70 per cent of the population favor him, and that his appeal to the people far exceeds that of the GOP, which still seems to be a minority party. The fact that the Republicans could win the last election only with Eisenhower was not surprising; the appeal of a war hero has won more than one election in this country. The permanence of the Eisenhower popularity is, however, more significant.


    It would be foolish to predict that he is unbeatable in the next election. Labor will certainly be more solidly anti-Republican in 1956 than in 1952. The defection of the farmers from Republicanism has not been as wide as was expected, but it may become wider, depending on the success or failure of the flexible price-support program. Furthermore, everything depends upon the international situation, and Eisenhower’s seeming invincibility presupposes peace at the time of the next elections. The right wing of the Republican party may not grant him (or our nation) that boon. But, with all these hazards, it is now quite certain that the Republicans will renominate him, whatever his own inclination. This is certain because it is obvious that they could not win without him.


    It is not my purpose to enter into hazardous predictions which had better be left to political experts. I wish merely to comment on the social and political significance of the Eisenhower phenomenon, which requires more explanation than reference to the President’s obvious “charm” and his ability to impress the people as an able and prudent leader in times of crisis.


    On both the domestic and the foreign-policy front, the Eisenhower popularity has essentially the same basis. It is rooted in the fact that he is the agent of the acceptance by Republicanism of the major policies of the Rooseveltian Revolution of the past two decades.


    In foreign affairs, that meant acceptance of the concept of our nation’s responsibility for the health of the community of free nations. In domestic politics, the revolution meant a break with the doctrinaire laissez-faire traditions of Republicanism, and the intervention of political power in economic affairs for the purpose of preventing violent fluctuations in the economic life and of establishing minimal standards of social security.


    Republicanism preserved its doctrinaire opposition to both of these policies. But meanwhile the business community, or at least that portion of it which was aware of both the moral and economic responsibilities and opportunities of the growing American power, deserted the old Republican nationalism for the new internationalism.


    This wing of the party was strong enough to nominate both Willkie and Dewey in turn. But it could not elect them, partly because the nationalists defected and partly because the nation, including many Republicans, did not trust the party to be loyal to the policy of international responsibility. It required an Eisenhower, one of the proconsuls of the new American imperium, to give the Republican cause sufficient prestige to overcome the minority status into which Republicanism had sunk through two decades of fruitless opposition to historic trends.


    Eisenhower has remained popular because, after vacillations in handling McCarthy, he was resolute in defeating the nationalists on the issue of the Bricker Amendment, and because he proved himself both politically and morally wiser than the advisers whom he chose to satisfy the nationalist wing of the party. He was wiser because he failed to conform to the nationalist credo that the Asian problem could be solved purely by military action. And he was forced to overrule the advisers he had appointed on the impetus of the Republican campaign, which had maintained that the Asian mess was not due to a vast continental revolution, but to the defects of a Democratic administration. Eisenhower has been lucky enough to gain prestige merely by overruling advisers who represent the remnant of Republican nationalism. (Significantly, that nationalism has been transmuted from isolationism to a show of strength without reference to the security which the nation enjoys as a member of the alliance of free nations.)


    Thus, Eisenhower may be said to stand for 95 per cent of the foreign policy of the previous administration. The remaining 5 per cent is represented by the embarrassment we experience in regard to those offshore islands.


    Eisenhower cannot completely disavow responsibility for their defense, because they are the remnant of the spiritual capital which American nationalism invested in Chinese Nationalism and of the illusions which were created by that investment. It is significant, however, that impartial Washington observers are quite certain that Eisenhower will not involve us in war for the defense of those islands. He has proved his inclinations in the crises over Indo-China and the previous Quemoy incident.


    We are thus flirting with war because the Eisenhower Administration must maintain some contact with the Republican past in foreign policy. The impartial observers may, incidentally, be wrong in their complacency about the ultimate outcome. What could be smarter for the Chinese Communists than to take some action which would widen the rift between ourselves and our allies? Haven’t all of our principal allies served notice that they accept our general stand on Formosa but will not support us in the defense of the offshore islands?


    Meanwhile, those of us who did not vote for Eisenhower in the last election and probably would not in 1956 might gratefully observe the beneficent effects of a change of administration in a democracy, even if the former administration corresponds more closely to our viewpoints. This observation is occasioned by the fact that, if a Democratic administration had attempted to liquidate our inconvenient dependence on Chinese Nationalism, there would have been a public uproar of monstrous proportions.


    Eisenhower is popular because he follows the previous policy in domestic as well as foreign affairs. Of course, in this realm the acceptance of previous accomplishments is not so complete. Percentagewise it may be about 65 instead of 95. The natural-resources and public-power policy is wholly Republican. The taxation policy partly follows the Republican dogma that we need incentives for production rather than more adequate distribution of our productive wealth. In foreign trade, Eisenhower is able to preserve only with the help of the Democrats in Congress a fair share of the reciprocal policies which the world so desperately needs. The high-tariff traditions of Republicanism are disintegrating under the pressure of world events, but they are not disintegrating fast enough.


    But there can be no question about the acceptance of the main portion of the social-security program of the previous administration. The housing program may be inadequate, but the acceptance of the general principles of social security is obvious. The Government accepts responsibility both for preventing great fluctuations in the economy and for preserving minimal standards of welfare.


    Thus, a policy against which the business community fought for two decades, an opposition which kept it from political power for these decades, has been finally accepted by the party which represents the business community. And it is generally accepted that a part of the Eisenhower popularity is derived from this acceptance.


    Perhaps it is significant that it required a military figure to engineer this acceptance. But it is also apparent that the business community has come to terms with the necessity of this retreat from its previous dogmas. Incidentally, it had proved its flexibility in retreating in its own sphere of economic affairs long before it proved its willingness to sacrifice its political dogmas.


    All this does not prove that Eisenhower can’t be defeated in 1956. But it does prove that there is more flexibility in American democracy than our critics give us credit for. This is true even if the flexibility is obscured by the residual inflexibility which may lead to war. If we escape this peril, one may hope that this last tie with past illusions will be dissipated and we may become trustworthy allies in the alliance of free nations, in which we exercise such a fateful hegemony.


    All political phenomena have a biographical pinnacle and a social and economic base. The biographical pinnacle of the Eisenhower phenomenon presents us with Eisenhower’s personal appeal to the voters. That probably consists of both the prestige derived from his war services to the nation, and his “charm,” which may be defined as the capacity to invest even the calculated political decision with the appearance of spontaneous sincerity.


    But the political and social base of the phenomenon consists of the reluctant conversion of the U.S. business community to the revolution in domestic and foreign policy which it professed to abhor. The conversion may not be completely honest or absolutely complete. It may not, indeed, have been complete enough to satisfy the country; but the fact of the conversion has been of great benefit. For in a democracy the crowning triumph of a revolution is its acceptance by the opposition.

  


  
    What Resources Can the Christian Church Offer to Meet the Crisis in Race Relations?


    April 3, 1956


    EVIDENCE MULTIPLIES that our nation is facing the most serious crisis in race relations since the Civil War. Ironically, the crisis has been brought about by a Supreme Court decision, which even those who think more time should have been allowed for the gradual processes of history to take their hitherto hopeful course do not criticize because it simply affirms a Constitutional guarantee of equality before the law that if realized would solve the age-old “American dilemma.”


    Both Hodding Carter, a Southern editor with a long record of fairness on the race issue, and the distinguished novelist William Faulkner insist that, whatever may be the ultimate issues of justice in this problem, it is now unwise to push the cause of desegregation too consistently, lest the Southern white people are pushed, in Faulkner’s phrase, “off balance” and are not allowed time to get their balance.


    The question is what resources the Christian church can offer for the solution of these grave issues. It would be wrong to assume that there are automatic resources of grace and wisdom even in the church. The fact is—and it is a disturbing one—that the church is not now, and has not been, very creative on this issue. Perhaps it lacks resources for discriminate judgment—and that is the kind of judgment that the problem demands.


    If we turn to the gospel, we shall come first of all upon the rigor of its moral demands. It challenges all partial loyalties in the name of an absolute loyalty. “For if you love those who love you, what reward have you?” asks Christ. “Do not even the tax collectors do the same?”


    But the gospel is not simply a system of rigorous idealism; it knows that all men fall short of this universal love. Perhaps the first thing we must learn from the gospel is the sense of our common involvement in the sins of racial loyalty and prejudice. It is not a Southern sin, but a general human shortcoming. Such humility will prevent Northern liberals from self-righteous judgments, which, in the present instance, will aggravate the crisis.


    Nevertheless, the realization of our general involvement in the evils of racial prejudice must not prompt us to inaction when particularly flagrant forms of the sins we all commit challenge our conscience. The fact that we all violate the law of love in some way or other ought not to obscure to our conscience the force of that law. Every Christian, for instance, should have some sympathy for a group of Negroes, who have long smarted under the contempt of their fellow men and who now see a chance, under the changing environment, to challenge age-old customs of segregation on public buses. Their boycott must appeal to sensitive men everywhere as another assertion of the dignity of man.


    But this does not mean that we can have no sympathy for anxious parents who are opposed to unsegregated schools. The cultural differences between the two races are still great enough to warrant a certain amount of disquiet on the part of the parents. One may hope that ultimately the Negro people will have the same advantages that all our children have. But there must be a measure of sympathy for those who are afraid of the immediate effects of present educational plans. It might help if we all realized that, in all our judgments about each other across racial lines, we do not judge with pure hearts and reason. Our judgments, however honest, are corrupted by the most perennial sin of group pride.


    There seems nothing in the Christian ethic about prudence, and prudence is what is demanded in such critical situations as this one. But a genuine charity is the father of prudence. For genuine love does not propose abstract schemes of justice that leave the human factor out of account.


    Perhaps there ought also to be a Christian witness of integrity and courage whenever fears prompt cruelty and oppression as they do today in some communities.

  


  
    A Thorn in the Flesh


    Naught for Your Comfort, by Trevor Huddleston (Doubleday; $3.75).


    May 28, 1956


    THE AUTHOR, Father Trevor Huddleston, is, as almost everyone knows, even in America, the Anglican Monk of the “Community of the Resurrection” who has been a thorn in the flesh of the South African Government as the chief white champion of the Negro victims of the cruel policy of apartheid of the Government of South Africa.


    This volume introduces us to the whole sad tale of man’s inhumanity to man. The failure to recognize a common humanity is so flagrant in South Africa that one is almost inclined to become complacent as an American. Despite our desegregation problems, the difference between America and South Africa is that there is hope here, and there seems none in South Africa. The Negro population is completely rightless and powerless. The usual consequence of such rightlessness and powerlessness is that human cruelty knows no bounds. Father Huddleston indicts the whole system with great eloquence, and describes in detail the social consequence of the Government policy, the “shantytowns,” the insecurity of the families, evicted from one location to another, the terrible lot of the children, the youthful criminals or tsotsis driven into crime by desperation. There is in fact no form of human misery which the apartheid policy does not foster.


    Father Huddleston was recently recalled by his monastic order to return to England. The reason given was that the Community of the Resurrection wanted the public to realize that his fight against apartheid was not a personal one but a Christian commitment of the whole community. Huddleston was nevertheless a symbol to the Negro community of the saving remnant of Christian charity in a situation in which the Christian Church, that is the church of the Dutch farmers, has become the chief instrument of oppression. It is too bad that he was recalled, whatever the reasons.


     


    There is only one weakness in this excellent book. It explains the relation of the Christian Church to the whole sorry mess only obliquely. One gathers that the Dutch Nationalist Party, which is the author of the apartheid policy, is really the creation of the Reformed Church; and that the English speaking churches are officially all opposed to the rigorous segregation policy. But one also notes that Huddleston thinks that the English speaking churches are too content with official pronouncements. They do not do anything to proclaim their solidarity with the Negro victims of injustice. The South African situation is doubly tragic because the white man is oppressing the black man on his own continent and because the Dutch farmers also intimidate the English citizens, who do not agree with the policy. They succeed in this intimidation, partly because the English people are not sufficiently opposed to the racial policy to offer real opposition. Father Huddleston presents us with all the facts, but the total survey of the dismal religious situation is lacking. One must also regret his frequent assurance of his confidence in the “sincerity” of the Christians who differ with him, and his absolution of them of any “malice” in their attitudes. When human relations have become so inhumane as they obviously are in South Africa, the questions of “sincerity” and “malice” become rather irrelevant. What does it matter if Hitler was “sincere” or not?

  


  
    The Moral World of Foster Dulles


    December 1, 1958


    THE COMMUNISTS,” Secretary Dulles told the convention of the National Council of the Churches of Christ, held last week in Cleveland, “deny that there is such a thing as justice, in our meaning of the term.” Perhaps the phrase “in our meaning of the term” conveys the embarrassment which any simple moralism confronts in any political problem. Who is meant by the pronoun “Our”? Do Americans, or Western democracies or all non-Communist nations define the meaning of justice? Justice, declared Aristotle, means giving each man his due. But no one has ever accurately defined how, and by whom, the due to men and to nations is to be measured. An ideal justice requires an impartial judgment, which is supplied only in an independent judicial system. Even in the domestic life of advanced democracies, justice is achieved, not through impartial tribunals but by a tolerable equilibrium of social forces. In international life, the standards of justice are even more inexact.


    Naturally the Communists do not have a conception of justice “in our meaning of the term.” They are informed by a dogmatic Marxist creed, which regards our justice as bogus and which exalts “socialist legality,” whatever that may mean. Mr. Dulles believes that Communist immorality is responsible for Chinese strategy on the issue of offshore islands. Yet, if China were not Communist, it would still have a different perspective from ours on that strategic problem; and might still object to our insistence that the Formosan Government is the real government of China.


    The fanatic oversimplification of the Communists tempts us to counter with the same fanatic distinctions between good and evil. But this fanaticism not only obscures nuances of strategy, of which statesmen should be aware; it also obscures the common predicament in which the two sides find themselves by reason of the nuclear stalemate. Both of them announced the cessation of nuclear testing, after they had completed a series of tests. The Russians have resumed their testing, and we will probably do so also when the disarmament conference breaks down; for such conferences have never yet succeeded in a situation of tension. We ought to have some recognition of this common predicament.


    Mr. Dulles is as moral in dealing with our allies as he is with our foes. He reminds them that our inflexible policy is a matter of “principle.” “Our collective security arrangements would surely collapse,” he declared, “if our free world associates felt that they were tied to policies that shifted under the dictates of passing considerations, as to what was expedient from the standpoint of the United States. They do not like it when we adhere to principle, but they would like it even less, if we had no principles.”


    Mr. Dulles forgets that what our allies like least of all is his tendency to equate our inflexibility with “principle,” and their more flexible policy with “expediency.”


     


    Mr. Dulles’ implied disavowal of the use of force, and his indictment of the Communists for using it, is even more simple than his conception of justice. “The Communists,” he warned at Cleveland, “do not share the [UN] charter’s concept, either with respect to the non-use of force, or the justice of international law.” His idea that the United Nations charter enjoins “the non-use of force,” to use his eloquent phrase, reinforces a previous and plausible suspicion about the real authorship of President Eisenhower’s television address on February 20, 1957, when he lectured Israel on the danger of its defiance in seeking to guard its victory in the Gaza strip. “If the United Nations once admits,” declared the President, “that international disputes can be settled by force, we will have destroyed the very foundation of the organization and our best hope of establishing world order.”


    Perhaps, but in Cleveland, Mr. Dulles said that since “the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communists have both repeatedly invoked force to achieve their ends,” we must use it in self-defense against the Communists. “Since we cannot . . . depend on the United Nations alone to safeguard the peace, we must and do take collective action in self-defense, as authorized by the charter.” This is a truer interpretation of the charter of the United Nations than the President gave in his lecture to Israel. But it still leaves us with the impression that only Communist recalcitrance prevents the world organization from abolishing force altogether. But if this should be the case, why did we send troops to guard the integrity of Lebanon? But what a foolish question. “International Communism” was responsible for the Lebanese crisis, was it not?


    Mr. Dulles’ moral universe makes everything quite clear, too clear. Yet it does not illuminate any of the problems created by the Russian economic advances both at home and in Asia and Africa. And it does complicate our relations with our allies, who find our self-righteousness very vexatious. For self-righteousness is the inevitable fruit of simple moral judgments, placed in the service of moral complacency.

  


  
    Goldwater vs. History


    October 26, 1964


    UP TO the time when the Goldwater revolution threw confusion into American politics, it seemed clear that democracy in the whole of Western culture was seeking to solve the problems of both order and justice by gradual common-sense adjustments and consolidations of power. This process at once fulfilled and refuted the dogmas of the democratic idealist, John Locke, and the “realistic” political absolutist, Thomas Hobbes.


    On the positive side, the process supported Locke’s view that free governments derive their authority from the consent of the governed. This authority establishes the power of the government and endows it with that coercive force which even free governments must use to overcome the recalcitrant. But Locke’s conceptions were heedless of the effect of group loyalties on the “consent of individuals.” What would happen if the authority of the national government were destroyed, not by Hobbes’ “war of all against all,” but by the divisive loyalties of tribes, factions or states?


    Our founding fathers faced that question in framing our Constitution; the new nations of Africa face it in a more serious form, not to speak of Canada’s old and new problem with Quebec. Our fathers solved it by a series of compromises, involving the very problem of the slavery issue, the remnants of which issue are now before us for solution. The Civil War solved radically the question about the authority of the national government; but it is only fair to state that the Civil War was followed by a series of common-sense adjustments, in which Supreme Court decisions enlarged the scope of two clauses in the preamble to the Constitution: the “general welfare” clause and the clause allowing the national government to “regulate interstate commerce.” These Court decisions, representing the “unwritten constitution” of our country, expressed the realities of our history; they demonstrated the fact that our economic life had grown into national proportions, and that the authority of individual states was no longer able to regulate it.


    Free governments are interested in justice as well as order, however, and free governments can only preserve order as they unceasingly establish justice among the competitive economic and racial forces in the community. Justice is defined by Aristotle as “the disposition to give each man his due.” In a free community no one has ever defined the “due” of each man; but there is a general understanding that equality is the regulative principle of justice, and that an equilibrium of social and economic power is as necessary an instrument of justice as the authority of the national government is a necessary instrument of order.


    The Industrial Revolution seriously disturbed the equilibrium of power on which democracy was founded, by shifting the power of the craftsmen’s skills and tools to the machine. The horrible injustices of early European industrialism were the consequence. The Marxist indictment of “capitalism” had its momentary relevance in these dismal facts. But the free societies had a common wisdom—transcending bourgeois economic interests—and gradually, though reluctantly, created a new equilibrium of power by giving the workers the right to organize and to bargain collectively. That development changed the whole course of Western democracy, and not only refuted Communism but made us immune to its virus of rebellion.


    European democracy needed the whole of the 19th century to accomplish this radical shift in the equilibrium of economic power, consonant with the equalization of political power inherent in the right of suffrage. Being richer than the European nations, we in this country could afford the injustices of the industrial order a little longer. Thus, we did not come to terms with a new economic equilibrium until the first third of the 20th century, when that scoundrel (in the lexicon of reaction) Franklin D. Roosevelt accomplished the great transition from pre-industrial democracy to post-industrial economic justice.


    A recent news item is a good symbol of the change, particularly vivid to a former resident of Henry Ford the First’s industrial Detroit. This item reports a new contract between the Ford Motor Company and the UAW, after hard bargaining between the two oligarchies of modern democracy, management and labor union. The contract makes provision for early retirement of the older workers, which is a partial solution of the problem of automatic unemployment. I could not help remembering that in the ’20s, men over 40 could not survive the Ford “speed-up” assembly line. Now all these problems are considered, together with wages, hours and fringe benefits, and are subject to mutual bargaining by fairly equal partners.


    It is worth recording that the grandson of the bigoted founder of the “new industrialism” and of the Ford empire is among the prominent businessmen who have announced their support of the ticket of the Democratic party. That fact is symbolic of the truth that a healthy democracy adjusts itself to new realities without necessarily compelling the members of the various classes to disavow their interests and perspectives. We can never have a complete “consensus”; still, there is such a thing as knowing the plus side of a common national interest above and beyond particular interests. This perhaps refutes not only Locke and Hobbes but also our great “realist” James Madison, who was wise in putting a system of checks and balances in our Constitution, yet was certainly unwise in his excessive fear of “faction.”


     


    But we began with reference to the Goldwater revolution and must return to it. How did it emerge; and what are the reasons for its modest “success”? (Thank God, for the time being only modest and no threat in the coming election, if the polls are to be relied on.) Most briefly stated, the Goldwater revolution, which is in the process of desiccating an honorable political party embodying the traditions of Abraham Lincoln and Theodore Roosevelt, consists of the alliance of two kinds of pseudo-moralists: those too ignorant to understand the creative functions of interest and power in a democratic political order, and those who do not want to acknowledge the interests which they are defending. The second kind might be defined as hypocritical moralists. They include the Southern racists who are pious about States’ Rights, Strom Thurmond for instance, oil millionaires, and unfortunately many young suburbanite executives. The latter have themselves profited greatly from the delicate balances of our democratic order, but are afraid that some other group, such as the Negro—perhaps the only genuine American proletarian—also will profit.


    The two Republican candidates both belong in the category of hypocritical moralists. For them, the supremacy of the Federal power is “a power grab,” and responsible Federal officials, incidentally including all the main candidates, are described as power-grabbers and self-seekers. The Supreme Court is charged by the Constitution to interpret the law, but its decisions, whether on civil rights or prayers in the public schools or legislative redistricting, are also under attack and are described as “unconstitutional.”


    Goldwater woos the tobacco farmers of the South with the inference that Federal requirements for health warnings on cigarettes are unconstitutional. The effort to eliminate pockets of poverty in the most affluent nation of the world is interpreted as a monstrous political bid for the votes of the destitute. All political policies are cynically explained as a “bid for power.” Since the nature of the political struggle involves a center of power, greater than any in the world, this cynicism might be justified, if equally applied to both contestants by the electors; and with the proviso that motives are mixed and varied, that no mortal can assess them truly, and that the concept of “sincerity” is irrelevant because, in politics at least, an impure motive may bring objectively good political results.


    While Goldwater wears his conscience on his sleeve, and approaches every political reality with apparent wide-eyed moral innocence, his colleague is a “gut fighter” with a permanent stance of the avenging fury. His favorite charge is that his opposite number for the Vice Presidency, Hubert Humphrey, was a leader in the ADA, which was organized in the ’40s as an anti-Communist interventionist group. Miller charges that ADA is a half-way house to socialism, which is in turn a half-way house to Communism. Nothing could be more simple for these “terrible simplifiers.” Goldwater’s words at Memphis, Tennessee are significant. “A lot of my enemies call me simple,” said Goldwater. “The trouble with the so-called liberal today is that he doesn’t understand simplicity. The answers to America’s problems are simple.”


    The note of hysteria is natural among these pseudo-moralists who are wittingly or unwittingly ignorant of all the nuances and adjustments which have grown in our developing free political order. The note of malice is perhaps more disturbing. It is derived partly from self-righteousness, from the failure to comprehend the universality of mixed motives in all human nature. This self-righteousness persuades these “idealists” that some “evil” man or force, whether it be the Pope or the top man in the Kremlin or the Supreme Court, is conspiring against our liberties. The element of malice—for malice is literally the “thinking evil of”—is of course present in the method and techniques of the Goldwater campaign, designed to sow discontent and distrust.


    All this must be said despite some apprehensions of what may turn up in the Bobby Baker and Walter Jenkins cases, and what Lyndon Johnson’s past in the jungles of politics may or may not have been before tragic history freed the master political broker from Texas to be a leading political force in the nation. If this be cynicism, make the most of it. The question is simply whether we affirm the process of gradual democratic adjustment which has given us a modicum of economic justice and promises more racial justice, or whether we allow ourselves to be overwhelmed by a group of Yahoos who do not understand—or claim they do not understand—the genius for justice in a free society.

  


  
    Telegram to Martin Luther King


    MARCH 19, 1965


    NEW YORK, NY


    DR MARTIN LUTHER KING JR


    MONTGOMERY ALA


    THANK YOU FOR YOUR INVITATION ONLY A SEVERE STROKE PREVENTS ME FROM ACCEPTING IT I HOPE THERE WILL BE A MASSIVE DEMONSTRATION OF ALL THE CITIZENS WITH CONSCIENCE IN FAVOR OF THE ELEMENTAL HUMAN RIGHTS OF VOTING AND FREEDOM OF ASSEMBLY IN YOUR MARCH ON ALABAMAS CAPITAL


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR

  


  
    Vietnam: Study in Ironies


    June 24, 1967


    WE HAVE cried to the world that we seek only “an honorable peace” in Vietnam, but it becomes more and more apparent that a peace which accords with our concept of honor is a peace which can be imposed only on a defeated enemy. General Westmoreland’s purpose in coming to address both houses of Congress and to talk with the President was to appeal for even more troops, in order, as Rep. Mendel Rivers (D, S.C.), the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, affirmed, “to bring the armies of North Vietnam to their knees.”


    The contradiction between our ideal aims of a peace of conciliation and such an imposed peace, which only a defeated enemy would accept, can be understood only in the light of an ironic self-deception—ironic because we are the victims of our own ideology. We are a democratic nation whose power has grown to imperial proportions. We have made the mistake of being drawn into a civil war in an obscure nation of Southeast Asia, a mistake that has imperiled our imperial prestige. But in a democracy, particularly one with nostalgic visions of an early innocence, it is necessary to veil imperial and strategic interests behind “democratic” and ideal goals. Hence, this war is interpreted as an ideological struggle between the “free” world and the forces of communism. That means we must carve out of a nation which was united in its struggle against French imperialism, a new nation out of the southern sliver of a nation, the partition of which was ordained in the 1954 Geneva conference. Ho Chi Minh, regarded by the peasants of Vietnam as the George Washington of his nation, submitted to the partition because he hoped that the plebiscite promised in two years would result in the unity of the nation. But Ho Chi Minh is both a national patriot and a communist.


    The communist ideology makes room for this double vocation in its concept of a “war of national liberation.” Our ideology, on the other hand, defines him simply as a communist. We are rather unclear, since the Sino-Russian division, whether he is a tool of China or Russia. The more ignorant of our patriots make him a tool of China. Our former ambassador, Mr. Lodge, for instance, implied that he was a Chinese tool, though Vietnamese patriots have always regarded China with hatred and fear. More recently, when Chinese anarchy gave Russia the advantage in Asia, Russian sponsorship of the Vietnam “war of liberation” has become more obvious. Our airplanes have become increasingly the victims of Russian missiles, and the Russians have warned us that our escalation would prompt them to increase their aid to North Vietnam. So the war has become a contest between two nuclear imperial powers, who are, or have been, ironically, the tacit partners to prevent a nuclear catastrophe.


    This irony is made more vivid if we remember that these two super-nations, both with power of imperial proportions dwarfing that of the 19th-century empires of European nations, are ideologically, that is, by definition, anti-imperialist. The USSR considers itself anti-imperialist because its dogma affirms that imperialism is the final fruit of capitalism; as it has abolished private property, it is therefore, by definition, innocent.


    The US, on the other hand, believes itself anti-imperialist because its mass production in a hemispheric economy has made foreign markets unnecessary. We have forgotten our early expansive mood of “Manifest Destiny” and our brief period of overt imperialism after the Spanish-American War, when the Spanish possessions of Puerto Rico, Cuba, and Hawaii were thrown inadvertently into our lap. There was also the ideology, running from Jefferson to Wilson, which defined democracy as innocent of imperial moods and methods, much in the same way as communist ideology simply regarded its anti-capitalism as proof of its innocence of imperialism.


    This problem of communist and democratic ideology is made more confusing by the claims of both camps that each is free, not only of the imperialist taint, but also free of any ideological taint in its view of the world. The US regards itself as innocent of ideology because a democracy presumably has the freedom to challenge all class ideologies in the free market of ideas. But we fail to recognize that this freedom does not include the capacity to refute our own pretensions in international relations.


    In a national community, means of communication gradually erode the ideologies of subnational classes and ethnic groups. The sovereignty of the government is derived from the authority of the community itself. In Western Europe the unity of the community was achieved by the pre-democratic triumph of the national community over the divisive tendencies of dialects and tribal loyalties. It proved strong enough to manipulate equilibria of power in the interest of justice. Free societies finally allowed the class of industrial workers to organize and to bargain collectively—thus refuting the Marxist indictment that free governments merely were the stooges of the bourgeois class. This notable triumph of a democratic sovereign power made the Marxist dogma irrelevant in the whole of Western Europe.


    But, while it is generally acknowledged in our western world that a free society is preferable to all forms of dictatorship, whether of the right or left, it is certainly ideological for us to regard a free democratic government as a simple historical possibility for all nations in all continents and in every stage of cultural and economic development. It is in this context that we must understand why and how we were drawn into the Vietnam “quagmire,” on the basis of our imperial prestige and with our dubious use of this democratic ideology.


    The French were expelled from their empire in Indochina by a communist-inspired “National Liberation” movement, a classical scheme of communist anti-imperialism. It inspired national patriotism in the three little nations of Indochina among the royal princes of Laos and Cambodia, as well as in the patriotic heart of Ho Chi Minh of Vietnam, that wily old communist who had been trained in Moscow. Communist ideology could differentiate between the communist and nationalist strands of motivation; but to us they all were simply communists.


    These nationalists knew very well that we had supported the French financially, even though Eisenhower refused to give them logistic support in their last stand at Dien Bien Phu. The French premier, Mendès-France, capitulated at the Geneva conference in 1954. Cambodia and Laos were neutralized, but Vietnam provisionally was partitioned because it contained a resolute Mandarin class of landlords, incidentally Catholic in religion, and strongly anti-communist. Cardinal Spellman offered to finance the initial costs of moving Catholic families of the north to the south. As we know, many of the members of the military junta which rules South Vietnam today are northerners, as of course is Marshal Ky himself.


    Ho Chi Minh reluctantly accepted the partition because he thought that the promised national plebiscite finally would unify the nation. But he did not count on American power and the provisional efficacy of our democratic ideology. We supported the regime of the Mandarin Ngo family with one brother, Diem, as president, and another brother, Nhu, as the chief organizer of its repression of Buddhist monks and peasants. Diem was hailed in the United States as “the Churchill of Asia.” The Diem regime refused, with our connivance, to allow the plebiscite. It could not count on a majority. There were too many Buddhist monks and peasants in the south, not to speak of the communist nationalists, the Viet Cong. Following the end of the Diem regime in a bloody rebellion, the south has been ruled by various army juntas. Thus our façade of democracy has become very incredible, though the current junta head, Marshal Ky, dutifully brought with him to Guam the text of a new constitution and the implied promise of a future democratic election. Promised land reform has never been carried out. In short, we have a perfect caricature of democracy, which corresponds to the caricature of communist propaganda.


    Eisenhower promised only financial aid to Saigon. Kennedy increased financial aid and American military advisers. It remained for President Johnson to escalate the war to horrible proportions, at the cost of thousands of American casualties and billions of dollars. All this is done in the name of “democracy,” of “the principle of self-determination” and of “resisting aggression.” The President assures us that, “we will not desert our friends or our principles.” And Mr. Rusk tirelessly reiterates that we are only teaching people “to leave their neighbors alone.” In short, this war has become monstrous in the cost of lives, in the effect on our “Great Society” program of rescuing urban centers of air and water pollution, and of validating our civil rights movement by offering our unemployed and technically uneducated Negro youth education which will render them employable in a technical economy.


    The master politician in the White House has achieved a final irony in our “democratic” foreign policy. He has ordered a massive bombing of North Vietnam in order to force the adversary into an “honorable peace.” In domestic terms this means, not an increase of our moral prestige in the world, but a peace which insures the mourning relatives of our dead soldiers that they have not died in vain. Any peace which carves out our domain in Vietnam, whether or not of democratic nature, will do—at least until the next election. Yet this massive bombing not only intensifies the odium in which we are held by the rest of the world, but also increases the danger of confrontation with either China or Russia.


    A final ironic touch is given by the fact that only our plutocratic wealth allows us to commit these stupidities in international relations. If only we were a little poorer, we would have been prevented from committing these mistakes which cost billions in money. The lives of American soldiers are not to be computed in economic terms, and we might have spent the blood in a more straited economic circumstance. Perhaps the cost in lives must be attributed, not to our wealth, but to our self-righteousness.

  


  
    PRAYERS

  


  
    For Our Inheritance: A Thanksgiving Prayer


    We thank thee, our Father, for life and love, for the mystery and majesty of existence, for the world of beauty which surrounds us and for the miracle of our conscious life by which we behold the wonders of the universe.


    We thank thee for the glimpses of nobility in human life which redeem it from sordidness and reassure us that thy image is in the heart of man. We are grateful for the ties which bind us to our fellow men; for our common toil in industry and marts of trade; for our joint inheritance as citizens of this nation; for traditions and customs hallowed by age through which our passions are ordered and channeled; for the love of beauty and truth and goodness by which we transcend the chasms of race and nation; for the faith of our fathers by which we claim kinship with the past and gain strength for the present; for the love of dear ones in our homes and for the enlarging responsibilities and sobering duties of family life; for the serenity of old people who redeem us from fretfulness; and for the faith and courage of youth through which we are saved from sloth.


    We are not worthy of the rich inheritances of our common life. We confess that we have profaned the temple of this life by our selfishness and heedlessness. We have sought to gain advantage of our brothers who are bound to us by many different ties. Have mercy upon us, that we may express our gratitude for thy many mercies by contrition for our sins and that we may prove our repentance by lives dedicated more fully to thee and to the common good, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.


    


    O Lord, hear our prayers not according to the poverty of our asking, but according to the richness of your grace, so that our lives may conform to those desires which accord with your will.


    Where our desires are amiss, may they be overruled by a power greater than ours, and by a mercy more powerful than our sin.


    


    Our Father, we welcome this new day with grateful hearts and thank you that the night yields to the day, and that you are Lord both of light and darkness. You have ordained a life of sleeping and waking, reminding us of our frailty by our need of sleep, and of our greatness by the visions and responsibilities of the day. Though our day is short, you have permitted us to survey the ages in our brief hour, and to claim our kinship with the noble living and the noble dead, to find our place in the long sad and majestic history of our race and to see our duties and responsibilities in ever-widening circles of human relations.


    Grant us, our Father, grace to work while it is day, for the night comes when no man can work. Let our work be done this day with a sense of our responsibility to you in our several callings. Save us from sloth and waywardness. Keep us humble in your sight and before our fellowmen, so that neither pride nor indifference may destroy the bond which we have with our co-workers. May our love of you hallow all our relations, and our service to our fellows complete our reverent obedience.


    


    Almighty Father, who are the source and the end of our life and the light also of our pilgrimage, grant your grace so that the good in us may prevail over the evil, so that everything in us may be brought in harmony with your will, and we may be enabled to live in charity with our neighbors and fellow workers.


    O Lord, who are the confidence of all the ends of the earth and the refuge of your children in all generations, enlarge our faith and love so that we may pray truly for needs beyond our own. We pray for our country and its leaders; keep them on the paths of justice. We pray for your Church throughout the world and for all the ministers of your mercy, that each may serve you more truly according to his vocation. We pray for those who work with their hands, that they may know the dignity of their work. We pray for those who care for the young, that they may not cause any of the little ones to stumble. More particularly, we pray for the millions of distressed and dispossessed, anguished souls who have been uprooted by the storms and tumults of war. O Lord, save us from heedlessness in a world full of sorrow, and from self-righteousness, for in our world, the sins of even the most wicked trace some kinship with the sins of even the most righteous. Cover us all by your mercy, and lead us to a fuller understanding of your will.


    O God, who has taught us to pray for the coming of your kingdom on this earth, give us grace to build our communities after the fashion of your kingdom, to set no boundaries around them which you would not set, to quiet the tumult within them by brotherly love and to work the more diligently for the better concord in them, because our final security lies in the city which has foundations, whose builder and maker is God.


    


    We give you thanks, O Lord, for life and love and the joy of existence, for the echo in human hearts to all pure and lovely things, for the promise of life and youth and the dawn of the unknown, and for the hope and assurance of fulfillment. We rejoice in the glory of manhood and womanhood, in the innocence of children and the serene wisdom of age. We rejoice in the sweetness of companionship and in the joy of understanding hearts, in the faith of strong souls and the wholesomeness of simple people whom pride has not touched. We give you thanks for the pleasures of art and literature, for the enrichment of personality through every ministry of truth and beauty and goodness.


    We confess that we are not worthy of the riches of life for which the generations of men have labored that we might enter into this heritage. We confess the sorry confusion of our common life, the greed which disfigures our collective life and sets man against his fellowmen. We confess the indifference and callousness with which we treat the sufferings and the insecurity of the poor, and the pettiness which mars the relations between us. May we with contrite hearts seek once more to purify our spirits, and to clarify our reason so that a fairer temple for the human spirit may be built in human society.


    


    We pray to you this day mindful of the sorry confusion of our world. Look with mercy upon this generation of your children so steeped in misery of their own contriving, so far strayed from your ways and so blinded by passions. We pray for the victims of tyranny, that they may resist oppression with courage and may preserve their integrity by a hope which defies the terror of the moment. We pray for wicked and cruel men, whose arrogance reveals to us what the sin of our own hearts is like when it has conceived and brought forth its final fruit. O God, who resists the proud and gives grace to the humble, bring down the mighty from their seats.


    We pray for ourselves who live in peace and quietness, that we may not regard our good fortune as proof of our virtue, or rest content to have our ease at the price of other men’s sorrow and tribulation.


    We pray for all who have some vision of your will, despite the confusions and betrayals of human sin, that they may humbly and resolutely plan for and fashion the foundations of a just peace between men, even while they seek to preserve what is fair and just among us against the threat of malignant power. Grant us grace to see what we can do, but also to know what are the limits of our powers, so that courage may feed on trust in you, who are able to rule and overrule the angry passions of men and make the wrath of men to praise you.


    


    Look with mercy upon this company of your people, the church. You have called us out of many lands and places to serve you in the ministry of your word. Teach us rightly to divide the word of truth. Grant that our love may grow in all knowledge and discernment. Help us each to walk worthily in the vocation wherewith we are called, forbearing one another in love and endeavoring to keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace. Teach us to look not each at his own things, but at the things of the other, so that we may impart and receive from one another whatever gift of the spirit you have given to each. O Lord, bind us together in the body of Christ that we may grow unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ.


    We pray, O Lord, for your church, that it may be healed of its divisions by your grace; that it may teach your word with courage to a sinful world, and may mediate with true charity your love and mercy to all men. Strengthen every ministry of reconciliation therein with your spirit. Grant that it may be a true community of grace in which the pride of race or nation is humbled, where the strong and mighty are brought to judgment, and the meek and lowly are lifted up. Make it more faithful to its Lord, and more instant to meet the needs of men.


    


    We pray, O Lord, for your children everywhere, for those who are in great distress and in pain of body or soul by reason of the tumults of this age, the cruelties of men, and the indifference of their fellows. We pray for all those who have suffered and now suffer and are destitute, afflicted, or tormented. And grant that our hearts may go out to their needs, so that we may become vehicles of your mercy to them.


    We pray for all rulers and men of authority in all nations, and for all who have power over their fellowmen, and who make decisions upon which the weal and woe of nations depend. Teach them the wisdom which is drawn from true humility. Let their hearts be filled with the fear of God, so that they will not use their power wrongfully. Give all little men and judges and presidents and commissars, who are great beyond their strength, by reason of the strength which they have drawn from and owe to the community, a sense of that judgment which stands against the judges of the earth, and which renders their counsels vain when directed against the counsels of God.


    O God, who taught us to pray for the coming of your kingdom on this earth, give us grace to build our communities after the fashion of your kingdom, to set no boundaries about them which you would not set, to quiet the tumult and the strife within them by brotherly love, and to work the more diligently for concord within them, because our final hope is in the city which has foundations, whose builder and maker is God.


    


    We pray for all who have authority in the world, for the leaders of our nation and for those who bear office in all the nations, that they may seek the peaceable fruits of justice; grant that they may know the limits of human wisdom in the perplexities of this day, and calling upon you in humility, and acknowledging your majesty, may learn the wisdom of restraint and the justice of charity.


    


    O God, the sovereign of nations and the judge of men, look with compassion upon this sad world so full of misery and sorrow. Enlighten our eyes that we may see the justice of your judgments. Increase our faith that we may discern the greatness of your mercy. Save us from the sorrow of the world which works death and despair. Fill us with the godly sorrow which works repentance, and the desire to do your will. Teach us how we may build a common life in which the nations of the world may find peace and justice. Show us what we ought to do. Show us also what are the limits of our powers and what we cannot do. So may our purpose to do your will be supported by our faith, for you are able to overrule our will and to make the wrath of man to praise you. Recall us to our dignity as co-workers together with you. Remind us of our weakness that we may look at you who works in us both to will and to do your good pleasure and supplies what is needed beyond our powers.


    


    Almighty God, we bring our praise and worship before you. You formed the earth and created man upon it; your hands stretched out the heavens, and your word commanded all their hosts.


    Give us grace to walk humbly and save us from pretension and every arrogant folly. You have made us, and not we ourselves. Help us to remember the limits of our power and our wisdom, but help us, too, to do our duty within the limits of our power and our wisdom.


    Teach us each day to ask what you would have us do, and help us to perform our tasks with diligence and humility. Give us grace in this fellowship to be helpful to each other in our several responsibilities. Save us from seeking to impress our fellows, or from being afraid of their judgments when we are sure what you would have us do. Help us to seek your word of truth and not to be content with the letter of the law, since it is the spirit which gives life. Help us to learn from the prophets and sages of every age, the men of faith who out of weakness were made strong, the men of learning who have sought rightly to divide the word of truth. Give us above all the spirit of love, for if we have all knowledge and understand all mysteries, and have not love it profits us nothing. Grant us to bear each other’s burdens, and so fulfill the law of love.


    O Lord, save your people. Save the nations from their arrogance and folly, and grant them grace to walk peaceably with each other. Save the strong, the secure, the successful, and the wise, that they glory not in their might nor in their wisdom. Save the weak and the debased and all who are victims of heedless and cruel men, and reveal to them the final court and judgment where those of low degree are exalted and the disbalance of the world redressed. Save us, O Lord, from our sins and our anxieties, and grant us so sure a hold upon your grace that the peace which passeth understanding may keep our hearts, and we be enabled to walk serenely through the tumults and trials of these days, redeeming the time because the days are evil.


    


    Eternal God, creator and redeemer of men, we thank you for this new day and for all your mercies which reveal the constancy of your love toward your children. Grant us grace to begin this day in your fear and with your favor; to perform our tasks as unto you; to live with all who share our work and our common life in the spirit of charity and goodwill. Banish all fears from our hearts that we may know that peace which the world cannot give or take away. Awaken us from the sloth and sleep of sin and grant us the power to obey your will with steadfast purpose and resolute hearts.


    O Lord, who has called us to be ministers of your word and mediators of your grace to men, help us to separate the precious from the vile, that we may be worthy instruments of your will. Save us from corrupting any word of your judgment or of your mercy by vain imaginations of our own. Make us humble as we read, hear, sort, and appropriate the testimonies of seers and prophets of all ages. We give thanks that we are heirs of all the ages and that our faith is sustained by a vast company of the living and the dead who have known you and proclaimed your mercy. We thank you that we are sons as well as heirs; and that each one may in his own way find access to the throne of grace.


    O Lord, have pity upon this generation of your children. Grant us to understand the terrible judgments in which our world is involved so that they may be seen not as meaningless misery prompting despair, but may be recognized as your judgments upon men. Assuage the passions of brutal men and overcome the cowardice of those who are of faint heart. Grant us power and grace to resist evil, knowing that even though we ourselves are sinful men you have called us to be instruments of your justice. Reveal your wrath to those who defy you, and the tenderness of your mercy to those who have been visited by your wrath.


    Have mercy upon distressed persons; upon those who are imprisoned or afflicted in mind, body, or estate. Have compassion upon the dying and upon those who stand in the fear of death, that they may know, whether they live or die, they are with you.


    


    The Serenity Prayer


    God, give us grace to accept with serenity the things that cannot be changed, courage to change the things that should be changed, and the wisdom to distinguish the one from the other.


    

  


  
    SERMONS AND LECTURES ON FAITH AND BELIEF

  


  
    Optimism, Pessimism and Religious Faith—I


    


    


    HUMAN VITALITY has two primary sources, animal impulse and confidence in the meaningfulness of human existence. The more human consciousness arises to full self-consciousness and to a complete recognition of the total forces of the universe in which it finds itself, the more it requires not only animal vitality but confidence in the meaningfulness of its world to maintain a healthy will-to-live. This confidence in the meaningfulness of life is not something which results from a sophisticated analysis of the forces and factors which surround the human enterprise. It is something which is assumed in every healthy life. It is primary religion. Men may be quite unable to define the meaning of life, and yet live by a simple trust that it has meaning. This primary religion is the basic optimism of all vital and wholesome human life.


    In primitive life the meaning of existence is revealed in the relation of the individual to his group. Life achieves meaning through its organic relation to a social enterprise. This loyalty usually results in some form of totemistic religion which gives a mythical and symbolic expression of the feeling that the value and meaning of the social group really represents absolute meaning. Such totemistic religion remains, in spite of all further elaborations, a permanent source of optimism of some people in all ages and all cultures, who refuse to ask ultimate questions about the relation of the value of their social group to some ultimate source of meaning. Some men achieve a very considerable happiness in their devotion to their family or their community or nation without asking any further questions about life’s meaning. When national loyalty is reconstructed into an all-absorbing religion, as in modern Germany, we may witness the recrudescence of primitive religion in the modern period on a large scale.


    In spite of the comparative satisfaction of many people, both primitive and modern, in a little cosmos, it is inevitable that men should seek to relate their group to a larger source of meaning just as surely as they must relate themselves to the life of the group. Thus animism is as primordial as totemism in the history of religion. In other words, men tried to bring the world of nature into their universe of meaning from the very beginning, and sought to relate their little cosmos to a larger cosmos. The gradual identification of nature gods with the gods of tribes and cities in the religions of early civilization shows how quickly the social cosmos was related to the larger universe, revealed in the world of nature, and a common center and source of meaning was attributed to both of them.


    But the simple faith and optimism of primitive man did not exist long without being challenged. The world is not only a cosmos but a chaos. Every universe of meaning is constantly threatened by meaninglessness. Its harmonies are disturbed by discords. Its self-sufficiency is challenged by larger and more inclusive worlds. The more men think the more they are tempted to pessimism because their thought surveys the worlds which lie beyond their little cosmos, and analyzes the chaos, death, destruction and misery which seem to deny their faith in the harmony and meaningfulness of their existence in it. All profound religion is an effort to answer the challenge of pessimism. It seeks a center of meaning in life which is able to include the totality of existence, and which is able to interpret the chaos as something which only provisionally threatens its cosmos and can ultimately be brought under its dominion.


    In the Jewish-Christian tradition this problem of pessimism and optimism is solved by faith in a transcendent God who is at once the creator of the world (source of its meaning) and judge of the world (i.e. goal of its perfection). It was this faith in a transcendent God which made it possible for Hebraic religion to escape both the parochial identification of God and the nation and the pantheistic identification of God and the imperfections of historical existence. It provided, in other words, for both the universalism and the perfectionism which are implied in every vital ethics. It is interesting to note that the process of divorcing God from the nation was a matter of both spiritual insight and actual experience. If the early prophets had not said, as Amos, “Are ye not as the children of the Ethiopians unto me, saith the Lord,” faith in the God of Israel might have perished with the captivity of Judah. But it was the exile which brought this process to a triumphant conclusion. A second Isaiah could build on the spiritual insights of an Amos, and could declare a God who gave meaning to existence quite independent of the vicissitudes of a nation, which had been the chief source of all meaning to the pious Jew.


    In the same manner faith in a transcendent God made it possible to affirm confidence in a meaningful existence even though the world was full of sorrow and evil. Some of the sorrow and misery was attributed to human sin. It was because man sinned that thorns and thistles grew in his field and he was forced to earn his bread by the sweat of his brow. The myth of the fall may solve the problem of evil too easily by attributing all inadequacies of nature to the imperfections of man, but it contains one element of truth found in all profound religion, and that is that it reduces man’s pride and presumption in judging the justice of the universe by making him conscious of his own sin and imperfection and suggesting that at least some of the evil from which he suffers is a price of the freedom which makes it possible for him to sin.


    It is to be noted that in Hebraic religion the transcendent God is never an escape from the chaos of this world. This world is not meaningless and it is not necessary to escape from it to another supramundane world in order to preserve an ultimate optimism. For prophetic Judaism existence in this world is intensely meaningful, though the ultimate center of meaning transcends the world. It knows nothing of the distinction between pure form and concrete existence, or between a virtuous reason and a sinful body. It rejoices in the physical creation. “Lord, how manifold are thy works. In wisdom hast thou made them all.” When the Psalmist faces the fact of death he does not have recourse to hope in immortality to save his optimism. He rather finds the glory of God exalted by the brevity of man. “For a thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday when it is past and as a watch in the night.” The threat of death to the meaning of life is destroyed by faith in a purpose which transcends the generations and by the thought that death is in some sense a just contribution for human evil. “For we are consumed by thine anger and by thy wrath we are troubled. Thou hast set our iniquities before thee and our secret sins in the light of thy countenance.”


    The prophetic religion from which Christianity took its rise is therefore not an other-worldly religion. It is thoroughly this-worldly, though it has nothing in common with the secularized this-worldliness of modern culture which finds meaning only in the historical process and knows nothing of a source of existence which transcends the process. Unfortunately, as this religion was philosophically elaborated in Greco-Roman thought it borrowed something from and was corrupted by Neo-Platonic dualism. Reason always has difficulty with an adequate view of transcendence and immanence. It inclines either to reduce it to a complete dualism or to a complete monism. As a result it expresses a world view which is either too pessimistic or too optimistic to do justice to all the facts of life. An adequate religion is always an ultimate optimism which has entertained all the facts which lead to pessimism. Its optimism is based upon a faith in a transcendent center of meaning which is never fully expressed in any partial value and is never exhausted in any concrete historical reality. But though it is not exhausted in any such reality it is incarnated there. Like the human personality in the human body, it lives in and through the body, but transcends it.


    The other-worldliness of classical Christian orthodoxy came to a full expression in the Middle Ages. Though its sense of sin was sometimes morbid, and though it sometimes degenerated into a cult of death, it is not correct to attribute complete other-worldliness to the Middle Ages. Medieval Catholicism was sufficiently this-worldly to attempt the construction of a papal empire which would, through its universalism, transcend all the partial and parochial values of nationalism. It was sufficiently this-worldly even to give a religious sanction to the feudal structure of society, and to fall into the most grievous and the most perennial sin of religion: the sin of using the transcendent reference to absolutize rather than to criticize the partial achievements of history.


    Our modern culture has acquired its most significant characteristics in its conscious and unconscious reaction to medieval culture. Its scientific discoveries made it impatient with the mythical errors of medieval religion. But it failed to realize that mythical descriptions of reality, though always inexact in describing detailed and historical fact, have the virtue of giving men a sense of depth in life. Pure science is always secular and horizontal in its references, and cannot express the vertical tendencies in culture which refer to the ultimate source of meaning in life. Modern culture substituted for the dualism and pessimism of medieval culture a simple naturalistic monism and optimism. It conceived history in dynamic terms and found it easy to identify change with progress, and to ascribe divine attributes to nature. It discovered in the “laws of nature” the very guarantee of the meaningfulness of the universe which it is the business of religion to find.


    The religious attitude toward nature and its laws is evident in all of eighteenth-century literature. Holbach becomes religiously lyrical in addressing nature: “O Nature, sovereign of all being,” he cries, “and ye her adorable daughters, virtue, reason, truth, remain forever our revered protectors. It is to you belong the praises of the human race.” The identification of nature, virtue, reason and truth is a perfect example of the superficiality of this new mythology. The old mythology is sloughed off for being inexact, and a new mythology is created which is supposedly scientific but which ceases to be scientific as soon as it achieves mythical-religious proportions. Its laws are not laws at all, but projections of human ideals (“liberty, property and equality”). Its inability to discriminate between “nature as the entire system of things with the aggregate of all their properties” and “things as they would be without human intervention” (J. S. Mill) reveals that it has no recognition for the problem of depth and height in life. Human ideals are uncritically read into the natural process.


    The religion of modern culture is in other words, a superficial religion which has discovered a meaningful world without having discovered the perils to meaning in death, sin and catastrophe. History has an immediate, an obvious, meaning because it spells progress. Progress is guaranteed by increasing intelligence because human sin is attributed to ignorance which will be removed by a proper pedagogy. It is surprising how little modern culture has qualified the optimism upon this point, first clearly stated by Condorcet. There is no recognition in it of the perils to anarchy which reside in human egoism, particularly collective egoism. The naturalistic optimism is revealed not only in its confidence in natural and rational processes, but in its identification of physical comfort with final bliss. Thus Priestley could declare: “Men will make their situation in the world abundantly more easy and comfortable; they will probably prolong their existence in it and grow daily more happy, each in himself, and more able and, I believe, more disposed to communicate happiness to others. Thus whatever the beginning of the world, the end will be paradisaical, beyond what our imaginations can conceive.”* Thus an uncritical this-worldliness is substituted for the untenable other-worldliness of medievalism, and men become confused by a superficial optimism in the very moment when they celebrate their emancipation from a morbid pessimism.


    Though there is a horde of moderns who still live by and in this kind of uncritical naturalism and optimism, it could not long claim the credulity of the more critical spirits. The simple identification of human ideals with the forces of nature inevitably gave way to a humanistic dualism in which a sharp distinction was drawn between the human and the natural world. No better definition of this dualism is given than that found in Huxley’s famous Romanes lecture on Evolution and Ethics, in which he declared: “The cosmic process has no sort of relation to moral ends; the imitation of it by man is inconsistent with the first principles of ethics. . . . The ethical progress of society depends not on imitating the cosmic process, still less in running away from it, but in combating it.” This kind of dualism is more realistic than the older type of naturalism, and it frees human moral life from slavish dependence upon the “laws of nature.” Its general effect is to express optimism in terms of a human world of meaning and to relegate the world of nature to a realm of meaninglessness.


    Thus the optimism of pure naturalism degenerates into a fairly consistent pessimism, slightly relieved by a confidence in the meaningfulness of human life, even when its values must be maintained in defiance of nature’s caprices. Bertrand Russell’s now justly famous Free Man’s Worship is a perfect and moving expression of this pessimism. “Brief and powerless is man’s life. On him and all his race the slow sure doom sinks pitiless and dark. Blind to good and evil, omnipotent matter rolls on its relentless way. For man, condemned today to lose his dearest, tomorrow himself to pass through the gates of darkness, it remains only to cherish ere yet the blow falls, the lofty thoughts that ennoble his little day, proudly defiant of the irresistible forces which tolerate for a moment his knowledge and his condemnation, to sustain alone a weary and unyielding atlas, the world that his own ideals have fashioned despite the trampling march of unconscious power.” It must be said in favor of this view that if human life and human ideals are the only source of meaning in existence, it is more realistic to regard the world of nature as a “trampling march of unconscious power” than to imagine that it exists only to support human purposes. In terms of realism sophisticated pessimism is preferable to the naïve optimism of the moderns.


    Yet this pessimism is not completely realistic. The world of nature is after all not as inimical to the human enterprise as this view assumes. “Nature, the homely nurse, does all she can to make her foster child, her inmate man, forget the glories he has known and that imperial palace whence he came.” The paradoxes of classical religion, in which God is known to be revealed in the beneficences of nature even though it is recognized that the processes of nature do not exhaust the final meaning of existence, are more realistic than this dualism. Furthermore, it leads to an unjustified human pride. Man celebrating himself as a “weary and unyielding atlas” is a slightly ludicrous object of worship. Inevitably this remnant of optimism finally yields to the prevailing pessimism until, as Joseph Wood Krutch confesses in his Modern Temper, “now we know that man is petty.”


    If anything further were required to complete the self-destruction of modern optimism we have it in the tragic events of modern history. They have negated practically every presupposition upon which modern culture was built. History does not move forward without catastrophe, happiness is not guaranteed by the multiplication of physical comforts, social harmony is not easily created by more intelligence, and human nature is not as good or as harmless as had been supposed. We are thus living in a period in which either the optimism of yesterday has given way to despair, or in which some of the less sophisticated moderns try desperately to avoid the abyss of despair by holding to credos which all of the facts have disproved.


    


    
      
        *Essay on the First Principles of Government, p. 4.

      

    

  


  
    Optimism, Pessimism and Religious Faith—II


    


    


    LONG BEFORE the disintegration of modern optimism the liberal culture in which it lies embedded was challenged by a new mythology which grew out of the experiences of those who had been disinherited by the injustices of modern industrial civilization, and who therefore knew from their own experience that the liberal picture of human nature and human history was not true. The Marxian mythology, whatever its ultimate optimism, is thoroughgoing in its pessimism when it analyzes the facts of contemporary history and of human nature in the contemporary environment. Human ideals are but the rationalizations of human interest. And human history is a series of class conflicts between people of varying and contradictory interests. This series of conflicts will end in the final destruction of our present social system.


    In this Marxian mythology some of the old paradoxes of Jewish mythology reappear. Marx gives us a secularized version of Jewish prophecy, though it is not nearly as secularized as the liberal mythology. Its view of history is less simple, and its view of human nature is more true, than that of liberalism. Though it denies God as the center and source of life’s meaning more explicitly than liberal naturalism, it implicitly avows a divine support for human purposes, more particularly for the very specific purposes of those who intend to guide history toward a classless society. In the words of Max Eastman, the Marxian world “is made of matter, but this matter performs the essential functions of spirit, that of going where the believer wants it to go by a ‘self-active’ dialectical movement which constitutes its ‘essence.’” Here we have again the Jewish hope for a redeemed world, not above history but at the end of history. Here also is the idea of the Jewish prophets that history is constituted of the judgments as well as the mercies of God. The provisional pessimism is relieved by various types of optimistic faith and hope.


    The chaos of the moment does not drive the Marxian to despair as it does the disappointed liberal. He sees meaning in this chaos, as the Jewish prophets of the exile discovered meaning in the vicissitudes of their nation. God uses the wrath of man to praise him, and the destruction of capitalism is but the necessary prelude to the construction of an ideal society. In some of its aspects the Marxian mythology of history is a profoundly religious one. For it, life is not a simple harmony but a chaos which has the possibilities of harmony within it. Human nature is not immediately good, but it contains potentialities for co-operative living under the proper environment. In other respects the Marxian mythology is quite primitive, however, and in others, again, it is too much the child of secular modernism to escape its errors of superficiality.


    It is primitive in its glorification of a particular social group. The Marxian conception of a Messianic class is a kind of primitive totemism. There are, of course, solid justifications for regarding the victims of injustice in modern society as a fateful class. Experience has given them eyes to see what keener eyes do not see. Nevertheless, the Marxian identification of the fate of a class with the future of civilization itself is akin to the pre-prophetic messianism of Judaism; and it is not dissimilar to the modern tribalism, propagated, for instance, by the Nazis. I do not mean to imply that it is not more legitimate to ascribe universal values to the objectives of the working class than to endow a particular (Aryan) race with divine significance. Nevertheless, in each case the individual rescues life from meaninglessness by attachment and religious loyalty to a partial human community.


    The religious significance of this type of optimism is clearly revealed in an article by Rebecca Pitts in The New Masses* in which it is declared: “The loss of religious faith is good only if we can put in its place a faith in life so real and driving that it endows men’s acts with an equal validity. . . . Of course there is only one solution—the solution which the bourgeoisie rejects as worse than the total annihilation of modern society. . . . Men become sincere and incorruptible as they identify their aims with those of the working class as a whole.” This is a new kind of patriotism, and one may well believe that it has possibilities which the older patriotic loyalties lacked. It will contribute more to the destruction of an unjust social system and the building of a new one than the loyalties which express themselves in futile conflicts between various races and nations. But it is not free of the demonic pretensions which express themselves whenever a partial human value is given absolute significance by religious emotion. If it should be finally proved, as well it may, that the working class is an important but not a sole instrument of a new society, the optimism of those whose whole universe of meaning is contained in the life of one class will degenerate into pessimism again.


    Perhaps more important than the primitivism of Marxian religion is its secularized naturalism. Its high ideals of a just society are to be completely realized in history. It does not see that the highest ideals of justice, love and brotherhood are concepts of the human spirit when spirit completely transcends the infirmities of the flesh and the frustrations of history. They must be approximated but they will never be fully realized. Marxianism is, in short, another form of utopianism. We have had utopian solutions to the problem of pessimism throughout history. They point to a future when the chaos of the world will be overcome and life will become a complete harmony and a fulfilled meaning. They save optimism not by faith but by hope. Life is not regarded as meaningful as it exists, with all its sad disappointments; but significance is imparted to it by what it will be.


    There is an element of truth in this utopianism, as there is truth in every sober hope. Some of the chaos of human existence can be overcome. It is possible to have a society in which there will be security for every one rather than insecurity for the many. No doubt the proper education and experience can reduce human egoism and can beguile it into less socially harmful expressions. But this kingdom of God upon earth where every one will give according to his ability and take according to his need, this anarchistic millennium of communist dreams, what is that but a confused naturalistic version of a religious hope? The optimism which is based upon it may outlast one five-year plan and possibly two or three. But after many five-year plans have come and gone and it is discovered that strong men still tend to exploit the weak, and that shrewd men still take advantage of the simple, and that no society can guarantee the satisfaction of all legitimate desires, and that no social arrangement is proof against the misery which we bring upon each other by our sin, what will become of this optimism? We might have a society in which greed is practically abolished, and yet men would suffer from injustice in such a society, as, for instance, some monks suffered from the cruel tyranny of their abbots in the monasteries of the Middle Ages.


    An optimism which depends upon the hope of the complete realization of our highest ideals in history is bound to suffer ultimate disillusionment. All such optimistic illusions have resulted in such a fate throughout history. Always there comes a period when scoffers will arise to say, “Since the fathers have fallen asleep, all things continue as they were from the beginning of creation” (2 Peter 3:4). The beauty and meaning of human life are partially revealed in ideals and aspirations which transcend all possibilities of achievement in history. They may be approximated and each approximation may lead to further visions. But the hope of their complete fulfillment arises from a confusion of spirit and nature, and a failure to realize that life in each moment of history moves not only forward but upward, and that the vertical movement must be expressed no matter how far the horizontal movement on the plane of history is carried. Marxism may represent a more realistic politics than eighteenth-century democratic idealism. But as a religion it will end just where the latter ended. Its optimism will sink ultimately into despair.


    The optimism of historic Hebraism and of classical Christianity (except where the latter has been vitiated by a too thorough dualism) is much more robust and satisfying than the modern substitutes which have run their course. While modern optimism was in its prime it could sneer at the pessimism of historic religion because the illusions of the former prevented it from recognizing the tragic realities of life and history which the latter had incorporated into its universe of meaning. Now that these illusions have been dispelled, it is possible to recognize again that historic religion has a note of provisional pessimism in its optimism, for the simple reason that it takes cognizance of more of the facts of human existence.


    The view of life and the world in classical religion of the Jewish and Christian tradition can be stated in rough outline, though it is impossible in such an outline to do justice to the differences and contradictions which have appeared in the long history of Jewish and Christian thought. In this view human life is meaningful even though its existence in a world of nature, which is not completely sympathetic to the human enterprise, is not fully explained. The world of nature is not completely interpreted in terms of human values or ideals, as in naïve naturalism, nor is it simply a dark abyss or a “trampling march of unconscious power” which man defies and against which he rebels. Man and nature are reconciled by faith in a center and source of meaning which transcends both man and nature.


    It is not assumed that God’s purposes can be fully measured by any measuring rod of human ideals. In one of the greatest books of religious poetry, the book of Job, man questions the justice of God in terms of human standards, but is finally overwhelmed by the majesty and mystery of existence, and Job confesses contritely, “I have uttered that I understood not; things too wonderful for me which I knew not—wherefore I abhor myself and repent in dust and ashes.”† Something of that idea, i.e., that the world is intensely meaningful, even though its meaning transcends human comprehension, runs as one strain through all profound religion. “To know that there is meaning but not to know the meaning,” declares the modern J. Middleton Murry, “that is bliss.” That word is in the spirit of classical religion. It expresses a trust in life even when the immediate facts of life seem to outrage our conception of what life ought to be. “Though he slay me yet will I trust him.”


    The transcendent God, most adequately pictured in the mythos of a creator God, is, though clothed in mystery, not the God of deism. His purposes are relevant and related to the human enterprise, and the highest human virtues give us some glimpses of His purposes. He is a God of justice and love. His majesty is no more certain than His moral perfection. The difficulty of bringing God’s omnipotence into consistent relation with his goodness has engaged all ages of religious thought. But the most adequate religion solves its problems in paradoxes rather than schemes of consistency, and has never wavered in believing that God is both the ground of our existence and the ultimate pinnacle of perfection toward which existence tends. Therefore, the highest human excellencies are clues to the character of God.


    Faith in a moral perfection which transcends human perfection is the basis of the note of contrition in all great religion. Man does not feel himself an outraged innocent in the evil world. Indeed, he accepts some of the evil which befalls him in the world as a just punishment for his sin. While traditional religion usually overstates the case at this point and makes human sin responsible for all the imperfections of nature, it remains true nevertheless that this insight actually incorporates a good deal of what might be regarded as chaos into the universe of meaning.


    It can be seen that love is the law of life, even when people do not live by the law of love. When that law is broken the consequences are death and destruction. For the religious man the tortures and agonies through which our generation is going and through which other generations will probably go, represent the inevitable judgment upon a civilization which violated the law of brotherhood and has destroyed itself by these violations. Chaos and death may suggest meaninglessness to the proud man, but to the contrite man they are revelations of the consequences of human sin; and if they cannot be completely comprehended in those terms they may still be regarded as a part of the meaning of life which has not been fully disclosed to man. They may thus be accepted with gratitude, and the believer is able to say, “The Lord hath given, the Lord hath taken away, praised be the name of the Lord,” or, in the words of Francis of Assisi, “Praised be my Lord for our sister the death of the body from which no man escapeth.”


    To believe in a meaningful existence which has its center and source beyond itself makes it possible to preserve moral vitality, because the world as it exists is not regarded as perfect even though it is meaningful. Hebraic thought has always had greater ethical vigor than that of the Greeks; and Christian thought, where it has been most vital ethically, has borrowed heavily from Jewish thought. Purely rationalistic interpretations of life and existence easily make one of two mistakes. They either result in idealistic or pantheistic sanctifications of historic reality, in which the given is appreciated too uncritically to allow for a protest against its imperfections, or they degenerate into dualism, in which the world of concrete reality is relegated to the realm of the unredeemed and unredeemable. In the best Jewish-Christian thought, which conceives of God as both the creator and the judge of the world, evil must be overcome even while it is recognized that evil is part of the inevitable mystery of existence. There is no disposition to declare that all “partial evil is universal good.” In fact there is always a devil in classical religious mythology, and the devil is a symbol of the belief that evil is regarded as an actual rebellion against God. Of course this realism is always balanced by an ultimate optimism, because it is never believed that the devil can seriously threaten the rule of God.


    There have been times when Christian orthodoxy was too dualistic and pessimistic to take the moral and social tasks of society seriously. Against its complete pessimism the thought of the eighteenth century and of modernity in general was a necessary corrective. But it must never be forgotten that the pessimism against which modernity rebelled was but a corruption of a world view which was critical of the moral achievements of historic man because it viewed them from a high perspective. Only in a religion in which there is a true sense of transcendence can we find the resource to convict every historical achievement of incompleteness, and to prevent the sanctification of the relative values of any age or any era.


    The qualified optimism of an adequate religion will never satisfy the immature minds who have found some superficial harmony in the world in which the evils and threats to meaning are not taken into account. Nor will it satisfy those who think that every ill from which man suffers can be eliminated in some proximate future. It will nerve men to exhaust all their resources in building a better world, in overcoming human strife, in mitigating the fury of man’s injustice to man, and in establishing a society in which some minimal security for all can be achieved. But in an adequate religion there will be a recognition of the fact that nothing accomplished along the horizontal line of history can eliminate the depth of life which is revealed at every point of history. Let man stand at any point in history, even in a society which has realized his present dreams of justice, and if he surveys the human problem profoundly he will see that every perfection which he has achieved points beyond itself to a greater perfection, and that this greater perfection throws light upon his sins and imperfections. He will feel in that tension between what is and what ought to be the very glory of life, and will come to know that the perfection which eludes him is not only a human possibility and impossibility, but a divine fact.


    “Religion,” declares Whitehead, “is a vision of something which stands beyond, behind and within the passing flux of things, something which is real and yet waiting to be realized; something which is a remote possibility and yet the greatest of present facts; something that gives meaning to all that passes and yet eludes apprehension; something whose possession is the final good and yet is beyond all reach; something which is the ultimate ideal and yet the hopeless quest.”‡ These paradoxes are in the spirit of great religion. The mystery of life is comprehended in meaning, though no human statement of the meaning can fully resolve the mystery. The tragedy of life is recognized, but faith prevents tragedy from being pure tragedy. Perplexity remains, but there is no perplexity unto despair. Evil is neither accepted as inevitable nor regarded as a proof of the meaninglessness of life. Gratitude and contrition are mingled, which means that life is both appreciated and challenged. To such faith the generations are bound to return after they have pursued the mirages in the desert to which they are tempted from time to time by the illusions of particular eras.


    


    
      
        * “Something To Believe In,” The New Masses, March 13, 1934.
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        ‡ A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, p. 267.

      

    

  


  
    The Things That Are and the Things That Are Not


    Yea, and things which are not [hath God chosen], to put to nought things that are.


    I Corinthians 1:28.        


    


    


    THE CLIMAX of the Pauline transvaluation of values is given in the interesting phrase, “Yea, and things which are not hath God chosen, to put to nought things that are.” It deserves special consideration. The previous judgments about the wise and the foolish, the mighty and the weak, the noble and the despised, imply socio-moral conclusions of more revolutionary import than the church had realised. But the observation about the threat of the “things that are not” to “the things that are” raises religious judgments to a plane in which discrimination between wise and foolish, mighty and weak is no longer possible. In the former a philosophy of history is suggested. It is pointed out how in history things which only partially exist (the weak, the foolish and the despised) are used by God against those things which exist fully and therefore imagine themselves to exist necessarily. But in this final climactic word the relation of eternity to history is suggested. The vast possibilities of creation out of “things that are not” are set as a threat against every existing thing.


    The relation of this final word to the preceding judgments establishes a perfect norm for the relation of purely religious to religio-moral judgments. Prophetic religion is bound to speak a special word of warning and condemnation to those who are firmly established in history, whether individuals or classes, because they are particularly tempted to imagine themselves the authors and sole protectors of what is good in history. But if this word stands alone a religio-moral insight is easily reduced to a purely political one and religion may thus become a mere tool of the rebellion of the weak against the strong. It must be observed that historic religion has not frequently succumbed to the temptation of this corruption; but its immunity has been due to the fact that it has not frequently understood or pronounced the prophetic word of judgment upon the mighty, wise and noble. Whenever it has learned to speak that word it has also entertained, and frequently succumbed to, the temptation of corrupting it into a purely political judgment.


    Against the danger of this temptation stands the further insight that God will take “the things which are not to put to nought things that are.” Every life, whether mighty or weak, whether respected or despised in a particular situation, is under the peril of regarding itself as necessary and central in the scheme of things, rather than as contingent and dependent. More accurately, it seeks to overcome the apprehension of its own insignificance by protesting its significance overmuch and implementing this assertion by deeds of imperialism. The weak are no more immune from this temptation than the strong and wise. Whatever the defects of Nietzsche’s perverse ethics, he is right in discerning the element of vindictiveness which expresses itself in the rebellion of the weak and the despised. This is not the only element in their rebellion. At best it is, as the rebels assert it to be, a fateful instrument of the judgments of God. Yet no class which resists the sins of the mighty and the noble ever does so with a purely messianic consciousness. Compounded with its purer sense of destiny is a baser metal of wounded ego and compensatory pride and vindictiveness. The disinherited are human, in other words, and therefore subject to basic human sins. The weak will not only sin when they become mighty, but they sin in prospect and imagination while they are weak. The communist denial of this fact is being tragically refuted in contemporary Russian history in which the weak, who have become mighty, are committing all the sins of the mighty of other generations. Siberian exile in 1905 does not guarantee social or moral disinterestedness in the oligarch of today.


    The threat of the “things that are not” stands against every life. Every one must therefore decide whether he will accept this threat as a judgment upon his life, or as a challenge to be overcome by increasing the pretension of his life and claiming necessary and independent value for it. This is the decision between religious humility and sinful pride. Perhaps this is something more than a decision; for no one can decide to be humble if the inexhaustible resources of God as enemy and friend have not been revealed to him.


    But the question arises whether it is really possible to justify the assertion that God puts to nought the things which are by the things which are not. Ordinarily the things which are not enter into existence by way of some relationship to the things that are. The creative power of God is revealed in them because there is genuine novelty in a new emergence in either nature or history. It is not merely the old thing in a new guise. But on the other hand the creative power of God expresses itself in relation to an already established creation. Whether this created order ought to be regarded as the revelation of the wisdom of God through which his will is proved not to be arbitrary, or whether creation represents a self-limitation upon God, both will and mind, is a theological problem which we need not explore for our purposes. It is obvious that nothing appears in either nature or history which does not bear some relation to previous things and events. On the other hand, not every new emergent is an improvement or extension of what has been. Frequently the new destroys the old. The colossal prehistoric animals must have seemed in their day to belong indubitably to the things “that are.” They are extinct and only skeletal remains tell of their once proud and unchallenged strength.


    In the field of history the things “that are” live in even greater peril than in nature. What has established itself in history is the fruit not only of a natural development but of a human will. This human will always extends an impulse of nature beyond the limits it has in nature. This extension is the basis of human creativity but also the cause of human sin. Every human extension of nature therefore contains the fateful element of an extension of the arbitrary character of existence in a conscious or unconscious effort to deny arbitrariness. The mighty make this effort by increasing their power and seeking to bring all life under themselves as the unifying principle. Thus they can give themselves to the illusion that their life is necessary to the preservation of social order. They forget on how many different principles and by what varying forces social order has been achieved in human history.


    The wise seek the same end by proving that their particular type of existence (and the philosophy which justifies it) represents a final existence and a final philosophy. The reactionary illusions of Hegel, the bourgeois illusions of Comte and the proletarian illusions of Marx are instructive on this point. All of them imagined themselves in possession of both a philosophy and social existence which could not be challenged by the future. They knew very well that the past had been challenged in every moment. But they thought they had arrived at a life and thought which belonged to the “things that are” in an absolute sense. They did not dream of history stopping with their achievements. They merely imagined that it would be bound to them. The future would no longer be a threat but only a promise. This conclusion is the more remarkable in both Hegel and Marx because both of them recognised a dialectic principle (an antithetical threat to existing things) in the history of the past. In other words, the inclination of wise men to imagine that their wisdom has exhausted the infinite possibilities of God’s power and wisdom is merely one aspect of the general character of human sin. Human reason is made the servant and slave of human pride. The infinite possibilities in God’s hands are foolishly restricted to some little canon of human logic. Usually reason accomplishes this illusory result by the simple expedient of cataloguing the various forms and aspects of existence into various categories and then claiming that because the categories are rational, the contents also are. If it can establish some historical relation between one category and a succeeding one, it imagines that it has fathomed the whole of creativity in some simple law of development. The fact that it regards its own particular category of existence as the last in the whole series of development is partly a natural illusion of the finite mind. But it is partly a conscious or unconscious effort to obscure the irrationality of the future, and to hide the incapacity of the mind to fathom it, and of a contemporary type of existence to bind the future to its own necessities.


    Thus every civilisation contemplates the ruin of social orders which preceded it and dreams of its own indestructibility. There is no emancipation from these illusions in any philosophy; for every philosophy is under the illusion that it has no illusions because it has discovered the illusions of its predecessors. There can be emancipation only in the word of God which is spoken to man from beyond all human possibilities. This word must be heard in faith and repentance: in faith, because every effort to comprehend it completely reduces it to some human value; in repentance, because it convicts all life of the sin of pretending to be what it is not.


    It is not to be assumed that any nation or social order, any civilisation or culture will ever be convicted by such a word so that it would cease from its pretensions. To the end of history social orders will probably destroy themselves in the effort to prove that they are indestructible. It may not even be assumed that individual man will cease from his pretensions because he has been convicted of them. Yet there is a difference in being a slave to them and being convicted of them. In the latter case the spirit may be free of them, even though man’s unconscious actions and attitudes may still be determined by them. In that case men would not escape the tragedy of self-destruction in which all human life is involved; but it would cease to be a tragedy, if fully understood. In that sense the gospel’s assurance of redemption is intimately involved in its judgment. Collective man, on the other hand, probably lacks sufficient self-transcendence, ever to hear the word of judgment upon his own pretensions. Wherefore the lives of nations and empires, of cultures and civilisations are involved in recurring tragedy. Each civilisation will imagine that it has overcome the weaknesses and sins which brought death to its predecessors; and it will illustrate the quintessential form of those weaknesses in that very conviction.


    This does not mean that cultures and civilisations may not learn various arts and sciences from each other, including the art of social politics. They are thus able to a greater or less degree to ward off the perils of social anarchy and disintegration. Therefore truly wise civilisations have a longer life than foolish ones. The difference in longevity may be a matter of many centuries. In the same way a “good” man preserves his bodily health while the dissolute man dissipates it. What no civilisation or culture has ever done, however, is to admit that the force of a new condition, necessity or power in history, incompatible with its own established presuppositions and privileges, had an equal or superior right to existence with itself. Civilisations meet such a situation with instinctive reactions derived from the impulse of survival. Yet there is always something more than survival impulse in the strategy of cultures and civilisations. That something is derived from human pride. For man cannot fight for his existence without morally justifying himself as the protagonist of values necessary to existence itself. Thus the “things that are” are persuaded into their vain defiance of the “things that are not.” The defiance is vain because God is the author of the things that are not. They reveal his creative power as both judgment and mercy upon the things that are.

  


  
    The Christian Church in a Secular Age*


    


    


    FOR THE past two hundred years the Christian Church has been proclaiming its gospel in a world which no longer accepted the essentials of the Christian Faith. The Western world, particularly the more advanced industrial nations, has come increasingly under the sway of what has been called a secular culture. Secularism is most succinctly defined as the explicit disavowal of the sacred. The holy in every religion is that reality upon which all things depend, in terms of which they are explained and by which they are judged. It is the ultimate mystery, but also the ultimate source of all meaning. For the Christian Faith holiness is ascribed only to the God who is the Creator, Judge and Redeemer of the world. The world is made and sustained by Him. Its historical realities are thus the fruits of His creative will. The world is judged by Him. Its sins stand under His divine judgment. The world is redeemed by Him. Without His grace mediated through Christ, human existence remains a problem to itself, being unable to escape by any effort of its own from the contradictions of a sinful existence.


    THE RELIGION OF SECULARISM


    In contrast to this faith, modern secularism has been interpreted by the Christian Church too much in terms of secularism’s own disavowal of religious faith. Strictly speaking, there is no such thing as secularism. An explicit denial of the sacred always contains some implied affirmation of a holy sphere. Every explanation of the meaning of human existence must avail itself of some principle of explanation which cannot be explained. Every estimate of values involves some criterion of value which cannot be arrived at empirically. Consequently the avowedly secular culture of today turns out upon close examination to be either a pantheistic religion which identifies existence in its totality with holiness, or a rationalistic humanism for which human reason is essentially god or a vitalistic humanism which worships some unique or particular vital force in the individual or the community as its god, that is, as the object of its unconditioned loyalty.


    This latter faith, the product of the romantic movement in western civilization, is the most obvious form of idolatry. It is also the most explicitly religious. Its emergence, particularly on the European Continent, in these latter days of a dying bourgeois culture, proves the irrelevance of critical categories which imply a simple and unqualified contrast between the religious and the secular. There are no irreligious cultures; and if there were, it could not be assumed that a religious culture is intrinsically superior to an irreligious one. The question is not whether we worship a god. That is not the question, on the one hand, because all men do, whether implicitly or explicitly; and on the other hand, the worship of false gods is in no sense preferable to complete agnosticism, if the latter were possible.


    The civilization and culture in which we are called upon to preach the Christian gospel is, in other words, not irreligious, but a devotee of a very old religion, dressed in a new form. It is the old religion of self-glorification. This is a very old religion because it involves the quintessence of human sin, as defined by St. Paul in the first chapter of Romans. Speaking of the Gentiles and their culpability in the sight of God he declares: “So that they are without excuse: because that, when they knew God, they glorified Him not as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools [and what an accurate description that is of the vainglory of our modern era], and changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds and four-footed beasts, and creeping things.”


    Every form of modern secularism contains an implicit or explicit self-glorification and deification in the sense described in the Letter to the Romans. Humanistic rationalism, forgetting that human reason as well as human physical existence is a derived, dependent, created and finite reality, makes it into a principle of interpretation of the meaning of life; and believes that its gradual extension is the guarantee of the ultimate destruction of evil in history. It mistakes the image of God in man for God Himself. It does not realize that the freedom by which man is endowed in his rational nature is the occasion for his sin as well as the ground of morality. It does not understand that by this reason nature’s harmless will-to-live is transmuted into a sinful will-to-power. It is by this reason that men make pretentious claims for their partial and relative insights, falsely identifying them with absolute truth. Thus rationalism always involves itself in two descending scales of self-deification. What begins as the deification of humanity in abstract terms ends as the deification of a particular type of man, who supposedly possesses ultimate insights. In Aristotelian rationalism this latter development is expressed in the deification of the aristocrat, whom to glorify the slave exists. In modern rationalism the final result is a glorification of bourgeois perspectives.


    The recent emergence of a more explicit type of self-glorification in race, State and nation, in religions of Blut und Boden represents the victory of romanticism over rationalism, to speak in purely cultural terms. More profoundly considered, this romantic development is a cynical reaction to the hypocritical pretensions of the rationalists. Let those of us who live in such parts of Western civilization in which the old rational humanism and universalism is not yet completely disintegrated guard ourselves against premature self-righteous judgments. It may be that our type of humanism represents a more sincere attempt to establish universal values and expresses an honest devotion to European civilization rather than to the defiant strength of a particular nation. But on the other hand, this bourgeois humanism tends to be oblivious to its own partial, national and bourgeois perspectives. Having erroneously identified its truth with the eternal truth, it naturally elicits the reaction of a curious kind of cynical romanticism. It is not without significance that rational humanism is still most robust in the nations which hold a dominant position, politically and economically, in the Western world, more particularly the Anglo-Saxon nations; while what we abhor as primitivistic romanticism flourishes in the less satisfied nations. Hypocrisy and implicit or covert self-glorification are always the particular temptation of the victors; and cynicism and a more explicit self-glorification the sin of the vanquished. The necessity of compensating for outraged self-esteem is the cause of this greater degree of explicitness in the deification of self.


    The whole story of modern culture might be truly chronicled in terms of the Parable of the Prodigal Son. The more rationalistic humanism is the son in the first stages of his emancipation from his father. The temper of modern culture is expressed quite precisely in the words of the son: “Father, give me the portion of goods that falleth to me.” Our civilization did not want to recognize its dependence upon a divine father, who is the source of all life and the judge of all human actions. It wanted an autonomous culture. It separated the “goods that falleth to me” from the divine patrimony and forgot the dangers of anarchy in this independence. The more romantic type of modern humanism, as revealed in the religio-political movements of the Continent, represents a more advanced state of disintegration. Here the son is “wasting his substance in riotous living,” a civilization allowing the vital energies of peoples and nations to express themselves in anarchic conflict with one another, and insisting that any vital or unique energy is morally self-justifying. The “mighty famine” when the son begins to be in want is still in the future, but our civilization is destined for such a catastrophe as so certain a consequence of the anarchy of its conflicting national passions and ambitions, that one may well speak of it as part of the contemporary picture.


    To leave for a moment the Parable of the Prodigal Son, a further reaction to bourgeois rationalism and humanism must be recorded which seeks to eliminate the errors of this dominant form of secularism. I refer to Marxism and the revolt of the proletarians in the Western world against the privileged sections of the community. In this newer form of humanism there is an explicit recognition of the finiteness of the human mind and the relation of human ideals to human interests; to the sinfulness, in short, of all human culture. Yet this very philosophy which sees the pretensions of all “the wise, the mighty and the noble” so clearly insists that it will be able to arrive at an absolute and universal position. In this creed the life of the proletariat has some mystic union with the absolute.


    Here then we have a nice combination of the romantic and the rationalistic strains in modern culture, a glorification of the vitality of the burden bearers of the world as the instrument of an ultimate universalistic humanism; but no recognition that this fateful class is also composed of sinful men and that their sin will become more apparent as soon as they cease to be the oppressed and become the victors. Inasfar as Marxism seeks to establish genuinely universal values it must not be equated with the fascism which defies every common interest in the name of its own self-justifying vitality. Nor can its superiority over the pretentious rationalism of bourgeois life be denied. But unfortunately, as every culture which is not confronted with the one holy God, the Creator, Lord and Judge of the world, it also ends in the sin of self-glorification.


    THE MESSAGE OF REPENTANCE


    The question is, what shall the Christian Church say to this modern culture, which began its adventure in autonomy with such gay self-assurance, which is already so deeply involved in “riotous living” and which faces so certain a doom of a mighty famine?


    We must, of course, preach the gospel to this, as to every generation. Our gospel is one which assures salvation in the Cross of Christ to those who heartily repent of their sins. It is a gospel of the Cross; and the Cross is a revelation of the love of God only to those who have first stood under it as a judgment. It is in the Cross that the exceeding sinfulness of human sin is revealed. It is in the Cross that we become conscious how, not only what is worst, but what is best in human culture and civilization is involved in man’s rebellion against God. It was Roman law, the pride of all pagan civilization, and Hebraic religion, the acme of religious devotion, which crucified the Lord. Thus does the Cross reveal the problem of all human culture and the dilemma of every human civilization.


    Repentance is the first key into the door of the Kingdom of God. “God resisteth the proud and giveth grace to the humble.” Whenever men trust their own righteousness, their own achievements, whenever they interpret the meaning of life in terms of the truth in their own culture or find in their own capacities a sufficient steppingstone to the Holy and the Divine, they rest their life upon a frail reed which inevitably breaks and leaves their life meaningless.


    Perhaps that is why the truest interpretations of the Christian faith have come in moments of history when civilizations were crumbling and the processes of history and the judgments of God had humbled human arrogance. The faith of the Hebrew prophets was thus formulated when the culture religion of Israel was threatened and finally overcome by the mighty civilizations of Assyria and Babylon. Augustine wrote the City of God when Roman civilization, once mighty enough to seem identical with civilization itself, had become the helpless victim of barbarians; and the renewal of the Christian gospel in the Protestant Reformation was, historically speaking, the consequence as well as the cause of the crumbling of a once proud medieval civilization. Proud men and successful civilizations find it difficult to know God, because they are particularly tempted to make themselves God. That is why “not many mighty, not many noble, not many wise after the flesh are called.” Without the godly sorrow that worketh repentance there can be no salvation.


    THE MESSAGE OF HOPE


    Just as the Christian gospel calls the proud to repent, it assures those who despair of a new hope. It is interesting how every religion which imparts a superficial meaning to life, and grounds that meaning in a dubious sanctity, finally issues in despair. Those who make the family their god must despair when the family is proved to be only a little less mortal than the individual. Those who make a god of their nation must despair when the might of their nation crumbles, as every creaturely and sinful might must: “For we are consumed by thine anger and by thy wrath are we troubled.” That is the despair which awaits many a young nationalistic pagan of Europe today. They might even, if they could see truly, despair in the triumph of their nation, for the nation in triumph is less worthy of reverence than the nation in defeat. Pride accentuates its sins, and there are no sufferings to prompt pity as a handmaiden of love in the heart of the patriot.


    Every humanistic creed is a cosmos of meaning sustained by a thin ice on the abysmal deeps of meaninglessness and chaos. Only the faith in God, who has been “our dwelling place in all generations,” and who was God “before the mountains were brought forth or ever the earth and the world were made,” can survive the vicissitudes of history, can rescue human existence from the despair in which it is periodically involved by its sinful pretensions, and the tragic disappointment of its facile hopes.


    The fulfillment of life, according to our Christian faith, is possible only through the mercy of God. All superficial questions about the meaning of life, all simple religions which imagine that faith in any god is better than no faith at all, fail to recognize that the ultimate question is not whether life has a meaning (which it must have or no one could live), but whether or not the meaning is tragic. The only serious competitor to Christianity as a spiritual religion is Buddhism, and in Buddhism life is conceived in terms of pure tragedy. Christianity is a faith which takes us through tragedy to beyond tragedy, by way of the Cross to a victory in the Cross. The God whom we worship takes the contradictions of human existence into Himself. This knowledge is a stumbling block to the Jews, and to the Gentiles foolishness, but to them that are called it is the power and the wisdom of God. This is a wisdom beyond human knowledge, but not contrary to human experience. Once known, the truth of the gospel explains our experiences which remain inexplicable on any other level. Through it we are able to understand life in all of its beauty and its terror, without being beguiled by its beauty or driven to despair by its terror.


    NOT OF THE WORLD, BUT IN THE WORLD


    While the gospel which we preach reveals a world which in its ground and its fulfillment transcends human history, it does not abstract us from this present history with all of its conflicts and tragic disappointments of arrogant hopes. We are in the world, and God’s Will, His Judgment and His Mercy impinge upon our daily actions and historic problems. We must bring forth fruits meet for repentance. What can those fruits be but the fruits of “love, joy, peace?” When the Church proclaims the love commandment to the world as the law of God it must guard against the superficial moralism of telling the world that it can save itself if men will only stop being selfish and learn to be loving. We dare not forget that in us, as well as in those who do not acknowledge the Christian gospel, there is a law in our members that wars against the law that is in our mind. The law of love is not kept simply by being preached. Yet it is the law of life and must be both preached and practised. It is a terrible heresy to suggest that, because the world is sinful, we have a right to construct a Machiavellian politics or a Darwinian sociology as normative for Christians.


    What is significant about the Christian ethic is precisely this: that it does not regard the historic as normative. Man may be, as Thomas Hobbes observed, a wolf to his fellowman. But this is not his essential nature. Let Christianity beware, particularly radical Protestantism, that it does not accept the habits of a sinful world as the norms of a Christian collective life. For the Christian only the law of love is normative. He would do well to remember that he is a sinner who has never perfectly kept the law of God. But neither must he forget that he is a child of God who stands under that law. Much of what passes for theological profundity today is no more than a subtle re-enactment of the part of the son in the Lord’s Parable who promised to do the father’s will and did not, leaving his will to be done by the son who had refused to promise it. How accurately that little parable of Christ pictures the superior passion for human justice of many outside the Church as against those who are in it. Frequently, believing Christians are tempted by their recognition of the sinfulness of human existence to disavow their own responsibility for a tolerable justice in the world’s affairs. Justice is not love. Justice presupposes the conflict of life with life and seeks to mitigate it. Every relative justice therefore stands under the judgment of the law of love, but it is also an approximation of it.


    A Christian pessimism which becomes a temptation to irresponsibility toward all those social tasks which constantly confront the life of men and nations, tasks of ordering the productive labor of men, of adjudicating their conflicts, of arbitrating their divergent desires, of raising the level of their social imagination and increasing the range of their social sympathies, such a pessimism cannot speak redemptively to a world constantly threatened by anarchy and suffering from injustice. The Christian gospel which transcends all particular and contemporary social situations can be preached with power only by a Church which bears its share of the burdens of immediate situations in which men are involved, burdens of establishing peace, of achieving justice, and of perfecting justice in the spirit of love. Thus is the Kingdom of God which is not of this world made relevant to every problem of the world.


    THE DANGER OF PROFANIZATION


    If the problem of presenting the Christian ethic to a non-Christian world without the spirit of self-righteousness is difficult, an even more far-reaching problem is the presentation of the gospel to a secular age. The truths of the Christian gospel are simple and clear. But it is not easy for any human institution to mediate them without pride or hypocrisy; and the Church is a human institution, though it is that institution where it is known that all human life stands under a divine judgment and within a divine mercy. The real difficulty of preaching the gospel of God’s mercy to the prodigal son, our modern culture, lies in the temptation to play the part of the elder brother in the Lord’s Parable. One might indeed elaborate this Parable without disloyalty to its meaning, with the suggestion that the younger son might well have been prompted to leave his father’s house because of the insufferable self-righteousness of the elder brother. At any rate, it is quite obvious that no Christian Church has a right to preach to a so-called secular age without a contrite recognition of the shortcomings of historic Christianity which tempted the modern age to disavow its Christian faith.


    Secularism is, on the one hand, the expression of man’s sinful self-sufficiency. It may be, on the other hand, a reaction to profanity. Some men are atheists because of a higher implicit theism than that professed by believers. They reject God because His name has been taken in vain, and they are unable to distinguish between His Holiness and its profanization. It is popular today in Christian circles to speak somewhat contemptuously of the errors and illusions of the secular culture which challenged Christianity so optimistically in the last two centuries and finds itself in such confusion today. It would be well to remember, however, that the primary conscious motive of this secularism (whatever may have been its unconscious and more sinful motives) was to break the chains which a profane Christianity had placed upon man.


    A profane Christianity, like the elder brother, ostensibly maintains its sense of dependence upon the Father, but it uses this relationship to satisfy a sinful egotism. It falsely identifies its relative and partial human insights with God’s wisdom, and its partial and relative human achievements with God’s justice. A profane Christianity falsely identifies the Church with the Kingdom of God. Since the historic Church is always touched with human finiteness, is subject to sociological forces and pressures, and victim of the prejudices and illusions of particular ages, any tendency to obscure or deny this fact becomes the final and most terrible expression of human sinfulness. Of that sin no Church has been free.


    Protestants may believe, and not without a measure of truth, that this sin of profaning the Holiness of God, of using His Name in vain, is a particular danger in Catholicism, for Catholicism has a doctrine of the Church in which what is human and what is divine in the Church is constantly subject to a confused identification of the one with the other. Yet no historic Christian institution is free of this sin. Every vehicle of God’s grace, the preacher of the word, the prince of the Church, the teacher of theology, the historic institution, the written word, the sacred canon, all these are in danger of being revered as if they were themselves divine. The aura of the divine word, which is transmitted through them, falsely covers their human frailties. The Christian Church has never followed St. Paul rigorously enough in his disavowal of divinity: “And when the people saw what Paul had done they lifted up their voices saying, in the speech of Lyconia: The gods have come down to us in the likeness of men . . . which when the Apostles Paul and Barnabas heard of they rent their clothes and ran in among the people crying out and saying, Sirs, why do ye these things? We also are men of like passions with you and preach unto you, that ye should turn from these vanities unto the living God, which made heaven and earth and the sea and all things that are therein” (Acts 14:11–15).


    SECULARISM AS A REACTION AGAINST A PROFANE CHRISTIANITY


    Modern secularism was forced to resist a profanization of the holiness of God both in the realm of the truth and in the realm of the good, in both culture and ethics. In the realm of culture the Christian religion was tempted to complete the incompleteness of all human culture by authoritative dicta, supposedly drawn from Scripture. It forgot that theology is a human discipline subject to the same relativities as any other human discipline. If modern culture was wrong in regarding the Anselmic axiom “Credo ut intelligam” as absurd because it failed to understand that reason cannot function without the presuppositions of faith, Christian culture was wrong in insinuating the specific insights and prejudices of a particular age into the “credo.” While modern science was wrong in assuming that its descriptions of detailed historical sequences in nature and history offered an adequate insight into the meaning of life, Christian culture was wrong in regarding its knowledge of the transhistorical sources of the meaning of life as adequate explanations of detailed sequences and efficient causation.


    Thus we have been subjected for centuries to a conflict between a theology which had become a bad science, and a science which implied an unconscious theology, a theology of unconscious presuppositions about the ultimate meaning of life. These presuppositions were doubly wrong. They were wrong in content and erroneous in being implicit rather than explicit. But surely the responsibility for this confusing conflict rests as much with a theology which had become a bad science as with a science which is a bad theology. In one sense all Orthodox Christian theology has been guilty of the sin of profanity. It has insisted on the literal and historic truth of its myths, forgetting that it is the function and character of religious myth to speak of the eternal in relation to time, and that it cannot therefore be a statement of temporal sequences.


    No Christian theology, worthy of its name, can therefore be without gratitude to the forces of modern secularism inasfar as their passion for truth was a passion for God. They failed indeed to recognize that every search for truth begins with a presupposition of faith. They did not know for this reason how vulnerable they were to the sneer of Pilate: “What is truth?”; and they could not consequently appreciate the affirmation of Christ: “I am the truth.” But this secularization of truth is no more culpable than the religious profanization of truth which blandly appropriates the truth in Christ for every human vagary and prejudice, for every relative insight and temporal perspective.


    The profanity of historic Christianity in regard to the problem of righteousness has been even more grievous than in regard to the problem of truth. Every human civilization is a compromise between the necessities and contingencies of nature and the Kingdom of God with its absolute love commandment. This is as true of a Christian as of an unchristian civilization. In a Christian, as well as in an unchristian civilization, the strong are tempted to exploit the weak, the community is tempted to regard itself as an end in itself, and the rulers are tempted to use their power for their own advantage. When the welter of relative justice and injustice, which emerges out of this conflict and confluence of forces, is falsely covered with the aura of the divine, and when the preservation of such a civilization is falsely enjoined as a holy duty, and when its rebels and enemies are falsely regarded as enemies of God, it is only natural that those who are most conscious of the injustices of a given social order, because they suffer from them, should adopt an attitude of cynical secularism toward the pretensions of sanctity made in behalf of a civilization. A profanization of the holiness of God leads inevitably to an effort to eliminate the sacred from human life. Invariably this effort is partially informed by a covert and implicit sense of the sacred, morally higher than the historic sanctity against which it protests. One need only study the perverted religious intensity of the nineteenth-century Russian nihilists to understand how a warfare against God may be prompted by a prophetic passion for God and scorn for the dubious political divinities which seek to borrow His holiness.


    It is impossible to understand the secularism of either the commercial classes or the radical proletarians of the past hundred and fifty years if it is not appreciated to what degree this secularism represents a reaction to the too intimate and organic relation of Christianity with a feudal society. The priest of religion and the landlord of an agrarian society were too closely related to each other and the former was too frequently the apologist and auxiliary gendarme of the latter.


    It may seem that this charge falls more heavily upon Catholicism than upon Protestantism, not only because of the historic relation of the former with a medieval culture and feudal civilization, but also because the latter is less prone to identify itself with the detailed economic and political arrangements of any society. But with its higher degree of detachment Protestantism has sometimes also revealed a higher degree of social irresponsibility. It has allowed its pessimism to betray it into a negative sanctification of a given social order on the assumption that any given order is preferable to anarchy and that the disturbance of the status quo might lead to anarchy.


    Thus Catholicism and Protestantism, between them, have exhausted the possibilities of error in Christianity’s relation to society. In either case peace and order through power were estimated too highly and the inevitable injustice of every stabilization of power was judged too leniently. Frequently Christianity was content to regard deeds of personal generosity and charity as adequate expressions of the Christian love commandment within a civilization in which every basic relationship was a complete denial of that commandment.


    The secularism both of our modern bourgeois civilization and of the more proletarian civilizations which threaten to replace it, is therefore something more than the religion of self-glorification. It combines this sin with a passion for justice which frequently puts the historic Church to shame. If the Christian Church is to preach its gospel effectively to men of such a culture, it must understand the baffling mixture of a new profanity and resistance to an old profanity which is comprehended in this culture.


    JUDGMENT MUST BEGIN AT THE HOUSE OF GOD


    Such a recognition is the clue to the problem of an effective proclamation of the Christian gospel in our day. If we preach repentance, it must be repentance for those who accept the Lord as well as for those who pretend to deny Him. If we preach the judgment of God upon a sinful world, it must be judgment upon us as well as upon those who do not acknowledge His judgments. If we preach the mercy of God, it must be with a humble recognition that we are in need of it as much as those who do not know God’s mercy in Christ. If we preach the obligation of the love commandment, the preacher must know that he violates that commandment as well as those who do not consciously accept its obligation. Nothing is cheaper and more futile than the preaching of a simple moralism which is based upon the assumption that the world need only to be told that selfishness is sin and that love is the law of life to beguile it from the anarchy of sin in which it is at present engulfed. Such a moralism, to which the modern Church is particularly prone, is blind to the real tragedy and persistence of sin in the world.


    To preach to others and become ourselves castaways is a peril in which all holy business is done. It is a peril to which the Church must succumb if it does not constantly hear the challenge of God to Jeremiah to “separate the precious from the vile”; to distinguish between what is genuinely the Lord’s will and our will, His holiness and our sin in the work of the Christian Church. The Kingdom of God was ushered in by the preaching of John the Baptist. The most profound element in John’s message of repentance was expressed in the words, “And think not to say within yourselves, We have Abraham to our Father; for I say unto you that God is able of these stones to raise up children unto Abraham.”† Not only the racial inheritors of a divine promise are tempted to rest complacently in the assurance “We have Abraham to our Father.” That is a temptation which assails all inheritors of a divine promise, including the Christian Church, the “Israel of God.” It is wholesome therefore for the Church to stand under the stinging rebuke “God is able of these stones to raise up children unto Abraham,” a rebuke in the form of a statement of fact which history has validated again and again.


    If the conscience of the Church feels the relevance to its own life of that rebuke, it can preach the gospel of a holy God, holy in righteousness and in mercy, without making sinful claims for itself in the name of that holiness, and it will be able to speak to the conscience of this generation, rebuking its sins without assuming a role of self-righteousness and overcoming its despair without finding satisfaction in the sad disillusionment into which the high hopes of modernity have issued.


    


    
      
        * Delivered before Oxford Conference on Church and Community in 1937.

      


      
        † Matt. 3:9.
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    DISCERNING THE SIGNS OF THE TIMES


    


    Discerning the Signs of the Times


    “The Pharisees also with the Sadducees came, and tempting desired him that he would shew them a sign from heaven. He answered and said unto them, When it is evening, ye say, It will be fair weather: for the sky is red. And in the morning, It will be foul weather today: for the sky is red and lowering. O ye hypocrites, ye can discern the face of the sky; but can ye not discern the signs of the times?”


    Mt. 16:1–3.


    


    WEATHER FORECASTING is one of the oldest forms of scientific knowledge. Since the most ancient days fishermen and men of the soil have been wont to look at the sky, to “cock a weather eye” at the rising or setting sun, at the cloud formations and other indices of prospective weather, and make their predictions of sunshine or rain. Every community has had its particularly shrewd forecasters to whom intuitive knowledge was frequently ascribed. But the supposed intuitions were merely unconsciously collated scientific data. They had studied various sequences in the weather, artfully weighed and balanced different variables, and thus arrived at their conclusions. The advance of science has increased the range of weather forecasting; but it is still a good symbol of the reliability of man’s objective knowledge when he analyzes the processes of nature. A mistake may be made; but personal interest is not likely to prompt the mistake, or tempt the observer to falsify data, or to draw wrong conclusions from the evidence.


    There is thus a reliability in our knowledge of the “face of the sky” which is practically unattainable in our discernment of the “signs of the times.” “Signs of the times” include all forms of historical, in contrast to, natural knowledge. To discern the signs of the times means to interpret historical events and values. The interpretation of history includes all judgments we make of the purpose of our own actions and those of others; it includes the assessment of the virtue of our own and other interests, both individual and collective; and finally it includes our interpretation of the meaning of history itself.


    The issue which brought the charge of “hypocrisy” from Jesus against those who asked for a “sign from heaven” concerned the ultimate issue about history. The meaning of Messianic expectations was at stake. Messianic expectations were expressions of the idea that history had a certain character and that it moved toward the fulfillment of its purpose. The age of the Messiah was the age in which the obscurities of history would be clarified; its frustrations would be overcome and human life would flower in a community of perfect peace and harmony. There were to be some special “signs” of this approaching end. The Pharisees and Sadducees were asking Jesus to produce these signs in order to validate his Messianic claims.


    Jesus’ answer implied that the “signs” were already manifest, but that those who desired them could not discern them because of their hypocrisy. The hypocritical element which entered into all Messianic calculations was the egoistic hope that the end of history would give Israel as the chosen nation, or the righteous of Israel, victory over their enemies and final justification in the sight of God and man. This egoistic form of Messianism leads to mistakes and miscalculations not only in regard to the ultimate “end” or meaning of history but in regard to any proximate end. Actually no nation or individual, even the most righteous, is good enough to fulfill God’s purposes in history. Jesus’ own conception of history was that all men and nations were involved in rebellion against God and that therefore the Messiah would have to be, not so much a strong and good ruler who would help the righteous to be victorious over the unrighteous, but a “suffering servant” who would symbolize and reveal the mercy of God; for only the divine forgiveness could finally overcome the contradictions of history and the enmity between man and God. But no self-righteous man or nation would be able to discern the “signs” (the impending cross, for instance) which would signify this kind of final clarification of history. The lack of discernment would be due, not to a defect of the mind in calculating the course of history, but to a corruption of the heart, which introduced the confusion of selfish pride into the estimate of historical events. This is the basis of our Lord’s charge of hypocrisy against those who desired a “sign” of the coming Kingdom. They were morally and spiritually unable to discern the sign of the Kingdom of God, which would not vindicate anyone, not even the righteous man against his foe, but which would rather be a vindication of God against all elements in human history which stood in defiance of His power and goodness.


    II


    It is not our concern, in this study, to analyze the particular form of hypocrisy which led Jesus’ contemporaries to the particular error of misinterpreting the ancient hope of a Messianic reign, but rather to study the difference in the source of error between all forms of historical knowledge and those dealing with the knowledge of nature, i.e., between the “face of the sky” and the “signs of the times.” This difference has been obscured in the whole of our modern culture, which fondly assumed that the kind of “objectivity” of which the natural sciences boast may be easily transferred to all historical, political and social judgments. This assumption rests upon a disregard of the partly conscious and partly unconscious dishonesty involved in the error of social and historical judgments. All false judgments of friend or foe, of accepted or rejected social movements, or of any aspect of man’s social life and the course of his history, must be charged, at least partly, to hypocrisy. Therefore the elimination of error is never purely an intellectual enterprise but a moral and spiritual one. The highest degree of objectivity and impartiality in the assessment of historical values is achieved by a quality of religious humility, which gains awareness of the unconscious dishonesty of judgment and seeks to correct it.


    The difference between the knowledge of nature and the knowledge and estimate of our fellowmen is this: in the knowledge of nature the mind of man is at the center of the process of knowing; and the self with all its fears, hopes and ambitions is on the circumference. In the knowledge of historical events the self, with all its emotions and desires, is at the center of the enterprise; and the mind is on the circumference, serving merely as an instrument of the anxious self. The reason for this difference is obvious. When we look at a flower or a star, at a geological formation or at a problem in chemistry, the prestige and the security of the knower are not involved. The things we see are what they are; and no emotion can change the facts or alter the conclusions. If we try to assess the meaning of some facts of nature for the human enterprise, we are already on a different level of knowledge where the whole weight of human pride and insecurity may be felt. One school of thought may seek to prove that natural history invalidates all human claims to a unique kind of creaturehood among the other creatures; while another school of thought may seek to deny obvious facts of natural history, as for instance the fact of evolution, because these prove man’s relation to other creatures and are therefore felt to be an affront to human pride. The whole evolutionary controversy was charged with non-scientific and non-objective factors on both sides. In the one case scientific philosophies were too prone to seek an escape from the unique responsibilities of human freedom; and in the other case orthodox religionists were too anxious to prove too much and to assert the dignity of man by denying his creatureliness.


    The conflict over scientific philosophies suggests that any philosophy, even one which claims to rest purely on the science of nature, is on the borderline between the objective knowledge of nature and the subjective and “existential” knowledge of history. Wherever judgments are made about the relation of man to nature, they are a part of a total religious interpretation of life, in which detailed facts of nature and history are brought into a total scheme of meaning. These schemes of meaning are always something more and something less than mere constructs of thought. They are always systems of faith. Such systems must finally deal with man’s sense of the meaning of the whole and of his place in that meaning. In seeking to find his own place in the whole, man is always subject to two contradictory temptations. He is tempted on the one hand to claim a too unique and central place in the whole scheme of things; on the other hand he is tempted to flee from his responsibilities by denying the unique place which he has in the created world by virtue of his freedom.


    Most philosophies are on the borderline between the knowledge of nature and the knowledge of history. On the borderline there is a mixture of the objective knowledge of nature and the subjectively colored knowledge of human events and purposes. This borderline does not alter the essential contrast between the two types of knowing. When we behold not a flower or a star, but a friend or foe; when we estimate not natural sequences, but the course of human history; when we weigh not the actions and reactions of the atoms of nature, but the ambitions and purposes of our competitors and comrades, we are never disinterested observers. We are always part of the drama of life which we seek to comprehend; and participants in the conflicts and comradeships which we seek to arbitrate or enjoy. Our judgments of others are mixed with emotions prompted by our strength or our weakness in relation to them. Their virtues and advantages may excite our jealousy or prompt our emulation. Their vices may tempt us to hatred. Their weakness may elicit our pity or their strength arouse our fear. We are involved as total personalities in the affairs of history. Our mind is never a pure and abstract intelligence when it functions amidst the complexities of human relations. There is no vantage point, individual or collective, in human history from which we could judge its movements with complete impartiality. There is not even a point in time from which we could judge past events with complete impartiality. It is true of course that some periods of history are, or appear to be, sufficiently dead to seem irrelevant to the contest of interests and values which color our judgments in the present moment. But we can never be sure. Our judgment of Hamilton or Jefferson is still partly determined by contemporary party prejudice; and even an analysis of the causes of the decline of ancient Rome is certain to be mixed with social and political convictions, derived from contemporary situations. That is why the writing of history remains a political weapon. When the Russian communists change their party line, they also give a new and different estimate of the significance of Peter the Great, or even of Ivan the Terrible.


    Just as there are only vantage points of relative impartiality in time from which we view the past, so there are only vantage points of relative impartiality from which we view the present scene. All human justice depends upon the organization of relatively impartial judicial instruments, through which the endless conflicts of interest between men are arbitrated. But if the issues reach deep enough into the very foundations of the society upon which the court rests, its judgments become interested judgments. In the international society, no genuine instruments of impartial justice have, as yet, been created. Even a war, which by the common consent of mankind is judged a just war against aggression, prompts some social and political judgments which future generations will regard as partisan prejudices or as expressions of the power, rather than the justice, of the victors.


    It is of course important for any society to have as many organs of relative impartiality as possible, both official and unofficial. There is, for instance, a professional group in modern society which is not immediately involved in the contests of power which divide the industrial community. The relative impartiality of such a group may greatly contribute to the mitigation of party animosity. Furthermore, a degree of impartiality may be achieved purely by intellectual process. For the higher and wider the intellectual perspective, the better are men able to see, not merely the interest of their own nation or group, but those of competing groups.


    But whatever the merits and achievements of these organs of relative impartiality, there is no place in human history where the affairs of our fellowmen can be viewed in purely intellectual terms. We are always part of the drama of life which we behold; and the emotions of the drama therefore color our beholding.


    There is no novelty in this observation. The common sense of mankind has always taken cognizance of these partialities and has shrewdly learned to discount the judgments of interested participants in any enterprise. But little has been done to estimate the moral, as distinguished from the intellectual, factors which are involved in our errors of historical judgment. Marxism, which first developed the theory of the “ideological taint” in our political judgments, regards dishonest rationalizations as primarily due to the finiteness of human perspectives. Engels specifically denies that any element of conscious dishonesty enters into these errors. This is due to the fact that the Marxist theory of human consciousness is too naturalistic to appreciate the indeterminate freedom of man and the consequent transcendence of the self over its limited judgments. Yet Marxist polemics against the “bourgeois” foe always assume the dishonesty which is explicitly disavowed in the Marxist theory of “ideology.”


    Actually our historical judgments, when carefully analyzed, reveal a bewildering compound of unconscious ignorance and conscious rationalization of selfish interests. If we think that the second world war was fought for the sake of achieving an “American century,” that judgment (which is incidentally remarkably similar to the Messianic errors castigated by Christ) is partly derived from the limited perspective of Americans, who naturally look at the world from an American vantage point. But it is also partly derived from a conscious American pride and will-to-power which would bring the world under American domination.


    If a woman underestimates the beauty of a rival that is an error in judgment which can not be corrected by, let us say, a course in æsthetics. Personal jealousies weigh more heavily in such judgments than purely intellectual estimates of beauty. In the treason trial of Marshal Pétain, the Marshal claimed that he was honestly seeking to preserve France in a difficult situation, while his enemies maintained that he used the catastrophe which befell his nation to further personal ambitions, conceived long before. Some witnesses hesitated to charge the defendant with conscious treason; and insisted only that his actions, whatever his motives, were detrimental to the interests of his nation. This restraint was commendable even though the weight of evidence was on the side of those who charged a conscious advancement of personal ambition. The restraint was justified because the mixture of motives in any person is so complex and bewildering that none of us can be certain about any judgments which pretend to search the secret of men’s hearts. We can not even be certain about our judgments of our own motives, perhaps least of all about our own. Since we usually do not deceive others without also deceiving ourselves, our motives are frequently “honest” after we have dishonestly constructed the imposing façade of ideal intentions.


    The awful evils which arise from race prejudice are regarded by some observers as a form of conscious perversity, and by others as the consequence of mere ignorance. When race prejudice is fully conceived it brings forth the most terrible cruelties. These cruelties would seem to justify the theory of a consciously perverse race pride. Yet the soil out of which they spring is no different in kind than that which nourishes the seemingly harmless false judgments about the virtues and vices of other groups which one meets at practically every dinner conversation. Race pride is actually derived from a mixture of ignorance and anxiety. We judge the other race falsely because we ignorantly make the partial and particular standards of our own group into the final criteria of beauty, virtue or truth. We also judge it falsely because we fear the competitive threat of the other group and seek to discount it.


    The combination of ignorance and dishonesty, which determines the composition of our social prejudices, is occasioned by the fact that all men are creatures of limited perspectives and yet are also free spirits who have some knowledge of the larger frame of reference in which their judgment and their interest are not the center of the scheme of things. Our anxieties as weak creatures in competition with other forms of life prompt us to advance our own interests. Our strength as rational and spiritual creatures enables us to advance these interests beyond their rightful range. Our further capacity to recognize the invalidity of these claims means that we must, with some degree of conscious dishonesty, hide our special interests and claims, and merge them with the more universal and general interests.


    Thus it is that every party claim and every national judgment, every racial and religious prejudice, and every private estimate of the interests and virtues of other men, is something more and something less than a purely intellectual judgment. From the simplest judgment of our rival and competitor to the most ultimate judgment about the character of human history and the manner of its final fulfillment, we are tempted to error by our anxieties and our pride; and we seek to hide the error by pretension. We can not discern the signs of the times because we are hypocrites.


    III


    The achievement of a decent measure of honesty in our judgment of our fellowmen, and in our estimate of the meaning of the human drama in which we are involved, is therefore something else than a mere intellectual achievement. It is a religious achievement which requires that the human tendency to claim a final position of judgment, though we are interested participants of the drama, must be overcome. The lurking dishonesty of our judgments by which we hide our own interests in our pretended devotion to the general welfare must be searched out. The implicit idolatry, by which we usurp a more central position in the scheme of things, must be judged. The fact that the real solution of the problem is to triumph over the temptation to idolatry proves that the issue which confronts us has a religious dimension. It can not be solved by ordinary moral idealism; for that always degenerates into self-righteousness. It can be solved only by religious contrition. The prayer of the Psalmist: “Search me, O God, and know my heart: try me, and know my thoughts: And see if there be any wicked way in me, and lead me in the way everlasting” measures the dimension in which our self-judgments must take place. We must recognize that only a divine judgment, more final than our own, can complete the whole structure of meaning in which we are involved; and can discern the hidden dishonesties by which we claim a false finality for our various interested positions in the drama. To ask God to “see if there be any wicked way in me” is to admit the partly conscious and partly unconscious character of the dishonesty of our judgments. If we were not partly conscious of them we would not be prompted to the desire for a searching of the heart from beyond ourself. If we were fully conscious of them we would not require that God “see if there be any wicked way in me.” We know and yet we do not know how dishonest we are. In the moment of prayer in which we become more fully conscious of the dishonesty of our judgments, we also achieve a fuller measure of honesty. Out of the humility of prayer grows the charity for comrade and foe. The recognition that we all stand under a more ultimate bar of judgment mitigates the fury of our self-righteousness and partly dissolves the wickedness of our dishonest pretensions.


    We do not know the God who judges us except by faith. As Christians we have by faith accepted the revelation of His will and purpose in the love of Christ. We therefore know the criterion of His judgments to be that love. We know that all forms of self-seeking, even the most subtle, fall short of that standard. But we must not claim too much for our knowledge of God and of His judgments. When we do, we merely make God the ally of our interested position in the scheme of things. Christian faith must contritely admit that the Christian, as well as every other religion, has frequently accentuated the fury of party conflict and increased the measure of human pretensions. It has done this to such a degree that secular idealists who strive for intellectual disinterestedness and impartiality have sometimes shamed the community of the faithful and have introduced more charity into the human community than they. These idealists have been prompted to deny the religious solution of this problem because they have so frequently observed religious emotion accentuating, rather than mitigating, the idolatry of man.


    The secularists and the faithful alike usually fail to see that religion as such is no cure for human pride and pretension. It is the final battleground between pride and humility. There is no form of the Christian faith, no matter how profound its insights about the finiteness and sinfulness of man and the majesty of God, which can prevent some devotees of that faith from using it to claim God too simply as the ally of this or that human enterprise and as the justification for this or that partial human judgment. But these terrible aberrations of faith also can not invalidate the truth of the final insight of Christian faith in which the God is recognized who stands above (and in some sense against) all human judgments; who judges us even while we judge our foe; who completes the drama of history which we always complete falsely because we make ourselves, our culture, and our nation, the premature center of its completion.


    St. Paul perfectly expresses this humility of faith in the words: “With me it is a very small thing that I should be judged of you, or of man’s judgment: yea, I judge not mine own self. For I know nothing by myself; yet am I not hereby justified: but he that judgeth me is the Lord.”1 The sense of a divine judgment beyond all human judgments is rightly apprehended by St. Paul as having a double edge. To find it “a very small thing” to be judged of men means that we recognize the provisional and interested character of judgments which are made against, or for, us by others. We will therefore not be swollen by pride because others think well of us. We will remember that they do not know the secret of our hearts. Perhaps they have been taken in too easily by our dishonest pretensions. Neither will we take their disapproval too seriously. The sense of a more ultimate judgment arms us with the courage to defy the false judgments of the community. The idea that our conscience is purely a social and sociological product is ridiculous in view of the fact that the power of conscience has always been most perfectly expressed when men have defied the mediocre or perverse standards of a given community in the name of a religiously apprehended higher standard. The most fruitful resource for the defiance of tyranny has always been the faith which could declare, “We must obey God rather than man.”


    But the other edge of the faith which discerns a divine judgment beyond our own is directed against the estimates which we make of ourselves, rather than against those made of us by others. “I know nothing by myself,” declares St. Paul, “yet am I not hereby justified.” We do of course frequently know something against ourselves. We judge the action of yesterday wrong in the contrite contemplation of today. But if that should give us an uneasy conscience we may regain our self-respect by the observation that what we are today must be virtuous; otherwise we could not have found the action of yesterday contrary to virtue. Thus we never know anything against ourselves ultimately. The self is always righteous in its self-analysis and secure in its self-esteem until it feels itself under a more ultimate judgment than its own. Most of us are constitutionally self-righteous as we contend with and against our fellowmen in the great contests of life. We never know anything against ourselves. The only moments in which the self-righteousness is broken are moments of genuine prayer. Yet something of that broken spirit and contrite heart can be carried into the contests of life. If this is done the dishonesties and pretensions which color all our social and historical judgments can be mitigated. We can moderate the hypocrisy which prevents us from discerning the “signs of the times.” A measure of charity is insinuated into our judgments of other groups and nations. The condemnation of even a wicked foe is made in “fear and trembling” because we know that even that judgment stands under a more ultimate one. And by that fear and trembling our righteous wrath is saved from degenerating into self-righteous vindictiveness.


    This religious humility is also the final source of a truer comprehension of the whole human enterprise. It saves us from expecting a Messiah who will complete history by preferring us to our enemies, or by helping us to achieve an American or Anglo-Saxon century, or possibly a Russian one. The errors and hypocrisies which creep into our various historical judgments always finally culminate in an erroneous conception of the meaning of history and of history’s fulfillment. Both the historical conceptions of bourgeois liberalism and of Marxist utopianism are involved in errors, similar to those which Christ castigated in his day. They assumed that history would culminate in either the triumph of the bourgeois classes over their aristocratic foes; or in the triumph of the proletarian classes over their middle-class foes. Actually both the middle classes and the workers have been significant bearers of justice in history. They would have been, and would be, more perfect instruments of justice if they had not been tempted to regard themselves as the final judges and the final redeemers of history. Because of that lack of humility and that new form of pretension, they introduced new forms of injustice into history in the very attempt of abolishing old ones. Other Messianic classes and nations will make the same mistake. That is why the mystery of history can not be resolved except in the divine mercy. And that mercy can only be comprehended and apprehended by those who acknowledge that all classes and groups, all cultures and nations, are tainted with hypocrisy in their judgment of the contestants in and of the whole drama of history.


    The wisdom by which we deal with our fellowmen, either as comrades or competitors, is not so much an intellectual achievement as the fruit of a humility which is gained by prayer. The faith through which we understand the meaning of our existence and the fulfillment of that meaning in the divine mercy is, ultimately, a gift of grace and not the consequence of a sophisticated analysis of the signs of the times. We are not merely minds but total personalities. We can deal with immediate issues as minds. But we deal with all ultimate issues as personalities. And we deal with them truly only if not the ignorance of the mind but the pride of the heart has been vanquished.


    Mystery and Meaning


    “For now we see through a glass darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am known.”


    I Cor. 13:12.


    


    THE TESTIMONIES of religious faith are confused more greatly by those who claim to know too much about the mystery of life than by those who claim to know too little. Those who disavow all knowledge of the final mystery of life are so impressed by the fact that we see through a glass darkly that they would make no claim of seeing at all. In the history of culture such a position is known as agnosticism. Agnosticism sees no practical value in seeking to solve the mystery of life. But there are not really many agnostics in any age or culture. A much larger number of people forget that they see through a glass darkly. They claim to know too much.


    Those who claim to know too much may be divided into two groups, one ostensibly religious and the other irreligious. The irreligious resolve the problem of human existence and the mystery of the created world into systems of easily ascertained meaning. They deny that there is any mystery in life or the world. If they can find a previous cause for any subsequent effect in nature, they are certain that they have arrived at a full understanding of why such and such a thing exists. The natural cause is, for them, an adequate explanation of anything they may perceive.


    The religious group on the other hand recognizes that the whole of the created world is not self-explanatory. They see that it points beyond itself to a mysterious ground of existence, to an enigmatic power beyond all discernible vitalities, and to a “first cause” beyond all known causes. But they usually claim to know too much about this eternal mystery. Sometimes they sharply define the limits of reason, and the further limits of faith beyond reason, and claim to know exactly how far reason penetrates into the eternal mystery, and how much further faith reaches. Yet though they make a distinction between faith and reason, they straightway so mix and confuse reason and faith that they pretend to be able to give a rational and sharply defined account of the character of God and of the eternal ground of existence. They define the power and knowledge of God precisely, and explain the exact extent of His control and foreknowledge of the course of events. They dissect the mysterious relation between man’s intellectual faculties and his vital capacities, and claim to know the exact limits of physis, psyche and nous, of body, soul and spirit. They know that man is immortal and why; and just what portion and part of him is mortal and what part immortal. Thus they banish the mystery of the unity of man’s spiritual and physical existence. They have no sense of mystery about the problem of immortality. They know the geography of heaven and of hell, and the furniture of the one and the temperature of the other.


    A genuine Christian faith must move between those who claim to know so much about the natural world that it ceases to point to any mystery beyond itself and those who claim to know so much about the mystery of the “unseen” world that all reverence for its secret and hidden character is dissipated. A genuine faith must recognize the fact that it is through a dark glass that we see; though by faith we do penetrate sufficiently to the heart of the mystery not to be overwhelmed by it. A genuine faith resolves the mystery of life by the mystery of God. It recognizes that no aspect of life or existence explains itself, even after all known causes and consequences have been traced. All known existence points beyond itself. To realize that it points beyond itself to God is to assert that the mystery of life does not dissolve life into meaninglessness. Faith in God is faith in some ultimate unity of life, in some final comprehensive purpose which holds all the various, and frequently contradictory, realms of coherence and meaning together. A genuine faith does not mark this mysterious source and end of existence as merely an X, or as an unknown quantity. The Christian faith, at least, is a faith in revelation. It believes that God has made Himself known. It believes that He has spoken through the prophets and finally in His Son. It accepts the revelation in Christ as the ultimate clue to the mystery of God’s nature and purpose in the world, particularly the mystery of the relation of His justice to His mercy. But these clues to the mystery do not eliminate the periphery of mystery. God remains deus absconditus.


    Of the prophets of the Old Testament, the Second Isaiah is particularly conscious of the penumbra of mystery which surrounds the eternal and the divine. He insists upon the distance between the divine wisdom and human counsels: “Who hath directed the spirit of the Lord, or being his counsellor hath taught him?”2 He emphasizes the transcendence of God’s power: “It is he that sitteth upon the circle of the earth, and the inhabitants thereof are as grasshoppers . . . that bringeth the princes to nothing; he maketh the judges of the earth as vanity.”3 The question of the meaning of life must not be pressed too far, according to the prophet: “Woe unto him that striveth with his Maker. . . . Shall the clay say to him that fashioneth it, What makest thou? . . . Woe unto him that saith unto his father, What begettest thou? or to the woman, What hast thou brought forth?”4 Faith, as the prophet conceives it, discerns the meaning of existence but must not seek to define it too carefully. The divine wisdom and purpose must always be partly hid from human understanding—“For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts.”5


    The sense of both mystery and meaning is perhaps most succinctly expressed in the forty-fifth chapter of Isaiah, where, practically in the same breath, the prophet declares on the one hand, “Verily thou art a God that hidest thyself, O God of Israel, the Saviour,”6 and on the other, insists that God has made Himself known: “I have not spoken in secret, in a dark place of the earth: I said not unto the seed of Jacob, Seek ye me in vain: I the Lord speak righteousness, I declare things that are right.”7 This double emphasis is a perfect symbolic expression both of the meaning which faith discerns and of the penumbra of mystery which it recognizes around the core of meaning. The essential character of God, in His relations to the world, is known. He is the Creator, Judge and Saviour of men. Yet He does not fully disclose Himself, and His thoughts are too high to be comprehended by human thought.


    II


    For some centuries the intellectual life of modern man has been dominated by rebellion against medieval faith. The main outlines of modern culture are defined by modern man’s faith in science and his defiance of the authority of religion. This conflict between the faith which flowered in the thirteenth century and that which flowered in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is a conflict between two forms of faith which in their different ways obscured the penumbra of the mystery of life and made the core of meaning too large. Medieval Catholicism was not completely lacking in a reverent sense of mystery. The rites of the Church frequently excel the more rationalized forms of the Protestant faith by their poetic expression of mystery. There is, for instance, an advantage in chanting rather than saying a creed. The musical and poetical forms of a creed emphasize the salient affirmation of faith which the creed contains, and slightly derogate the exact details of symbolism through which the basic affirmation is expressed. That is a virtue of the liturgical and sacramental Church, which is hardened into a pitiless fundamentalism when every “i” is dotted and every “t” crossed in the soberly recited credo.


    On the other hand the same Catholic faith combined a pretentious rationalism with its sense of poetry. Any careful reading of the works of Thomas Aquinas must impress the thoughtful student with the element of pretension which informs the flowering of the Catholic faith in the “golden” thirteenth century. There seems to be no mystery which is not carefully dissected, and no dark depth of evil which is not fully explained, and no height of existence which is not scaled. The various attributes of God are all carefully defined and related to each other. The mysteries of the human soul and spirit are mastered and rationally defined in the most meticulous terms. The exact line which marks justice from injustice is known. Faith and reason are so intermingled that the characteristic certainty of each is compounded with the other. Thus a very imposing structure is created. Yet it ought to have been possible to anticipate the doubts which it would ultimately arouse. Granted its foundation of presuppositions, every beam and joist in the intellectual structure is reared with perfect logical consistency. But the foundation is insecure. It is a foundation of faith in which the timeless affirmations of the Christian belief are compounded with detailed knowledge characteristic of a pre-scientific age. An age of science challenged this whole foundation of presupposition and seemed to invalidate the whole structure.


    The new age of science attempted an even more rigorous denial of mystery. The age of science traced the relations of the world of nature, studied the various causes which seemed to be at the root of various effects in every realm of natural coherence; and came to the conclusion that knowledge dissolved mystery. Mystery was simply the darkness of ignorance which the light of knowledge dispelled. Religious faith was, in its opinion, merely the fear of the unknown which could be dissipated by further knowledge. In the one case the “spiritual,” the “eternal” and the “supernatural,” conceived as a separate and distinct realm of existence (instead of as the final ground and ultimate dimension of the unity of existence), is so exactly defined that the penumbra of mystery is destroyed. In the other case the “natural,” the “temporal” and the “material” are supposedly comprehended so fully that they cease to point beyond themselves to a more ultimate mystery. There are significant differences between these two ways of apprehending the world about us and the depth of existence within us; but the differences are no greater than the similarity between them. Both ways contain an element of human pretension. Both fail to recognize that we see through a glass darkly.


    III


    We see through a glass darkly when we seek to understand the world about us; because no natural cause is ever a complete and adequate explanation of the subsequent event. The subsequent event is undoubtedly causally related to preceding events; but it is only one of many untold possibilities which might have been actualized. The biblical idea of a divine creator moves on a different level than scientific concepts of causation. The two become mutually exclusive, as they have done in the controversies of recent ages, only if, on the one hand, we deny the mysterious element in creation and regard it as an exact explanation of why things are as they are and become what they become; and if, on the other hand, we deny the mystery which overarches the process of causation in nature. Thus two dimensions of meaning, each too exactly defined, come in conflict with each other. More truly and justly conceived, the realm of coherence, which we call nature, points to a realm of power beyond itself. This realm is discerned by faith, but not fully known. It is a mystery which resolves the mystery of nature. But if mystery is denied in each realm, the meaning which men pretend to apprehend in each becomes too pat and calculated. The depth of meaning is destroyed in the process of charting it exactly. Thus the sense of meaning is deepened, and not annulled, by the sense of mystery.


    The understanding of ourselves is even more subject to seeing through a glass darkly than the understanding of the world about us. We “are fearfully and wonderfully made.” Man is a creature of nature, subject to its necessities and bound by its limits. Yet he surveys the ages and touches the fringes of the eternal. Despite the limited character of his life, he is constantly under compulsions and responsibilities which reach to the very heart of the eternal.


    “Thou hast beset me behind and before,


    And laid thine hand upon me.


    Such knowledge is too wonderful for me;


    It is high, I cannot attain unto it.”


    confesses the Psalmist in recording the universal human experience of feeling related to a divine lawgiver and judge.


    “Whither shall I go from thy spirit?


    Or whither shall I flee from thy presence?


    If I ascend into heaven, thou art there:


    If I make my bed in hell, behold, thou art there.


    If I take the wings of the morning,


    And dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea;


    Even there shall thy hand lead me,


    And thy right hand shall hold me.”8


    Thus the Psalmist continues in describing the boundless character of the human spirit, which rises above and beyond all finite limitations to confront and feel itself confronted by the divine.


    The finiteness of human life, contrasted with the limitless quality of the human spirit, presents us with a profound mystery. We are an enigma to ourselves.


    There are many forms of modern thought which deny the mystery of our life by reducing the dimension of human existence to the level of nature. We are animals, we are told, with a slightly greater reach of reason and a slightly “more complex central nervous system” than the other brute creatures. But this is a palpable denial of the real stature of man’s spirit. We may be only slightly more inventive than the most astute monkey. But there is, as far as we know, no Weltschmerz in the soul of any monkey, no anxiety about what he is and ought to be, and no visitation from a divine accuser who “besets him behind and before” and from whose spirit he can not flee. There is among animals no uneasy conscience and no ambition which tends to transgress all natural bounds and become the source of the highest nobility of spirit and of the most demonic madness.


    We are a mystery to ourselves in our weakness and our greatness; and this mystery can be resolved in part only as we reach into the height of the mysterious dimension of the eternal into which the pinnacle of our spiritual freedom seems to rise. The mystery of God resolves the mystery of the self into meaning. By faith we find the source of our life: “It is he that hath made us and not we ourselves.” Here too we find the author of our moral duties: “He that judgeth me is the Lord.” And here is the certitude of our fulfillment: “But then shall I know even as also I am known,” declares St. Paul. This is to say that despite the height of our vision no man can complete the structure of meaning in which he is involved except as by faith he discerns that he “is known,” though he himself only “knows in part.” The human spirit reaches beyond the limit of nature and does not fully comprehend the level of reality into which it reaches. Any interpretation of life which denies this height of reality because it ends in mystery gives a false picture of the stature of man. On the other hand any interpretation which seeks to comprehend the ultimate dimension by the knowledge and the symbols of the known world also gives a false picture of man. Such theologies obscure the finiteness of human knowledge. We see through a glass darkly when we seek to discern the divine ground and end of human experience; we see only by faith. But by faith we do see.


    IV


    The source of the evil in us is almost as mysterious as the divine source and the end of our spiritual life. “O Lord,” cried the prophet, “why hast thou made us to err from thy ways, and hardened our heart from thy fear?”9 We desire the good and yet do evil. In the words of St. Paul, “I delight in the law of God after the inward man: but I see another law in my members, warring against the law of my mind.”10 The inclination to evil, which is primarily the inclination to inordinate self-love, runs counter to our conscious desires. We seem to be betrayed into it. “Now if I do that I would not, it is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me,”11 declares St. Paul, in trying to explain the powerful drift toward evil in us against our conscious purposes. There is a deep mystery here which has been simply resolved in modern culture. It has interpreted man as an essentially virtuous creature who is betrayed into evil by ignorance, or by evil economic, political, or religious institutions. These simple theories of historical evil do not explain how virtuous men of another generation created the evil in these inherited institutions, or how mere ignorance could give the evil in man the positive thrust and demonic energy in which it frequently expresses itself. Modern culture’s understanding of the evil in man fails to do justice to the tragic and perplexing aspect of the problem.


    Orthodox Christianity on the other hand has frequently given a dogmatic answer to the problem, which suggests mystery, but which immediately obscures the mystery by a dogmatic formula. Men are evil, Christian orthodoxy declared, because of the “sin of Adam” which has been transmitted to all men. Sometimes the mode of transmission is allowed to remain mysterious; but sometimes it is identified with the concupiscence in the act of procreation. This dogmatic explanation has prompted the justified protest and incredulity of modern man, particularly since it is generally couched in language and symbols taken from a pre-scientific age.


    Actually there is a great mystery in the fact that man, who is so created that he can not fulfill his life except in his fellowmen, and who has some consciousness of this law of love in his very nature, should nevertheless seek so persistently to make his fellowmen the tools of his desires and the objects of his ambitions. If we try to explain this tendency toward self-love, we can find various plausible explanations. We can say it is due to the fact that man exists at the juncture of nature and spirit, of freedom and necessity. Being a weak creature, he is anxious for his life; and being a resourceful creature, armed with the guile of spirit, he seeks to overcome his insecurity by the various instruments which are placed at his disposal by the resources of his freedom. But inevitably the security which he seeks for himself is bought at the price of other men’s security. Being an insignificant creature with suggestions of great significance in the stature of his freedom, man uses his strength to hide his weakness and thus falls into the evil of the lust for power and self-idolatry.


    These explanations of man’s self-love are plausible enough as far as they go. But they are wrong if they assume that the peculiar amphibious situation of man, being partly immersed in the time process and partly transcending it, must inevitably and necessarily tempt him to an inordinate self-love. The situation does not create evil if it is not falsely interpreted. From whence comes the false interpretation? There is thus great profundity in the biblical myth of the serpent who “tempted” Eve by suggesting that God was jealous of man’s strength and sought to limit it. Man’s situation tempts to evil, provided man is unwilling to accept the peculiar weakness of his creaturely life, and is unable to find the ultimate source and end of his existence beyond himself. It is man’s unbelief and pride which tempt to sin. And every such temptation presupposes a previous “tempter” (of which the serpent is the symbol). Thus before man fell into sin there was, according to Biblical myth, a fall of the devil in heaven. The devil is a fallen angel who refused to accept his rightful place in the scheme of things and sought a position equal to God.


    This then is the real mystery of evil; that it presupposes itself. No matter how far back it is traced in the individual or the race, or even preceding the history of the race, a profound scrutiny of the nature of evil reveals that there is an element of sin in the temptation which leads to sin; and that, without this presupposed evil, the consequent sin would not necessarily arise from the situation in which man finds himself. This is what Kierkegaard means by saying that “sin posits itself.” This is the mystery of “original sin” about which Pascal truly observes that “without this mystery man remains a mystery to himself.”


    Purely sociological and historical explanations of the rise of evil do not touch the depth of the mystery at all. Christian dogmatic explanations have some sense of it; but they obscure it as soon as they have revealed it by their pat dogmatic formulae. In dealing with the problem of sin the sense of meaning is inextricably interwoven with the sense of mystery. We see through a glass darkly when we seek to understand the cause and the nature of evil in our own souls. But we see more profoundly when we know it is through a dark glass that we see than if we pretend to have clear light upon this profound problem.


    V


    The final mystery about human life concerns its incompleteness and the method of its completion. Here again modern culture has resolved all mystery into simple meaning. It believes that the historical process is such that it guarantees the ultimate fulfillment of all legitimate human desires. It believes that history, as such, is redemptive. Men may be frustrated today, may live in poverty and in conflict, and may feel that they “bring their years to an end like a tale that is told.” But the modern man is certain that there will be a tomorrow in which poverty and war and all injustice will be abolished. Utopia is the simple answer which modern culture offers in various guises to the problem of man’s ultimate frustration. History is, according to the most characteristic thought of modern life, a process which gradually closes the hiatus between what man is and what he would be. The difficulty with this answer is that there is no evidence that history has any such effect. In the collective enterprises of man, the progress of history arms the evil, as well as the good, with greater potency; and the mystery of how history is to be brought to completion, therefore, remains on every level of human achievement. It may in fact express itself more poignantly in the future than in the past.


    Furthermore, there is no resolution of the problem of the individual in any collective achievement of mankind. The individual must continue to find the collective life of man his ultimate moral frustration, as well as his fulfillment. For there is no human society, and there can be none, the moral mediocrity of which must not be shocking to the individual’s highest moral scruples. Furthermore, the individual dies before any of the promised collective completions of history.


    But this is not all. The problem of death is deeply involved with the problem of sin. Men die with an uneasy conscience and must confess with the Psalmist, “for we are consumed by thine anger and by thy wrath are we troubled.” Any honest self-analysis must persuade us that we end our life in frustration not only because “our reach is beyond our grasp,” i.e., because we are finite creatures with more than finite conceptions of an ultimate consummation of life, but also because we are sinners who constantly introduce positive evil into the operations of divine providence.


    The answer of Christian faith to this problem is belief in “the forgiveness of sin and life everlasting.” We believe that only a power greater than our own can complete our incomplete life, and only a divine mercy can heal us of our evil. Significantly St. Paul adds this expression of Christian hope immediately to his confession that we see through a glass darkly. We see through a glass darkly now, “but then” we shall “see face to face.” Now we “know in part” but “then” we shall know even as we are known. This Christian hope makes it possible to look at all the perplexities and mysteries of life without too much fear.


    In another context St. Paul declares: “We are perplexed, but not unto despair.” One might well divide the world into those who are not perplexed, those who are perplexed unto despair, and those who are perplexed but not unto despair. Those who are not perplexed have dissolved all the mysteries and perplexities of life by some simple scheme of meaning. The scheme is always too simple to do justice to the depth of man’s problem. When life reveals itself in its full terror, as well as its full beauty, these little schemes break down. Optimism gives way to despair. The Christian faith does not pretend to resolve all perplexities. It confesses the darkness of human sight and the perplexities of faith. It escapes despair nevertheless because it holds fast to the essential goodness of God as revealed in Christ, and is therefore “persuaded that neither life nor death—are able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.”


    It can not be denied, however, that this same Christian faith is frequently vulgarized and cheapened to the point where all mystery is banished. The Christian faith in heaven is sometimes as cheap as, and sometimes even more vulgar than, the modern faith in Utopia. It may be even less capable of expressing the final perplexity and the final certainty of faith. On this issue, as on the others we have considered, a faith which measures the final dimension of existence, but dissipates all mystery in that dimension, may be only a little better or worse than a shallow creed which reduces human existence to the level of nature.


    Our situation is that, by reason of the freedom of our spirit, we have purposes and ends beyond the limits of the finiteness of our physical existence. Faith may discern the certainty of a final completion of life beyond our power, and a final purging of the evil which we introduce into life by our false efforts to complete it in our own strength. But faith can not resolve the mystery of how this will be done. When we look into the future we see through a glass darkly. The important issue is whether we will be tempted by the incompleteness and frustration of life to despair; or whether we can, by faith, lay hold on the divine power and wisdom which completes what remains otherwise incomplete. A faith which resolves mystery too much denies the finiteness of all human knowledge, including the knowledge of faith. A faith which is overwhelmed by mystery denies the clues of divine meaning which shine through the perplexities of life. The proper combination of humility and trust is precisely defined when we affirm that we see, but admit that we see through a glass darkly.


    VI


    Our primary concern in this exposition of the Pauline text has been to understand the fact that the Christian faith is conscious of the penumbra of mystery which surrounds its conception of meaning. Yet in conclusion it must be emphasized that our faith can not be identified with poetic forms of religion which worship mystery without any conception of meaning. All such poetic forms of faith might well be placed in the category of the worship of the unknown God, typified in the religion which Paul found in Athens. In contrast to this religion Paul set the faith which is rooted in the certainty that the mysterious God has made Himself known, and that the revelation of His nature and purpose, apprehended by faith, must be declared: “Whom therefore ye ignorantly worship him declare I unto you.” This declaration of faith rests upon the belief that the divine is not mere mystery, the heart of it having been disclosed to those who are able to apprehend the divine disclosure in Christ. It is by the certainty of that faith that St. Paul can confidently look toward a future completion of our imperfect knowledge: “Now I know in part, but then shall I know.” The indication that faith regards the meaning, which has been disclosed, as victorious over the mystery of existence is the expression of a certain hope that “then shall I know.” Faith expects that ultimately all mystery will be resolved in the perfect knowledge of God.


    Faith in a religion of revelation is thus distinguished on the one side from merely poetic appreciations of mystery, just as on the other side it is distinguished from philosophies of religion which find the idea of revelation meaningless. Revelation is meaningless to all forms of rational religion which approach the mystery of life with the certainty that human reason can at length entirely resolve the mystery. The Christian faith is the right expression of the greatness and the weakness of man in relation to the mystery and the meaning of life. It is an acknowledgment of human weakness, for, unlike “natural religion” and “natural theology,” it does not regard the human mind as capable of resolving the enigma of existence because it knows that human reason is itself involved in the enigma which it tries to comprehend. It is an acknowledgment of the greatness of the human spirit because it assumes that man is capable of apprehending clues to the divine mystery and accepting the disclosure of the purposes of God which He has made to us. It is a confession at once of both weakness and strength, because it recognizes that the disclosures of the divine are given to man, who is capable of apprehending them, when made, but is not capable of anticipating them.


    According to the Christian faith there is a light which shineth in darkness; and the darkness is not able to comprehend it. Reason does not light that light; but faith is able to pierce the darkness and apprehend it.
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    FAITH AND HISTORY


    


    The Current Refutation of the Idea of Redemption Through Progress


    I


    IT WOULD have been difficult for the generations of the twentieth century to survive the hazards and to face the perplexities of our age in any event, since every problem of human existence had been given a wider scope than known in previous ages. But our perplexities became the more insoluble and the perils to which we were exposed became the more dangerous because the men of this generation had to face the rigors of life in the twentieth century with nothing but the soft illusions of the previous two centuries to cover their spiritual nakedness. There was nothing in the creeds and dogmas of these centuries which would have enabled modern men either to anticipate or to understand the true nature of the terrors and tumults to which they would be exposed.


    The history of mankind exhibits no more ironic experience than the contrast between the sanguine hopes of recent centuries and the bitter experiences of contemporary man. Every technical advance, which previous generations regarded as a harbinger or guarantor of the redemption of mankind from its various difficulties, has proved to be the cause, or at least the occasion, for a new dimension of ancient perplexities.


    A single article of faith has given diverse forms of modern culture the unity of a shared belief. Modern men of all shades of opinion agreed in the belief that historical development is a redemptive process. It was the genuine achievement of modern historical science to discover that human culture is subject to indeterminate development. Natural science added the discovery that nature, as well as human culture and institutions, undergoes an evolutionary process. Thus the static conception of history which characterized the Middle Ages as well as antiquity was breached. It would be more accurate to say that the discoveries of the historical and natural sciences gave modern men a final justification for a new faith which had been developing since the Renaissance. Joachim of Flores had given the first intimation of it in the late Middle Ages when he transmuted Christian eschatology into the hope of a transfigured world, of a future age of the Holy Spirit, in which the antinomies and ambiguities of man’s historic existence would be overcome in history itself.


    The Renaissance, which ostensibly restored classical learning, was actually informed by a very unclassical sense of history. It retained, or returned to, the cyclical interpretation of history, as known in the classical age; but historical cycles became spirals of advance in Renaissance historiography. Its passion for a return to old disciplines was submerged by its enthusiasm for man’s new and growing powers. This enthusiasm was increased as evidence accumulated that among man’s unique gifts belonged the capacity to increase his freedom and power indeterminately. Had not human institutions developed from crude and barbaric beginnings to their present proud estate? The nineteenth century added to this new certainty not only the assurance that nature itself was subject to growth but also the obvious achievements of applied science. The phenomenal technical advances of the century, outstripping the slow conquest of nature of all previous eras, seemed to be the final proof of the validity of modern man’s new faith in history. The classical conception of time as a cycle of endless recurrences was finally overcome. Time was no longer a mystery which required explanation. It became the principle of interpretation by which the mystery of life was comprehended. History was no longer an enigma. It became the assurance of man’s redemption from his every ill.


    The modern age is variously described as an age of science or as an age of reason. Confidence in the power of reason, and particularly in the inductive and empirical strategy of the rational faculty, is indeed a characteristic of our age. But the classical ages also believed in the power and virtue of reason. Modern culture is distinguished by its confidence, both in the growing power of reason and in its capacity, when rightly disciplined, to assure the development of every human power and virtue.


    The dominant note in modern culture is not so much confidence in reason as faith in history. The conception of a redemptive history informs the most diverse forms of modern culture. The rationalist, Leibnitz, shared it with the romanticist, Herder. Kant’s critical idealism was not so obviously informed by the new historical sense as the thought of Hegel, who had reinterpreted Platonism to conform to the historical consciousness of modernity; but Kant was as certain as Hegel of a movement of history toward increasing rationality. J.S. Mill’s utilitarianism stood in sharp contradiction to Kant’s ethics; but Mill agreed with Kant that history was moving toward a universal concord of life with life. The difference between the French Enlightenment’s materialism and the idealism of the German Enlightenment made no appreciable difference in the common historical optimism of both. The French physiocrats believed that progress would be assured by the removal of the irrelevancies of historical restraints from the operation of the laws of nature; while Comte thought it would be achieved by bringing social process under the control of an elite of social scientists. But this contrast between determinism and voluntarism (which is, incidentally, never composed in modern culture) had no influence upon the shared belief in progress. There is only a slight difference in optimism between the deterministic thought of Herbert Spencer and the modern voluntarism of John Dewey.


    Even Karl Marx, who introduced a provisional historical catastrophism to challenge the optimism of bourgeois life, did not shake the modern conception of a redemptive history basically. He saw in the process of historical development certain “dialectical” elements not observed in bourgeois theories. He knew that there is disintegration as well as increasing integration in history; that there is death as well as growth. But he also believed that a new life and a new age would rise out of the death of an old one with dialectical necessity. Catastrophe was the certain prelude of redemption in his scheme of salvation. The ultimate similarity between Marxist and bourgeois optimism, despite the provisional catastrophism of the former, is, in fact, the most telling proof of the unity of modern culture. It is a unity which transcends warring social philosophies, conflict between which contributed to the refutation of a common hope.


    The goal toward which history was presumably moving was variously defined. The most unreflective forms of historical optimism in the nineteenth century assumed that increasing physical comfort and well-being were the guarantee of every other form of advance. Sometimes the enlarging human community was believed to be developing inevitably toward a universal community, for “clans and tribes, long narrowly self-regarding, are finally enlarged and compacted into nations; and nations move inevitably, however slowly, into relations with one another, whose ultimate goal is the unification of mankind.”12 It may be recorded in passing that scarcely a single student in the modern era noted the marked difference between the task of unifying tribes, nations and empires and the final task of the unification of mankind. In the former case there is always some particular force of geography, language, common experience or the fear of a common foe which furnishes the core of cohesion. In the latter case unity must be achieved in defiance of the unique and particularistic forces of historical concretion.


    Sometimes, as in H. G. Wells’ Outline of History, the historical process is assumed to be moving toward the democratization, as well as the universalization, of the human community. The democratic culmination, toward which history was presumably moving, was frequently defined in contradictory terms. Libertarians thought they saw a movement toward increasing liberty while equalitarians and collectivists thought they could discern a movement toward more intense social cohesion.


    Nor was there agreement about the cause of historical advance. Social Darwinism as well as other forms of naturalism looked upon historical development as a mere extension of natural evolution. The Darwinists saw the guarantee of progress in the survival of the fittest. Others discerned a movement in both nature and history from consistent egoism to a greater and greater consideration of the interests of others.13


    More frequently historical development was regarded not so much as an extension of forces operative in nature as a negation of natural impulses through the growth of mind. The method of reason’s triumph over the irrationalities of nature was, however, variously interpreted. The French Enlightenment assigned reason the primary function of discerning the “laws of nature” and of destroying man’s abortive efforts to circumvent these laws. Comte, on the other hand, believed that a scientific political program would bring the irrational factors in man’s common life under rational control. Condorcet believed that justice would triumph when universal education destroyed the advantage which the shrewd had over the simple. Or it was assumed that increasing rationality would gradually destroy the irrational (primarily religious) justifications of special privilege.14 Or that increasing reason would gradually prompt all men to grant their fellowmen justice, the power of logic requiring that the interests of each individual be brought into a consistent scheme of value.15 More recently the psychological sciences have hoped for the increasing control or elimination of self-regarding impulses and the extension of human sympathy through the rational control of man’s sub-rational life.


    Though modern culture is predominantly rationalistic, so that even naturalistic philosophies place their primary confidence in increasing rationality, the subordinate romantic distrust of reason must not be obscured. Romanticism in its most consistent form has a preference for the primitive, which implies a pessimistic estimate of the growth of civilization. Rousseau’s dictum that men were born free and are now everywhere in chains led to a provisional pessimism; but this did not prevent him from elaborating a system of historical optimism, based on confidence in the possibility of bringing all competing wills into the concurrence of a general will. Bergson’s distrust of reason likewise failed to arrest his optimistic conclusions about historical development. He placed his confidence in the growth of a mystical capacity, which would lift men from particular to universal loyalties.16


    The fact that the prevailing mood of modern culture was able to transmute the original pessimism of romanticism into an optimistic creed proves the power of this mood. Only occasionally the original pessimism erupts in full vigor, as in the thought of a Schopenhauer or Nietzsche. The subjugation of romantic pessimism, together with the transmutation of Marxist catastrophism establishes historical optimism far beyond the confines of modern rationalism. Though there are minor dissonances the whole chorus of modern culture learned to sing the new song of hope in remarkable harmony. The redemption of mankind, by whatever means, was assured for the future. It was, in fact, assured by the future.


    II


    There were experiences in previous centuries which might well have challenged this unqualified optimism. But the expansion of man’s power over nature proceeded at such a pace that all doubts were quieted, allowing the nineteenth century to become the “century of hope”17 and to express the modern mood in its most extravagant terms. History, refusing to move by the calendar, actually permitted the nineteenth century to indulge its illusions into the twentieth. Then came the deluge. Since 1914 one tragic experience has followed another, as if history had been designed to refute the vain delusions of modern man.


    The “laws” and tendencies of historical development proved in the light of contemporary experience to be much more complex than any one has supposed. Every new freedom represented a new peril as well as a new promise. Modern industrial society dissolved ancient forms of political authoritarianism; but the tyrannies which grew on its soil proved more brutal and vexatious than the old ones. The inequalities rooted in landed property were levelled. But the more dynamic inequalities of a technical society became more perilous to the community than the more static forms of uneven power. The achievement of individual liberty was one of the genuine advances of bourgeois society. But this society also created atomic individuals who, freed from the disciplines of the older organic communities, were lost in the mass; and became the prey of demagogues and charlatans who transmuted their individual anxieties and resentments into collective political power of demonic fury.


    The development of instruments of communication and transportation did create a potential world community by destroying all the old barriers of time and space. But the new interdependence of the nations created a more perplexing problem than anyone had anticipated. It certainly did not prompt the nations forthwith to organize a “parliament of man and federation of the world.” Rather it extended the scope of old international frictions so that a single generation was subjected to two wars of global dimensions. Furthermore the second conflict left the world as far from the goal of global peace as the first. At its conclusion the world’s peace was at the mercy of two competing alliances of world savers, the one informed by the bourgeois and the other by the proletarian creed of world redemption. Thus the civil war in the heart of modern industrial nations, which had already brought so much social confusion into the modern world, was re-enacted in the strife between nations. The development of atomic instruments of conflict aggravated the fears not only of those who lacked such instruments, but of those who had them. The fears of the latter added a final ironic touch to the whole destiny of modern man. The possession of power has never annulled the fears of those who wield it, since it prompts them to anxiety over its possible loss. The possession of a phenomenal form of destructive power in the modern day has proved to be so fruitful of new fears that the perennial ambiguity of man’s situation of power and weakness became more vividly exemplified, rather than overcome. Thus a century which was meant to achieve a democratic society of world-scope finds itself at its half-way mark uncertain about the possibility of avoiding a new conflict of such proportions as to leave the survival of mankind, or at least the survival of civilization, in doubt.


    The tragic irony of this refutation by contemporary history of modern man’s conception of history embodies the spiritual crisis of our age. Other civilizations have assumed their own indestructibility, usually indulging in pretensions of immortality in a “golden age,” precisely when their ripeness was turning into over-ripeness and portents of their disintegration were becoming discernible. It remained for the culture of the Renaissance and Enlightenment to raise this Hybris of civilizations to a new and absurd height by claiming to have found the way of arresting the decay not merely of a particular civilization but of civilization as such. Was not the “scientific conquest of nature” a “sure method” by which the “wholesale permanent decay of civilization has become impossible”?18 Had not the scientific method established the dominion of man over nature in place of “the dominion of man over the labor of others” which was the “shaky basis” of older civilizations?


    Contemporary experience represents a Nemesis which is justly proportioned in its swiftness and enormity to the degree of Hybris which had expressed itself in modern life. In one century modern man had claimed to have achieved the dizzy heights of the mastery both of natural process and historical destiny. In the following century he is hopelessly enmeshed in an historical fate, threatening mutual destruction, from which he seems incapable of extricating himself. A word of Scripture fits the situation perfectly: “He that sitteth in the heavens shall laugh: the Lord shall have them in derision” (Psalms 2:4).


    The modern experience belongs in the category of pathos or irony rather than tragedy, because contemporary culture has no vantage point of faith from which to understand the predicament of modern man. It is therefore incapable either of rising to a tragic defiance of destiny, as depicted in Greek drama, or of achieving a renewal of life through a contrite submission to destiny, as in Christian tragedy. Subsequent centuries (if, indeed, there be survivors capable of reflecting upon the meaning of the experience of this age) may discern in it the pathos characteristic of Thomas Hardy’s novels. For the actors in the drama are enmeshed in an inscrutable fate, which either drives them to despair or for which they find false interpretations.


    Most of the explanations of contemporary catastrophe are derived from principles of interpretation which were responsible for modern man’s inability to anticipate the experiences which he now seeks to comprehend. A culture, rooted in historical optimism, naturally turns first of all to the concepts of “retrogression” and “reversion” to explain its present experience. Thus Nazism is interpreted as a “reversion to barbarism” or even as a “reversion to the cruelty of the Middle Ages.” We are assured that mankind has no right to expect an uninterrupted ascent toward happiness and perfection. Comfort is drawn from the figure of a “spiral” development. This is usually accompanied by the assurance that no recession ever reaches the depth of previous ones and that each new “peak” achieves a height beyond those of the past. This spiral version of the concept of progress is hardly more adequate than the simpler version; for both the failures and achievements of advanced civilizations are incommensurable with those of simpler societies. To call them better or worse by comparison is almost meaningless. Insofar as comparisons can be made it is idle to regard the tyrannies and anarchies which result from the breakdown of an advanced and highly integrated civilization as preferable to the social confusion of more primitive societies.


    An equally favored mode of reassurance is to take a long view of history, to enlarge upon the millennia of pre-historic barbarism which preceded the known, and comparatively brief, period of civilized life, and to express the hope that present misfortunes belong to the period of civilization’s infancy which will be forgotten in the unimagined heights of perfection which will be achieved in the unimagined subsequent ages. So James Bryce wrote in the period of disillusionment, following the first world war: “Shaken out of that confident hope in progress . . . mankind must resume its efforts toward improvement in a chastened mood, . . . consoled by the reflection that it has taken a thousand years to emerge from savagery and less than half that time to rise above the shameless sensualities of the ancient world and the ruthless ferocity of the Dark Ages.”19


    A modern biologist seeks comfort in a similar logic: “When world wide wars, with their indescribable sufferings and horrors, brutalities and tyrannies shake one’s faith in human progress, it is comforting to take a long view of cosmic evolution and remember that the longest wars are but a fraction of a second on the clock of life on earth, and that ‘eternal process moving on’ is not likely to stop today or tomorrow.”20


    These comforting assurances rest upon the dubious assumption that the “shameless sensualities” of the ancient world and the “ruthless ferocity” of the Dark Ages have no counterpart in modern life. The belief that human brutality is a vestigial remnant of man’s animal or primitive past represents one of the dearest illusions of modern culture, to which men cling tenaciously even when every contemporary experience refutes it.


    The appeal to future millennia of the world’s history, in comparison with which past history is but a brief episode and its periods of conflict but seconds on the clock of time, is hardly reassuring when for instance the history of warfare in this brief episode is considered. For that history contains the development from partial and limited to total wars; and the evolution of means of combat from spears to atomic bombs. To be sure historical development contains creative movements as well as progress in means of destruction. But the fact that history contains such developments as progress in the lethal efficacy of our means of destruction and the increasing consistency of tyrannical governments must prove the vanity of our hope in historical development as such. The prospect of the extension of history into untold millennia must, if these facts are considered, sharpen, rather than assuage, man’s anxiety about himself and his history.


    A more favored explanation of present catastrophies is to hold the “cultural lag” responsible for them, which means to attribute them to the failure of man’s social wisdom to keep pace with his technical advances. This explanation has the merit of being quite true as an interpretation of specific evils, arising from specific maladjustments between a culture and its social institutions, or between the economic and technical arrangements of an era and its political forms. It nevertheless hides a profound illusion with reference to the total situation.


    One of the most potent causes of historical evil is the inability of men to bring their customs and institutions into conformity with new situations. Political institutions developed in a pastoral society maintain themselves stubbornly in an agrarian economy; and agrarian institutions are projected into a commercial age. In a period of rapid technical advance these maladjustments are a source of great social confusion. It is obvious, for instance, that the sometimes extravagant individualism of the commercial age is not an adequate social philosophy for the intense social cohesion of a new industrial age; and that the national sovereignties of the past must be abridged to permit the growth of international political institutions, consonant with the economic interdependence of modern nations. All this is clear.


    The error embodied in the theory of the cultural lag is the modern assumption that the “cultural lag” is due merely to the tardiness of the social sciences in achieving the same standards of objectivity and disinterestedness which characterize the natural sciences. This belief embodies the erroneous idea that man’s knowledge and conquest of nature develop the wisdom and the technics required for the knowledge and the conquest of human nature.


    It is man in the unity of his being who must come to terms with his fellowmen and, for that matter, with himself. Scientific knowledge of what human nature is and how it reacts to various given social situations will always be of service in refashioning human conduct. But ultimately the problems of human conduct and social relations are in a different category from the relations of physical nature. The ability to judge friend or foe with some degree of objectivity is, in the ultimate instance, a moral and not an intellectual achievement, since it requires the mitigation of fears and prejudices, envies and hatreds which represent defects, not of the mind, but of the total personality. Moreover, the ability to yield to the common good, to forego special advantages for a larger measure of social justice, to heal the breach between warring factions by forgiveness, or to acknowledge a common human predicament between disputants in a social situation, is the fruit of a social wisdom to which science makes only ancillary contributions. This type of wisdom involves the whole of man in the unity of his being. The modern belief that “scientific objectivity” may be simply extended from the field of nature to the field of history obscures the unity of the self which acts, and is acted upon, in history. It also obscures the ambiguity of the human self; for the self as the creature of history is the same self which must be the creator of history. The creaturely limitations which corrupt his actions as creator are, however, never the limitations of mere ignorance. The self as creator does not master the self as creature merely by the extension of scientific technics. The hope that everything recalcitrant in human behaviour may be brought under the subjection of the inclusive purposes of “mind” by the same technics which gained man mastery over nature is not merely an incidental illusion, prompted by the phenomenal achievements of the natural sciences. It is the culminating error in modern man’s misunderstanding of himself. Thus the principle of comprehension by which modern culture seeks to understand our present failure belongs to the misunderstanding about man’s life and history which contributed to that failure. The spiritual confusions arising from this misunderstanding constitute the cultural crisis of our age, beyond and above the political crisis in which our civilization is involved.


    The contradiction between the hopes of yesterday and the realities of today has created something like despair in those parts of the world where past stabilities have been most seriously shaken; and it is generating a kind of desperate complacency in those parts of the world in which the crisis of the age is dimly, though not fully, sensed.


    The time is ripe, at any rate, to survey both the modern and the Christian and classical ideas of man’s relation to history. Such a study may reveal the roots of modern misconceptions about man’s history more clearly and it may restore the relevance of previous answers to the problem of human destiny, which were prematurely discarded.


    The Biblical View: The Sovereignty of God and Universal History


    I


    THE IDEA of a divine creation of the temporal world is not a uniquely Biblical concept. It does distinguish Biblical thought from the modern idea of a self-explanatory temporal order. But the Bible shares the idea of creation with those religions which do not regard the world of time and particularity as an emanation from, or corruption of, the eternal world. Neither is the Biblical idea of a divine sovereignty over historical destiny unique. From primitive totemism through the ancient imperial religions there is an idea of a more potent power than any human will being effective in the destiny of the tribe, nation or empire.


    Yet the Biblical concept of a divine sovereignty over individual and collective historical destiny has a unique quality. This quality is given to Biblical thought by the fact that the God who is operative in historical destiny is not conceived as the projection or extension of the nation’s or individual’s ideals and purposes, nor as a power coextensive with, or supplementary to, the nation’s power; nor as a force of reason identical with the Logos which the human mind incarnates.


    Israel does not choose God. God chooses Israel; and this choice is regarded as an act of grace for which no reason can be given, other than God’s own love (Deuteronomy 7:7–8). In Biblical thought, the grace of God completes the structure of meaning, beyond the limits of rational intelligibility in the realm of history, just as divine creation is both the fulfillment and the negation of intelligibility for the whole temporal order.


    The idea of a source and end of life, too transcendent to the desires, capacities, and powers of human life to be either simply comprehended by the human mind or easily manipulated for human ends, represents the radical break of Biblical faith with the idolatrous tendencies in all human culture. This God stands over against man and nation and must be experienced as “enemy” before he can be known as friend. Human purposes, insofar as they usurp the divine prerogatives, must be broken and redirected, before there can be a concurrence between the divine and the human will.


    This God is not made in any human image. The decalogue, in fact, rigorously prohibits the making of any image of God in order to guard His mystery and incomprehensibility. He is Deus Absconditus. The Second Isaiah reminds men in His name that “my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways” (Isaiah 55:8). There is a wide gulf between His Majesty and any human sovereignty: “Behold, the nations are as a drop of a bucket, and are counted as the small dust of the balance. . . . All nations before him are as nothing; and they are counted to him less than nothing, and vanity” (Isaiah 40:15, 17).


    This radical otherness of God is an offense to all rationalistic interpreters of life and history. Yet the worship of this God is the basis for the first genuine conception of a universal history; and it remains the basis for the only possible universalism which does not negate or unduly simplify the meaning of history in the process of universalizing it. This is an example of the relation of mystery to meaning in Biblical faith. Mystery does not annul meaning but enriches it. It prevents the realm of meaning from being reduced too simply to rational intelligibility and thereby being given a false center of meaning in a relative or contingent historical force or end.


    Historically the prophets are responsible for this radical conception; but they could not have been capable of such a thought had it not been implicit in the idea of the covenant of God with Israel, which the prophets did not invent, though they interpreted and reinterpreted it. The idea of God choosing Israel as an act of grace, since Israel had no power or virtue to merit the choice, represents a radical break in the history of culture. It is, in a genuine sense, the beginning of revelation; for here a nation apprehends and is apprehended by the true God and not by a divine creature of its own contrivance. The proof of the genuineness of His majesty and of the truth of His divinity is attested by the fact that He confronts the nation and the individual as the limit, and not the extension, of its own power and purpose. He is the enemy and judge of every human pretension which transgresses the limits of human finiteness.21


    Two ideas, basic to a Biblical interpretation of history, are implicit in this radical conception of the relation of God to historical destiny. One is the idea of a universal history. The other is that history is filled with man’s proud and pretentious efforts to defy the divine sovereignty, to establish himself as god by his power or virtue, his wisdom or foresight.


    The idea of a universal history emerges by reason of the fact that the divine sovereignty which overarches all historical destiny is not the possession of any people or the extension of any particular historical power. The other idea lays the foundation for the Biblical conception of the complexity of history. It calls attention to the fact that the human agents do not simply conform to the divine will in history; but that they defy the divine purpose, precisely because they identify their purpose and power too simply with the divine purpose. Thereby the creativity of human freedom is turned into destructiveness. If there is a pattern and meaning in the historical drama it must be worked out against this human rebellion, which sows confusion into the order of history and makes its final end dubious. Each of these ideas must be more carefully examined.


    II


    It is a scandal for all rationalistic interpretations of history that the idea of a universal history should have emerged from the core of a particular historical event, whether that event be the covenant of God with Israel, or, as the New Testament conceives it, the “second covenant,” instituted by the coming of Christ. Universally valid concepts of meaning must be found, according to rationalistic interpretations of history, in recurrences and forms to which all historical phenomena conform. But, as we have already noted, classical culture creates a purely negative idea of a universal history by this method. All of history is subject to the cycle of birth and death, of growth and decay. No special meaning can be assigned to the unique achievements of any individual life or culture. Modern culture, on the other hand, comprehends the meaning of history too positively as an endless development of human power and wisdom; and is driven to despair when the antinomies of good and evil manifest themselves in this development.


    The “scandal of particularity” (einmaligkeit) in the Biblical interpretation is a necessary part of revelation in Biblical faith. The mysterious divine power, which explains the beginning, the present order and the final end of history, represents a depth of mystery and meaning which is not fully disclosed by the obvious coherences of nature and sequences of history. Yet Biblical faith is not identical with agnosticism. It believes that God does disclose His purposes. The disclosure takes place in significant events of history. The revelatory power of these events must be apprehended by faith. So apprehended they prove to be more than particular events. They are “mighty acts” of God in which the meaning of the whole drama of human life is made clear. This clarification is always an act of redemption as well as of revelation. For God reveals both His mercy and His judgement in these disclosures. If the disclosure is therefore apprehended in repentance and faith it will also lead to a reformation of life. It cannot be apprehended without repentance, because the God who stands against us, “whose thoughts are not our thoughts” (Isaiah 55:8) cannot be known if we do not contritely abate the pretension of reaching God by our thought or of regarding His power as an extension of our power. Thus the faith which apprehends the disclosure of the divine mercy and will implies and requires a repentance which leads to a reformation and redemption of life.


    In the Old Testament every profound prophetic interpretation of God’s covenant with Israel leads to the indictment that Israel has broken the covenant and that it must turn from its evil ways if it would live. The dialectical fact that the special destiny of a nation exposes it to a special peril of pride and that capitulation to this temptation subjects Israel to a uniquely severe divine condemnation is perfectly expressed by the first of the great prophets, Amos: “You only have I known of all the families of the earth; therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities” (Amos 3:2). This logic is normative for the whole Biblical interpretation of history. Though Israel never ceases to be tempted to make itself the perverse center of universal history, there is no justification for this pride and complacency in Biblical faith. The rigor of the differentiation between God and Israel, and between His Majesty and every human sovereignty, is an important element in the prophetic conception of a universal history. Prophetic universalism has its own history. Not every prophet was as loyal to it as Jeremiah and the Second Isaiah; and nationalistic motifs appear in even the profoundest of the prophets. They appear also in the apocalyptic visions of a messianic period in which history was to be both fulfilled and ended.


    Nevertheless, the logic of this universalism is clear. God’s special destiny for Israel implies no special security. In the ultimate instance His sovereignty over all nations expresses itself even over those nations which do not know Him. The rigor of the prophetic conception of the divine transcendence contributes to the idea of a universal history in two ways:


    1) History is conceived as unity because all historical destinies are under the dominion of a single divine sovereignty.22 The fact that the unity is not established empirically by tracing the interpenetration of cultures and civilizations with each other prevents a false universalism in which the destiny of a particular nation or culture is made into a false center of meaning for the whole story of mankind. While Israel does have a central place in the drama of history, it has no special security. Amos challenges the inchoate messianic hopes of a national triumph of Israel. He predicts that “the day of the Lord will be darkness and not light.” In the “new covenant” or the “New Testament” the triumph of Israel as the clue to the meaning of history is even more specifically denied. The revelation of Christ as the center of and clue to history’s meaning is both the negation and the fulfillment of all partial meanings in history, as they are embodied in national, imperial, and even world-wide cultures.


    From the standpoint of modern interpretations of history this conception of the unity of history by faith will seem to be merely a primitive and provisional sense of a total story of mankind, transcending the separate stories of various nations and cultures. The faith which maintains it will seem to be the fruit of the immaturity of an early culture, which lacked the capacity to correlate the various historical destinies and prove them to be empirically all part of one total story. It is true that the elaboration of the historical sciences since the days of the prophets has made it possible to trace various strands of unity. Furthermore the development of technics, particularly man’s triumph over time and space, has made various previously disparate and unrelated cultures contiguous. It would seem, therefore, that the story of mankind is progressively becoming one story, both through an actual growth in cultural interpenetration and through the development of historical sciences, able to trace and analyze such interpenetrations.


    It is worth noting, however, that in all modern efforts to explicate the unity of history as a fact of historical science or as proved by the metaphysics of a philosophy of history, the correlations are too simple to do justice to the variety of historical phenomena and the richness of historical life. In the modern idea of progress, for instance, the earlier ages of mankind are debased because they are regarded merely as stepping stones for the attainment of the true life in our or in some subsequent age; and the relation between various cultures is made into a too simple rational continuum; and finally an inadequate climax is found for the drama of history in some fancied culmination either in the age of the philosopher who constructs the drama or in an immediately subsequent age. Hegel significantly regarded his attempt at universal history as a rationalized version of the Biblical idea of historical unity through divine providence. “Our mode of treating the subject is,” he writes, “a theodicy, a justification of the ways of God to man . . . so that the ills which may be found in the world may be comprehended and the thinking Spirit reconciled with the fact of the existence of evil.”23 The evil which had to be reconciled was “the discord between the inner life of the heart and the actual world.” This is to say that the real problem of the drama of history is misapprehended. It consists not in the discord between man’s free spirit and the necessities of the “actual” world. It is rather the evil which men bring upon themselves and each other in their freedom.


    Hegel constructed a drama of history which gives history an unreal unity, which found the threat of meaninglessness in natural necessity rather than in freedom, which falsified historical details to establish the idea of historical unity and which arrived at an absurd climax in the European civilization of his day. Comte, beginning with different presuppositions and boasting of a scientific, rather than metaphysical, approach to the problem, constructed a drama which is equally absurd in its details, its general scheme, and its culmination. The actual course of history has invalidated them both.


    Recently Arnold Toynbee has sought to arrive at a new interpretation of the unity of history by an artful combination of the classical, the Christian, and the modern view. Basically Toynbee’s pluralistic conception of history, his isolation and definition of discrete civilizations, conforms to the classical pattern. The frame of meaning is not purely classical, however, because these civilizations, according to Toynbee, do not live and die according to the laws of nature but are subject to a special historical destiny, which involves the corruption of freedom. Civilizations are ostensibly destroyed by some superior foe. Actually they perish at their own hands; and the instrument of their destruction is the pride by which they make some ephemeral technique, structure or instrument of history into a false absolute. This conception of pride as the cause of a civilization’s destruction is a Biblical-Augustinian addition to the classical idea of historical recurrence.


    The modern idea of progress is added to this partly classical and partly Christian interpretation by the suggestion that the rise and fall of civilizations represents the turn of the wheels of a chariot and drives the chariot forward. The chariot is high religion. “The breakdowns and disintegrations of civilizations might be stepping stones to higher things on the religious plane. After all, one of the deepest spiritual laws that we know is the law that is proclaimed by Aeschylus in the two words ‘pathei mathos.’ ‘It is through suffering that learning comes’ . . . and in the New Testament in the verse ‘whom the Lord loveth He chasteneth; and scourgeth every son whom He receiveth.’ If you apply that to the rise of the higher religions which has culminated in the flowering of Christianity, you might say that in the mythical passions of Tammuz and Adonis and Attis and Osiris the Passion of Christ was foreshadowed, and that the Passion of Christ was the culminating and crowning experience of the sufferings of human souls in successive failures in the enterprise of secular civilizations. . . . If religion is a chariot, it looks as if the wheels on which it mounts towards Heaven may be the periodic downfalls of civilizations on Earth.”24


    Toynbee’s effort to find a meaning for universal history in a framework for which he has appropriated Christian, as well as classical and modern motifs, belongs to one of the most impressive intellectual ventures of our age. It is nevertheless a dubious structure of meaning. A number of its weaknesses may be enumerated:


    1) Toynbee’s pluralism obscures the empirical unity of history as it is established by the interpenetration of cultures and civilizations. His twenty-one civilizations are not as discrete as he supposes. He seeks to do justice to their interpenetrations by concepts of “affiliation” and “apparentation”; but these are not sufficient to give an adequate picture of the complex interrelatedness of various cultures.25


    2) The emphasis upon the classical idea of recurrence enables Toynbee to find many illuminating analogies in history which the modern idea of progress has obscured. On the other hand, Toynbee’s method obscures the novelties and new emergents in history. This is particularly apparent when he compares historic facts before and after the rise of modern industrial society. He may be illuminating, for instance, when he emphasizes Russia’s “Byzantine heritage” and regards the present struggles between Russia and the West as a recurrence of the old struggle between Eastern and Western Christendom. But the significant role which Marxism as a novel factor plays in this struggle is not fully appreciated. The fact that Marxism is a creed of the West, appropriated by Russia, and that part of Russia’s power is derived from the appeal of this creed to the industrial classes of Europe suggests that the struggle is not so much a conflict between Eastern and Western Christendom as the international projection of a civil war in the Western world.


    3) The concept of religious progress through the birth and death of civilizations has the merit of calling attention to the fact that periods of historic decay may well be times of profoundest religious insights; for historic catastrophes break the power of the idolatrous worship of cultures and civilizations. They are, or may be appropriated by faith as, divine judgements upon the inclination of men and nations to regard a tenuous and tentative form of human order or justice as the final form; or to think of the stability of a moment of history as the final peace. Thus Augustine’s interpretation of Christianity was profounder, not only than the interpretations of Constantine’s clerical courtiers who regarded the stability of Rome as the proof of the truth of the Christian faith,26 but it was also profounder than that of Thomas Aquinas, who subtly compounded the prestige of a seemingly stable clerical rule over the nations with the wisdom and the power of Christ.


    It is nevertheless doubtful whether history conforms to any such pattern of religious growth. It is particularly doubtful whether historical catastrophes can be proved to be the instruments of such religious development. Toynbee has difficulty in fitting the religious decay in our “western post-Christian secular civilization” into his pattern. He admits that it is “at best a superfluous repetition of the pre-Christian Graeco-Roman” decay and that “at worst it is a pernicious backsliding from the paths of spiritual progress.”27


    Actually we can never dismiss the possibility that historical catastrophes may destroy religion as well as a civilization. Whenever a religious view of life and history becomes too intimately bound up with a civilization, it may be destroyed in the collapse of a civilization. If religious faith is unable to interpret historic catastrophes, so that they may be appropriated as divine judgements, men are overwhelmed by them and perish spiritually in their confusion.


    There is significantly no suggestion in the New Testament of a chariot of religion mounting to higher and higher levels through the cycles of the rise and fall of civilizations. There is, on the contrary, the awesome suggestion that history remains open to all possibilities of good and evil, including the destruction of faith: “When the Son of Man cometh, shall he find faith on the earth?” (Luke 18:8). The possible destruction of faith would not mean the defeat of God, whose mercy and judgement will triumph in the end. Biblical thought recognizes the tentative and obscure patterns of meaning in history; but it never sees them consistently fulfilled in history itself.


    The meaning of history is, in short, more complex than conceived in even the profoundest philosophies of history, whether classical or modern. It is significant that historians, as distinguished from philosophers of history, usually have great difficulty with these philosophical patterns of meaning because these fail to do justice to the complexity of historical patterns and the wide variety of historical facts. An eminent historian expresses his doubts as follows: “Most philosophies of history . . . appear to me to be grounded on an arbitrary and over-simplified selection of facts. I do not say that no clue to the ultimate significance of human action and suffering will ever be found in history. I can indeed see evidence of design, but the pattern is on a scale beyond my comprehension.”28


    There are more specific meanings in the Biblical conception of history, as we shall see presently, than merely the idea that history is potentially and ultimately one story by reason of being under one divine sovereignty. But this Biblical conception which establishes the unity of history by faith, rather than by sight, is a guard against all premature efforts to correlate the facts of history into a pattern of too simple meaning. It is indeed one of the proofs of the ambiguity of man, as an observer of the historical process who transcends but is also involved in the process, that he can not construct systems of meaning for the facts of history, whether of a particular story in it or of the story of mankind as a whole, without making the temporal locus of his observation into a falsely absolute vantage point, or without using a structure of meaning which seems to him to be absolutely valid but which is actually touched by historical relativism.


    There is, in short, no possibility of preserving the sense of universal history, except by faith, even in a highly sophisticated culture, commanding all the resources of modern historical science. While cultures are interrelated, they remain so disparate that they can not be easily brought into a single story by empirical correlations. The Biblical faith in a divine sovereignty which unifies history is not merely a primitive conception which cultural progress outmodes. It remains a permanently necessary basis for the idea of universal history. Various religious, philosophical and scientific efforts to fill this wide frame of potential meaning with specific correlations of detailed meaning will, of course, continue to be made and must be made. But insofar as they are bound to betray man’s forgetfulness that as a creature of time he is incapable of being completely the master of time, either as agent or as observer of historical destiny, they will result in schemes of meaning which will fail to do justice to the whole panorama of the historical scene.


    III


    The second contribution of the Biblical idea of divine transcendence to the concept of universal history is contained in the rigor with which the inclination of every human collective, whether tribe, nation, or empire, to make itself the center of universal history is overcome in principle. The God who has chosen Israel promises peril, rather than security, as the concomitant of this eminence. The God who is revealed in Christ brings all nations under His judgement. The majesty of a suffering servant and crucified Saviour will cast down “every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God” (2 Corinthians 10:5).


    It is through the judgement of God, who stands against all human pride and pretension, that the inclination of men and nations to make themselves the false center of universal history is broken in principle. The scandal that the idea of universal history should be the fruit of a particular revelation of the divine, to a particular people, and finally in a particular drama and person, ceases to be scandalous when it is recognized that the divine Majesty, apprehended in these particular revelations, is less bound to the pride of civilizations and the hopes and ambitions of nations, than the supposedly more universal concepts of life and history by which cultures seek to extricate themselves from the historical contingencies and to establish universally valid “values.”


    Biblical faith must be distinguished on the one hand from the cultures which negate the meaning of history in the rigor of their effort to find a transcendent ground of truth; and on the other hand from both ancient and modern affirmations of the meaning of life and history, which end by giving history an idolatrous center of meaning. In the first category we must place not merely the classical culture of the western world, whose ahistorical character we have previously analyzed; but also the high religions of the Orient. In the second category belong not merely the imperial religions of the ancient civilizations of Egypt, Babylon, Persia, etc.; but also modern secularized idolatries, in which some powerful nation, whether Germany, Russia, America, Britain, or any other nation, conceives itself as the center of historical meaning; or in which a culture, such as the bourgeois culture of the nineteenth century, imagines itself the culmination of historical progress.


    In contrast to ahistorical cultures, Biblical faith affirms the potential meaning of life in history. It is in history, and not in a flight from history, that the divine power which bears and completes history is revealed. In contrast to idolatrous historical cultures the revelation of the divine, which manifests itself in history, casts down everything which exalteth itself against the knowledge of God.


    According to Biblical faith, the tendency toward idolatry in the interpretation of history is a part of the phenomena of original sin; that is, of the inclination of the human heart to solve the problem of the ambiguity of human existence by denying man’s finiteness. The sin is particularly evident in the collective life of mankind because nations, empires and cultures achieve a seeming immortality, a power and a majesty which tempts them to forget that they belong to the flux of mortality.29 This inclination could be interpreted provisionally as the fruit of human ignorance. It would seem that the individual man is fooled by the greater majesty and the seeming immortality of collective man’s achievements. Therefore he worships his nation as god. But there is always an element of perversity as well as of ignorance in this worship. For other nations and cultures are perversely debased and become merely the instruments or tools, the victims or allies of the nation of one’s worship. There are no strictly pluralistic conceptions of history after the primitive period of culture, when every tribe remembers its own story without reference to any other story or tribal destiny. Since the beginning of ancient civilizations history is interpreted, not pluralistically, but in terms of false conceptions of universal history. The culture which elaborates the scheme of meaning makes its own destiny into the false center of the total human destiny.


    Neither secular nor Christian nations are immune from the temptation to such idolatry. The history of Christian nations abounds in ridiculous conceptions of nationalistic messianisms, in which a particular nation is regarded as the instrument or agent of the culmination of history.30 In Nicolai Berdyaev’s The Russian Idea this Christian theologian examines the various Messianic ideas in the history of Russian culture. Instead of dismissing the very concept of nationalistic messianism as heretical from the Christian standpoint, he labors diligently to find the most adequate expression of it and comes to the conclusion that the modern secularized version of messianism, as expressed in Russian communism, though not completely adequate, comes closer to the truth than previous messianic ideas. It evidently has not occurred to Berdyaev that one of the most tragic aspects of human history is that a “final” form of evil should periodically come into history by the pretension of a nation, culture, or class that is the agent of a final form of redemption.


    The virulence and truculence which flow from the Russian illusions are important reminders of the fact that secular civilizations do not escape religious idolatries by a formal disavowal of religion. A secular age spawns these idolatries more readily, in fact, because it has lost every sense of a divine majesty “that bringeth the princes to nothing” and “maketh the judges of the earth as vanity” (Isaiah 40:23). The concept of the “American dream” according to which America is a kind of second chosen nation, ordained to save democracy after the effete nations of Europe proved themselves incapable of the task, is a milder form of such nationalistic messianism.


    While these nationalistic and imperial corruptions of the idea of universal history are the most vivid examples of the inclination of men and nations to make themselves into the false center of the vast panorama of history, they are nevertheless merely one aspect of the whole problem of historical relativism, which remains one of the unsolved problems of modern culture. The problem forces modern man, who claims to be increasingly the master of historical destiny, into periodic moods of scepticism as he analyses his dubious position as observer of history. The problem is, how a man, nation, or culture involved in the mutabilities of history can achieve a sufficiently high vantage point of wisdom and disinterestedness to chart the events of history, without using a framework of meaning which is conditioned by contingent circumstances of the class, nation, or period of the observer.


    In Dilthey’s profound study of historical relativism he finds escape from scepticism by the assumption that a common participation in “objective spirit” allows the observer of historical phenomena an affinity with the observed phenomena, transcending the different contingencies in which the observers and the observed are involved.31 Kant has no difficulty with the problem because for him, history as observed belongs to the realm of nature, while the observer of history, insofar as he is rational, transcends the world of nature.


    Karl Mannheim’s solution of the problem of historical relativism is influenced by the modern confidence in science. He believes that it is possible to develop a “sociology of knowledge” which will, in infinite regression, refine historical knowledge by isolating and excluding the conditioned perspectives of persons, classes, interests, and periods until the real truth is reached.32 An American philosopher, Maurice Mandelbaum, seeks to escape historical relativism by exalting “facts” and minimizing their valuation, through which the historian betrays his own relative viewpoint. “Every historical fact,” he declares, “is given in some specific context in which it leads to some other fact. . . . Thus when an historian makes a statement of fact it is not with an isolated fact but with a fact in a given context that he is concerned. And in that context the fact leads on to further facts without any intermediation or selection, based on the historian’s valuational attitudes, class, interests, or the like.”33


    The difficulty with this solution is that every fact is both the fruit of a dozen or a hundred different historical pressures, forces, and tendencies and the root of a dozen or a hundred historical consequences. The “bare” fact is little more than a date in history. A victory or defeat in battle may be an explicit event, subject to an unambiguous description; but usually even military victories and defeats are not so explicit as to obviate conflicting interpretation. In the vast complexities of political defeats and victories, interpretations of the events depend even more obviously upon the framework of meaning from which they are observed. The larger the area of historical events which is surveyed, the more obvious is it that events in it can be correlated only within a framework of meaning, to which the viewpoint of an age, a class or a nation contributes as much as the facts themselves. There is, of course, a difference between an honest historian who changes his frame of meaning if he finds that he can not correlate the facts within it and a dishonest historian who suppresses the facts in order to preserve his frame of meaning. But when the area of inquiry is sufficiently wide and complex, even the most scrupulous honesty on the part of the historian can not prevent his viewpoint from coloring the historical picture. Historical relativism is overcome too easily if, as in the thought of Dilthey, or Kant, the involvement of the observer of history in historical mutability is denied; or if, as in the thought of Mannheim, a final scientific triumph over historical “ideologies” is presumed to be possible; or if, as in the thought of Mandelbaum, historical events are reduced to “facts” which are immune to evaluational distortion.


    There is, in short, no complete rational solution for the problem of historical relativism. Insofar as the human mind in both its structure and in its capacities of observation has a vantage point over the flux of historical events, it is possible to achieve valid historical knowledge though this knowledge will never have the exactness of knowledge in the field of natural science. But insofar as men, individually or collectively, are involved in the temporal flux they must view the stream of events from some particular locus. A high degree of imagination, insight, or detachment may heighten or enlarge the locus; but no human power can make it fully adequate. That fact is one of the most vivid examples of the ambiguity of the human situation. The pretension that this is not the case is an aspect of the “original sin” which infects all human culture. Its essence is man’s unwillingness to acknowledge his finiteness.


    Men must observe and interpret the flow of historical events with as much honesty and wisdom as possible. Historical sciences will continue to be elaborated and scientific schemes invented to reduce conscious and unconscious ideological taints in historical observations. Philosophical disciplines will be judged and scrutinized on the basis of the adequacy of their guard against the temptation of the observer to pretend to more absolute knowledge than a finite creature has the right to claim. All such efforts belong to the legitimate improvement of human culture. But none of them can obviate the necessity of using a scheme of meaning for the correlation of the observed date of history, which is not the consequence but the presupposition of the empirical scrutiny of historical data. The more the whole panorama of history is brought into view, the more obvious it becomes that the meaning which is given to the whole is derived from an act of faith. History may have a minimal unity by reason of the fact that all of its events are grounded in the flow of time in a single world. But this minimal unity gives no key for correlating the wide variety of cultural and political configurations which distinguish history from the flow of natural events. History in its totality and unity is given a meaning by some kind of religious faith in the sense that the concept of meaning is derived from ultimate presuppositions about the character of time and eternity, which are not the fruit of detailed analyses of historical events.


    Whether these ultimate presuppositions of meaning constitute an adequate framework for the correlation of all relevant historical facts is a question which can be approached rationally. It is possible, at least, to reject all concepts of the unity of history which make some vitality, event or value within history itself into a premature and idolatrous center of its meaning. If such idolatries are rejected it will become apparent that the real center of meaning for history must transcend the flux of time. To believe that the story of mankind is one story because the various disparate stories are under one divine sovereignty is therefore not an arbitrary procedure. On the contrary it prevents ages and cultures, civilizations and philosophies, from arbitrarily finding the center of history’s meaning within their own life or achievements and from seeking the culmination and fulfillment of that meaning prematurely in the victory of their cause or the completion of their particular project.


    Every larger frame of meaning, which serves the observer of historical events in correlating the events into some kind of pattern, is a structure of faith rather than of science, in the sense that the scientific procedures must presuppose the framework and it can therefore not be merely their consequence. The difference between structures of meaning is therefore not between supposedly “rational” and supposedly “irrational” ones. Supposedly rational frames of meaning may be irrational in the sense that an implicit and unacknowledged center and source of meaning may be inadequate to do justice to every dimension of human existence and every perplexity and antinomy in the stuff of history. A supposedly “irrational” frame of meaning may be rational in the sense that it acknowledges a center and source of meaning beyond the limits of rational intelligibility, partly because it “rationally” senses the inadequacy or idolatrous character of centers and sources of meaning which are within the limits of rational intelligibility.


    The Biblical View: Moral Meaning and Moral Obscurities of History


    I


    THE SOVEREIGNTY of God establishes the general frame of meaning for life and history, according to Biblical faith. But the first specific content of the drama of history is furnished by the assertion of divine sovereignty against man’s rebellious efforts to establish himself as the perverse center of existence. Biblical faith does not deny the fact of evil in history. On the contrary it discerns that men are capable of such bold and persistent defiance of the laws and structures of their existence that only the resource of the divine power and love is finally able to overcome this rebellion. The patterns of human existence are filled with obscurities and abysses of meaninglessness because of this possibility of evil in human life.


    The obscurities and incoherences of life are, according to Biblical faith, primarily the consequence of human actions. The incoherences and confusions, usually defined as “natural” evil, are not the chief concern of the Christian faith. Natural evil represents the failure of nature’s processes to conform perfectly to human ends. It is the consequence of man’s ambiguous position in nature. As a creature of nature he is subject to necessities and contingencies, which may be completely irrelevant to the wider purposes, interests, and ambitions which he conceives and elaborates as creative spirit. The most vivid symbol of natural evil is death. Death is a simple fact in the dimension of nature; but it is an irrelevance and a threat of meaninglessness in the realm of history. Biblical faith is, however, only obliquely interested in the problem of natural evil. It does not regard death, as such, as an evil. “The sting of death,” declares St. Paul, “is sin.”34


    Nor does it regard moral evil as due to man’s involvement in natural finiteness. On the contrary, moral or historical evil is the consequence of man’s abortive effort to overcome his insecurity by his own power, to hide the finiteness of his intelligence by pretensions of omniscience and to seek for emancipation from his ambiguous position by his own resources. Sin is, in short, the consequence of man’s inclination to usurp the prerogatives of God, to think more highly of himself than he ought to think, thus making destructive use of his freedom by not observing the limits to which a creaturely freedom is bound.


    Man is at variance with God through this abortive effort to establish himself as his own Lord; and he is at variance with his fellowmen by the force of the same pride which brings him in conflict with God. The prophets of Israel seemed to sense this primary form of historical evil most immediately in its collective form. They felt that Israel was guilty of it, because it drew complacent conclusions from the fact of its special covenant with God. The great nations and empires which encircled Israel were guilty because they imagined that their power made them immortal and secure. The myth of the Fall of Adam universalizes, as well as individualizes, this theme of man’s revolt against God. The influence of this myth upon the Christian imagination is not primarily due to any literalistic illusions of Christian orthodoxy. The myth accurately symbolizes the consistent Biblical diagnosis of moral and historical evil. Adam and, together with him, all men seek to overstep the bounds which are set by the Creator for man as creature. St. Paul’s definition of sin is in perfect conformity with this theme, even when he makes no specific reference to the Fall. Man’s sin, declares St. Paul, is that he “changes the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image of corruptible man” (Romans 1:23). If men fail to penetrate to the mystery of the divine, the fault lies, according to the Bible, not so much in the finiteness of their intelligence as in the “vanity” of their imagination. They are, declares St. Paul, “without excuse” in their ignorance of God. For “the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made” (Romans 1:20). It is obvious, in other words, that the world is not self-derived. It points beyond itself to its Creator. The failure to recognize this fact is not the fault of the mind but of the person who usurps the central position in the scheme of things and thereby brings confusion into his own life and into the whole order of history. Biblical faith has always insisted upon the embarrassing truth that the corruption of evil is at the heart of the human personality. It is not the inertia of its natural impulses in opposition to the purer impulses of the mind. The fact that it is a corruption which has a universal dominion over all men, though it is not by nature but in freedom that men sin, is the “mystery” of “original sin,” which will always be an offense to rationalists. But it has the merit of being true to the facts of human existence.35 A scientific age will seek, and also find, specific reasons and causes for the jealousy of children, or the power lusts in mature individuals, or the naive egotism of even the saintly individual, or the envies and hatreds which infect all human relations. The discovery of specific causes of specific forms of these evils has obscured and will continue to obscure the profounder truth, that all men, saints and sinners, the righteous and the unrighteous, are inclined to use the freedom to transcend time, history, and themselves in such a way as to make themselves the false center of existence. Thus the same freedom which gives human life a creative power, not possessed by the other creatures, also endows it with destructive possibilities not known in nature. The two-fold possibility of creativity and destruction in human freedom accounts for the growth of both good and evil through the extension of human powers. The failure to recognize this obvious fact in modern culture accounts for most of its errors in estimating the actual trends of history.36


    The tendency of modern culture to see only the creative possibilities of human freedom makes the Christian estimate of the human situation seem morbid by contrast. Is not Kierkegaard morbid, even Christians are inclined to ask, when he insists that “before God man is always in the wrong”? Does such an emphasis not obscure the creative aspects of human freedom? Is it not true that men are able by increasing freedom to envisage a larger world and to assume a responsible attitude toward a wider and wider circle of claims upon their conscience? Does the Christian faith do justice, for instance, to the fact that increasing freedom has set the commandment, “Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,” in a larger frame of reference than ever before in history? Is it not significant that we have reached a global situation in which we may destroy ourselves and each other if we fail to organize a new global “neighborhood” into a tenable brotherhood?


    Such misgivings fail to recognize how intimately the dignity and the misery of man are related in the Christian conception. The dignity of man, which modern culture is ostensibly so anxious to guard and validate, is greater than the modern mind realizes. For it consists of a unique freedom which is able, not only to transcend the “laws” of nature or of reason to which classical and modern culture would bind it, but also to defy and outrage the very structure of man’s existence. The dignity of man is therefore no proof of his virtue; nor is the misery of man a proof of his “bestiality.” Both the destructive and the creative powers of man are unique because of the special quality of freedom which he possesses.


    If the destructive, rather than the creative, possibilities of freedom seem unduly emphasized in Biblical thought, that is because in the ultimate instance (that is when men are not judging themselves but feel themselves under a divine judgement) they become conscious of the self’s persistent self-centeredness. When they are judging themselves they are inclined to be impressed by the self’s virtuous inclination to consider interests, other than its own.


    It is worth noting that the behaviour of a man or nation, viewed from the standpoint of a critical rival or observer is invariably assessed, not as the morally complacent self judges its own actions but as the devout and contrite self judges it. The Christian interpretation of the human situation corresponds to what men and nations say about each other, even without Christian insights. But without Christian insights they bring even greater confusion into the affairs of men by assuming that only their rivals and competitors are guilty of the pride and lust for power which they behold. Only under the judgement of God do they recognize the universality of this human situation of sin and guilt.


    II


    The capacity and inclination of man to disturb the order and harmony of human life by placing himself, individually and collectively, perversely into the center of the whole drama of life give the pattern of history a much greater complexity than is supposed in those interpretations which assume that man conforms naturally to whatever “laws” of life his mind discerns. The Biblical interpretation of the pattern of history must incorporate the provisional meaninglessness and obscurity which human defiance of God’s laws introduces into the drama of the human story. The drama is, in essence, not so much a contest between good and evil forces in history as a contest between all men and God. In this contest God has resources of power and mercy, finally to overcome the human rebellion. He asserts His sovereignty partly by the power which places an ultimate limit upon human defiance and partly by a resource of love and mercy which alone is able to touch the source of the rebellion in the human heart. The divine sovereignty is always partly “hidden” and the meaning of life and history is partly obscure, not only because human defiance and moral evil seem to enjoy long periods of immunity,37 thus calling the divine justice and power in question; but also because the relation of the divine mercy to the divine justice is obscure.


    The climax of the Biblical revelation of the divine sovereignty over history is in the self-disclosure of a divine love, which on the one hand is able to overcome the evil inclination to self-worship in the human heart and which on the other hand takes the evil of history into and upon itself. These two facets of the divine love establish the two most important aspects of the Biblical interpretation of history. On the one hand there is a possibility of the renewal of life and the destruction of evil, whenever men and nations see themselves as they truly are under a divine judgement, which is as merciful as it is terrible. On the other hand the life of each individual as well as the total human enterprise remains in contradiction to God; and the final resolution of this contradiction is by God’s mercy. From the one standpoint human history is a series of new beginnings. These new beginnings are not the inevitable springtime which follows the death of winter in nature. Life does not arise from death, as death from life, in natural cycles. Life may be reborn, if, under the divine judgement and mercy, the old self or the old culture or civilization is shattered.


    From the other standpoint human life and human history remain a permanent enigma which only the divine mercy can overcome. No human life has a logical or consistent conclusion within itself. It requires not only a “life everlasting” which it is unable to achieve of itself, but also the “forgiveness of sins” which it cannot earn itself. The total human enterprise is in the same case. Human powers and capacities may continue to develop indeterminately. But a “last judgement” stands at the end of all human achievements; and the “Anti-Christ” manifests himself at the end of history. This is the Biblical symbol of the inconclusive character of human history. Biblical faith is, in short, the tremendous assertion that in Biblical revelation, culminating in the revelation of Christ, man has made contact with the divine power, which is able to overcome not only the ambiguity in which all human life and history is involved but also the evils of history which are due to man’s abortive efforts to overcome them himself by his own resources.


    The mercy of God does not, according to the faith of the New Testament, annul the justice and wrath of God. The paradoxical relation between God’s love and His justice, explicated in the doctrine of the Atonement, must be considered more fully presently. Our immediate concern is to consider the Biblical idea that judgement is one of the proofs of divine sovereignty and one (though a negative one) of the factors in the meaning of history.


    The prophets believe that God’s judgements are executed in history. That confidence establishes the moral meaning of history. But they sense a divine judgement above and beyond the rough and inexact historical judgements. Therein they establish a frame of reference for history beyond the obvious and observable facts of history. They look for a more perfect and exact divine retribution in a future messianic age. Thereby they establish both the attitude of expectancy toward the future, which lies at the foundation of the Biblical attitude toward a meaningful history, and toward a fulfillment of historical meanings beyond history which lies at the foundation of Biblical otherworldliness. The significance of the concept of the messianic age lies precisely in the fact that it contains both the idea of a future history which will clarify present obscurities in the moral meaning of life and of the end of history in which historical existence will be transfigured.


    The trans-historical note in the prophetic sense of judgement is revealed not only in the idea of a final judgement beyond all the ambiguities of history. It is also revealed in the prophetic insistence upon an immediately felt divine condemnation, which does not require historic validation. The prophets felt Israel to be guilty before God, not because it failed to conform to some comparative historical standard or fell below the righteousness of other nations. On the contrary they assumed its superior righteousness; but this superiority did not obscure its failure to conform to the covenant it had with God. The prophet Amos predicted judgement upon Israel not because he was able to weigh historical probabilities and arrive at the conclusion that an historical catastrophe was impending. He made his prediction of doom in a period of political security and complacency. He felt, in fact, that the complacency, which falsely derived a special sense of security from Israel’s unique mission, would hasten the doom.38


    Sometimes the prophetic predictions of historical judgements upon evil rest upon shrewd analyses of the manner in which evil is punished by the operation of historical forces. “Woe to thee,” declares Isaiah, “that spoilest and thou wast not spoiled; . . . when thou shalt cease to spoil, thou shalt be spoiled” (Isaiah 33:1). Sometimes the predictions rest on erroneous estimates of historical probabilities. Thus the first Isaiah predicted the doom of Israel if it placed its reliance upon ordinary diplomatic and military strategies of security. He wanted no alliance with Egypt but a defenceless reliance upon God (Isaiah 31). He falsely promised the nation security upon that basis and thereby laid the foundation for a new, more spiritualized, version of the inviolability of Jerusalem. Jeremiah found this spiritualized version as fecund a source of moral complacency as Amos had found grosser forms of it in his day.


    Isaiah’s error reoccurs perennially in the history of Christian thought and life. It consists in the belief that God’s providence establishes a special immunity from disaster to a nation which makes itself worthy of such immunity by perfect righteousness. Actually the historical process is not so simply moral. Nations, as well as individuals, may be destroyed not only by violating the laws of life, but also by achieving a defenceless purity, incompatible with the necessities of survival. Ultimately New Testament faith was to revere a Christ whose perfect goodness was validated by an obvious defeat in history. But there are Christian perfectionists who still do not understand the logic of the Cross. They hope that if goodness is only perfect enough its triumph in history will be assured.


    Though the prophet Jeremiah’s predictions of doom were partly informed by shrewd estimates of historical factors, they were not primarily prompted by these estimates. He sensed the significance of the rising Babylonian power for the fate of Israel and regarded defiance of this new power as futile. But his counsels, which seemed, on the purely political level, to be defeatist and treasonably pro-Babylonian, were inspired primarily by a religious sense of the fate which nations deserve that exalt themselves above measure.


    The hiatus between a religiously discerned judgement upon the pride and power of nations and individuals and the actual execution of such judgements in the relation of men and nations on the historical scene represents the tension between the meaning of life in the ultimate sense and the moral meaning of history. Insofar as life, in its individual or collective form, which affronts God by making itself into a perverse center for the whole of life, also affronts and wrongs the neighbor by reducing him to an instrumentality of the interests of the self, it is subject to punishment and vengeance, whenever the neighbor acquires the power to resist such encroachments upon his dignity. The fact that the historic communities of mankind have been able to devise systems of justice, capable of bringing at least extravagant forms of self-seeking and flagrant infringements upon the life and the interest of the neighbor to judgement, represents one aspect of the moral content of actual historical experience, in rough conformity with the moral meaning of life, religiously discerned. Some of the same moral meaning is experienced when tyrannical nations, who have lorded it over lesser peoples, are successfully resisted.


    The processes of historical justice are, however, not exact enough to warrant the simple confidence in the moral character of history which both secular and religious theories frequently ascribe to it. Moral judgements are executed in history; but never with precision. The same governments which are the source of justice on one level of life may, by the unscrupulous use of their power, become the cause of injustice. As between nations, the cause of justice is even more precarious. Unscrupulous nations are punished, if sufficient power is aligned to implement the moral condemnation which the victims of their tyranny sense inwardly. In short, every execution of moral judgements in history is inexact because of its necessary relation to the morally irrelevant fact of power. The power which executes justice in history is never wholly non-moral. The power of a government is partly derived from justice; for the authority of government is never merely the exercise of force. The prestige of government, even in undemocratic nations, rests upon the consent and the reverence of its subjects. And that consent and reverence is generated primarily by respect for the state’s justice and only secondarily by fear of the force at the disposal of the organs of government. Even in international relations power is not a complete moral irrelevance; for the possibility of organizing a successful revolt against tyrannical empires depends partly upon the feeling of a moral revulsion against the cruelties and inhumanities of tyrannical and unjust rule. Thus the sense of justice is the foundation of the power required to challenge the power of tyranny.


    But these moral elements in the constitution of power can not obviate the fact that historical processes are never purely moral since the equilibria of power never correspond exactly to the necessities of justice. Arnold Toynbee may tend to obscure this moral ambiguity in history by his consistent Augustinian interpretation of the “nemesis” which overtakes the creativity of nations. Nations, cultures, and empires, declares Toynbee, are never destroyed from the outside but destroy themselves. Their self-destruction is always due to pride, or more exactly to the idolization of an ephemeral institution.39 Either they estimate their own power too highly or they regard some form of social organization, a certain equilibrium of social forces, a given class structure, or a traditional constitutional procedure as final and absolute. Failing to recognize the contingent character of all historic forms, they are overwhelmed at some particular point in history by new forces and contingent elements, with which a fixed procedure is unable to cope. Toynbee’s thesis is in perfect conformity with the general Biblical-prophetic concept of the doom which awaits proud nations, oligarchs and rulers. But “good” nations may be overwhelmed by superior power. A strategic mistake may be the cause of the defeat of a just by an unjust force.40


    This moral ambiguity in the woof and warp of history became particularly apparent to Old Testament prophetism in the exilic and post-exilic period of Israel’s history. The historic fate of Israel, though deserved in the absolute religious sense, did not seem just when the unrighteousness of the nations who defeated Israel was compared with the righteousness of Israel. The idea that God used unrighteous nations as executors of His judgement seemed particularly offensive. The Second Isaiah does not hesitate to regard Cyrus of Persia as God’s “anointed” whose “right hand I have holden.” Those who are religiously or morally offended by so complex and confusing a conception of the operation of divine judgement in history are warned: “Woe unto him that striveth with his maker. . . . Shall the clay say to him that fashioneth it, What makest thou?” (Isaiah 45:9). This prophet, in some respects the profoundest of all prophetic interpreters of historical destiny, insists on the hidden character of God’s sovereignty over history, precisely because he is so conscious of the moral inexactness of any specific execution of divine judgement in the actual processes of history. It is significant that the disproportion between Israel’s guilt and its punishment does not disturb his faith in the fact that the punishment is at the Lord’s hand.41


    The perplexity about the moral meaning of the historical process is enhanced even further by the fact that innocent individuals always suffer in the process of destroying the powerful centers of collective evil. It might well exercise the conscience of our own generation more than it does, when the fate of innocent individuals among the defeated tyrannical empires of our day is considered. The problem of innocent sufferers is presented in its most perplexing form when it is recognized that the virtuous and the innocent may, and frequently do, suffer more rather than less in the competitions of life and history, precisely because of their virtue. A man or nation which disavows the use of power as morally too ambiguous to be a means to a good end, or which refuses to press its own claims in the competitive claims and counter-claims of life, is not certain of survival. It is, in fact, almost certain to be worsted in the pressures of life.42


    The recognition that innocency and goodness might lead to suffering rather than to security and success prompted the Second Isaiah to reinterpret the excessively severe vicissitudes of his nation. Perhaps, he suggested in a passage (Isaiah 53) which undoubtedly influenced Christ’s own interpretation of his messianic mission, it was the fate of Israel to bring redemption to the nations by its vicarious suffering for their sins. Here is the beginning of transfiguration of suffering innocency from being the final perplexity of historic existence into an answer for life’s moral perplexities.


    For the moment the important fact to note is that the prophets of the Old Testament correctly measured the moral problem of life in its dimensions of both height and breadth. They discerned that man, in his individual and collective experience, is finally confronted by the divine source and end of his existence; and that this experience inevitably contains the contrite sense of being judged. The conscience is guilty because the individual or the nation is discovered in this final experience of faith and revelation to be involved in a defiance of God by reason of its pride and self-seeking. The prophets saw, secondly, that this experience of judgement is neither irrelevant nor simply relevant to the experiences of history. It is relevant insofar as the individual and the collective ego is subject to pressures, punishments, vicissitudes and catastrophes which are, and which may be interpreted as, justified forms of judgement upon its sins. If they are not so interpreted the catastrophes of history are, or may become, a source of confusion and despair. If they are recognized as related to the divine sovereignty over life, they may become the occasion for the renewal of life. The prophets also recognized that the historical process represents no exact execution of a divine justice. Perhaps it would be more correct to say that it does not conform to any human notion of what the divine justice should be. There are, in short, tangents of moral meaning in history; but there are no clear or exact patterns. The moral obscurities of history must either tempt men to the despairing conclusion that there is no meaning in the total historical enterprise and that history is merely a bewildering confusion of “death for the right cause, death for the wrong cause, paeans of victory and groans of defeat,” or that it is under a sovereignty too mysterious to conform fully to the patterns of meaning which human beings are able to construct. Yet this sovereignty is not pure mystery, since the experiences of life, in which egotism and self-worship are punished, are in rough and inexact relation to an ultimate judgement upon the self, perceived by the self in the experience of repentance and faith.


    Finally, the prophetic interpretation of the relation of the divine to historical judgements is true to constant human experience in its discernment of two facets of the problem of man’s rebellion. The moral obscurity of history is recognized as due partly to the fact that all men have the inclination and the capacity to defy the laws and structures of their existence. This fact raises the question whether there is a power great enough and good enough to overcome the confusion of this rebellion. This is the problem of redemption in its profoundest form. The moral obscurity of history is, on the other hand, recognized as partly due to the fact that rewards and punishments are not exactly proportioned to relative guilt and innocency of men and nations. This is the problem of the quality of justice in the historical process. In the final instance, it must be subordinated to the first issue, discerned by the prophets. But Old Testament prophetism had as much difficulty in subordinating it as generations of Christians have had. Both issues become the concern of prophetic messianism.


    III


    Old Testament prophetism and messianism established the attitude of expectancy toward the future, which lies at the foundation of modern historical consciousness, by looking toward the future for a resolution of the moral obscurities of history. In its profoundest forms Hebraic messianism hoped for an age in which the conflict between man and God would be overcome, the “stony heart” of recalcitrance would give way to a “heart of flesh” (Ezekiel 11:19) and God’s people would “walk in my statutes and keep my commandments,” when they “shall return unto me with their whole heart” (Jeremiah 24:7). In less profound forms messianism promised an ideal reign of justice by a messianic king. All the disbalances between the righteous and the unrighteous would be redressed, the defiance of powerful rulers and nations would be humbled by the power of the messianic king and judge. It is not necessary in this context to examine the different strains of messianic thought or to isolate those forms of messianism which regard the inexactness of historic justice as the primary problem of history from those which sense the profounder problem of the evil in which all men and nations are involved.


    The important aspect of messianism for our study is that it expresses two dimensions or facets of meaning, which contain both the modern and the Christian conceptions of history in embryo. Its expectant attitude toward the future; its hope for the resolutions of the ambiguities and obscurities of history in a final messianic reign lays the foundation for the non-classical historical consciousness, which is most consistently expressed in the modern secular optimism. This attitude toward the future as a period of a significant revelation and vindication of God’s sovereignty over history suggests that the obscurities of history are provisional. They are not due to history’s relation to nature; and the historic future is not merely a repetition of the historic past. Prophetism and messianism did not anticipate the modern discovery of the constant emergence of novelty in history, but it did expect the future to change the human situation radically, since it would realize moral meanings of life which are only obscurely implied in the present situation.


    Old Testament messianism, on the other hand, lays the foundation for the Christian, rather than the modern, attitude toward history by the fact that the expected messianic reign is always conceived as in some sense the end, as well as the fulfillment, of historic meanings. The messianic ruler, whether a glorified “Son of David” or a transcendent “Son of Man,” is always more than a mere historic figure, and the messianic age is never merely the culmination of the known historical processes. It is the consequence of a radical divine intervention. The fulfillment of history requires a radical transformation of the conditions of nature underlying history. Even before messianism is transmuted into later Apocalypse, in which the scene of historical fulfillment is specifically a transfigured nature, there are suggestions in it of the destruction of the natural foundations of historic evils. The messianic age will be a reign of perfect peace and concord; and the discords of nature will be overcome to create the basis for that peace: “The wolf also shall dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf and the young lion and fatling together; and a little child shall lead them” (Isaiah 11:6). This note of transcendence measures the hiatus between the meaning of life, as discerned in the final experiences of faith and revelation and the moral ambiguities of history. It distinguishes Hebraic messianism from modern interpretations of history which expect the ongoing historical process to clarify its obscurities and overcome its moral contradictions progressively. By that same emphasis it is both historically and logically related to a Christian interpretation of history, according to which the fulfillment of history must transfigure the actual stuff of nature-history, thereby signifying that the mere extension of the historical process does not solve history’s enigmas.


    Yet the New Testament faith is radically different from Old Testament messianism. That fact is signified by the rejection, by those who expect the Messiah, of a Messiah who died upon a Cross. This Messiah, whom the church accepts as the true Messiah, does not correct the moral disbalances of history. He does not establish the triumph of the righteous over the unrighteous. The perfect love which His life and death exemplify is defeated, rather than triumphant, in the actual course of history. Thus, according to the Christian belief, history remains morally ambiguous to the end. The perfect love of Christ is both the ultimate possibility of all historic virtues and a contradiction to them. Justice remains imperfect unless it culminates in this perfect love of self-giving. But every form of historic justice contains elements which place it in contradiction to such perfect love.


    For the Christian faith the enigma of life is resolved by the confidence that this same love has more than an historical dimension. This love is the revelation of a divine mercy which overcomes the contradictions of human life. Suffering innocence, which reveals the problem of moral ambiguity of history, becomes in the Christian faith the answer to the problem at the point, when it is seen as a revelation of a divine suffering which bears and overcomes the sins of the world.


    Thus the Christian faith does not promise to overcome the fragmentary and contradictory aspects of man’s historic existence. It does claim to have apprehended by faith the divine power and mercy which will ultimately resolve life’s ambiguities and purge men of the evil into which they fall because they seek so desperately to overcome them. Insofar as men abandon themselves to this power and mercy in faith and repentance, this destruction of self-hood through a too desperate effort to preserve and realize it may be overcome. New life is possible by dying to self, even as death results from a too desperate effort to live. In that sense the Christian faith promises indeterminate renewals of life in history. But on the other hand the total historical enterprise is not progressively emancipated from evil. The Christian faith expects some of the most explicit forms of evil at the end of history.43 But nothing can happen in history to shake the confidence in the meaning of existence, to those who have discerned by faith the revelation of the ultimate power and love which bears and guides men through their historic vicissitudes.


    Thus the final revelation of the divine sovereignty in New Testament faith transfigures the moral perplexity about suffering innocence into the ultimate light of meaning. It gives life a final meaning without promising the annulment of history’s moral obscurities. Above all it holds out the hope of redemption from evil, upon the basis of a humble acceptance of human finiteness and a contrite recognition of the evil in which men are involved when they seek to deny their finitude.


    The points of reference for the structure of the meaning of history in the Christian faith are obviously not found by an empirical analysis of the observable structures and coherences of history. They are “revelations,” apprehended by faith, of the character and purposes of God. The experience of faith by which they are apprehended is an experience at the ultimate limits of human knowledge; and it requires a condition of repentance which is a possibility for the individual, but only indirectly for nations and collectives.


    The character of these points of reference or these foundations for a structure of meaning make it quite clear that it is not possible to speak simply of a “Christian philosophy of history.” Perhaps it is not possible to have any adequate “philosophy” of history at all because a philosophy will reduce the antinomies, obscurities and the variety of forms in history to a too simple form of intelligibility. Yet a Christian theology of history is not an arbitrary construct. It “makes sense” out of life and history.


    That the final clue to the mystery of the divine power is found in the suffering love of a man on the Cross is not a proposition which follows logically from the observable facts of history. But there are no observable facts of history which can not be interpreted in its light. When so interpreted the confusions and catastrophes of history may become the source of the renewal of life.


    That life in history is meaningful though the historic growth of human power may sharpen rather than mitigate the struggle between good and evil, and may accentuate rather than modify the inclination of the human heart to idolatry, is also not a proposition which follows inevitably from an observation of the historical drama. The sense of meaning is derived from the conviction that no human rebellion can rise so high as to challenge the divine sovereignty essentially. While this confidence in the final source and end of human life is not a fruit of empirical observation, it is worth noting that the philosophies which are the fruit of empirical observation either drive men to despair by charting the growing antinomies of life or they prompt complacency by obscuring the obvious tragic aspects of life and history.


    The final vision of the fulfillment of life and history in Christian eschatology transcends the canons of reason and common sense even more explicitly. Christian eschatology looks forward to an “end” of history in which the conditions of nature-history are transfigured but not annulled. This picture of the fulfillment of life involves the rational absurdity of an eternity which incorporates the conditions of time: individuality and particularity. But the alternative faiths by which men live either: 1) envision an eternity which annuls the whole of history and thereby denies the significance of human life in history; or 2) which falsely reduces the whole dimension of history with its partial and fragmentary meanings to the level of nature; or 3) which assumes that a progressive history ceases at some point to be a history in time and culminates in an incredible utopia where unconditioned good is realized amidst the contingencies of history.


    The Christian philosophy of history is rational, therefore, only in the sense that it is possible to prove that alternatives to it fail to do justice to all aspects of human existence; and that the basic presuppositions of the Christian faith, though transcending reason, make it possible to give an account of life and history in which all facts and antinomies are comprehended.


    The Foolishness of the Cross and the Sense of History


    I


    THE NEW TESTAMENT makes the startling claim that in Christ history has achieved both its end and a new beginning. The affirmation that Christ is the end of history signifies that in His life, death, and resurrection the meaning of man’s historic existence is fulfilled. The divine sovereignty, which gives it meaning, is revealed to have an ultimate resource of mercy and forgiveness, beyond judgement, which completes history despite the continued fragmentary and contradictory character of all historic reality. The affirmation that in Christ there is a new beginning, that a “new age” has been initiated in the history of mankind, means that the wisdom of faith which apprehends the true meaning of life also contains within it the repentance which is the presupposition of the renewal of life.


    The New Testament claim seems equally incredible from the standpoint of either Hebraic messianism or a modern man’s conception of history, because both preserve their sense of meaning for human life by the hope that its obscurities and ambiguities will be overcome in history itself. Hebraic messianism hoped for a messianic end in which the moral obscurity of history, which permitted the righteous to suffer and the wicked to triumph, would be overcome; or in which the righteous would be given a new heart so that they would deserve the victory which was assured them. In modern culture the process of historical growth is expected gradually to overcome both the inexactness of rewards and punishments in history and the inclination of the human heart to violate the laws of life. The New Testament, on the contrary, regards the defiance by man of the very structure of his existence as a permanent factor in history which is never completely overcome except by divine grace. Yet it promises a new beginning in the life of any man, nation, or culture which recognizes the depth and persistence of man’s defiance of God. Where such self-knowledge is achieved both the release from sin through forgiveness and the hope of a new life are possible.


    Such a faith came into the world by a highly improbable revelation and it maintains itself whenever the power of that revelation penetrates through human pretensions and discovers men in their true situation on any level of their historical development. Its acceptance in the first instance could not be achieved, as St. Paul insisted, by “worldly wisdom.” The revelation of a divine mercy in a suffering saviour was not a conclusion about the nature of God at which men might arrive if they analyzed the causes, sequences, and coherences of the world and deduced the structure of existence from these observable phenomena. Any such procedure is bound, however, to be “foolish” despite its seeming wisdom. In the case of Greek wisdom the mind which rose to the knowledge of God was separated from history. History was reduced to the level of nature. In this process man himself was lost, since man is something more than nature and something less than spirit. The problem of the meaning of history is always the problem of the meaning of life itself, since man is an historic creature involved, and yet not involved, in the flux of nature and time, but always involved in a false solution of his predicament. Thus man is always in the position either of negating the meaning of history or of completing it falsely, if he seeks to complete it from the standpoint of his own wisdom. Yet it can be completed by a revelation, the acceptance of which is possible only through a contrite recognition of the human situation of sinfulness. Such repentance is possible, in turn, only if the judgement overhanging man is known to be prompted by love and to be crowned by forgiveness.


    Whether in the period when the Gospel of Christ was first proclaimed and accepted, or in our own day, the acceptance of such a gospel is always experienced as a miracle of revelation in the sense that the relation between God and man which it establishes is not the achievement of a rational analysis of life. Yet it is felt to be a new wisdom and power. From its standpoint it is possible to “make sense” out of life; whereas alternative approaches either destroy the sense of life entirely or make false sense of it.


    II


    In order to appreciate the seeming absurdity and the ultimate wisdom of faith in Christ as the end of history and the fulfillment of life’s meaning, it will be helpful to distinguish between the form and the content of the drama, recorded in the New Testament, as the focal point of this revelation. The form is that of a story, an event in history which becomes, by the apprehension of faith, something more than a mere event. It is an event through which the meaning of the whole of history is apprehended and the specific nature of the divine sovereignty of history is revealed. It is presented as the last in a series of God’s “mighty acts,” and one which has a particularly definitive character. Whatever may happen in subsequent ages, nothing can occur which will shake the faith of a true believer in God’s sovereignty over all history. He is “persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, . . . nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Romans 8:38–39). The specific content of this revelation involves the crucifixion of the Messiah. In that drama all forms of human righteousness are made problematic, except a type of perfect love which seems untenable in history. The revelatory power of this whole story, drama, event, and person requires that it be viewed not as a spectator might view an ordinary drama. Both the form and the content of the drama require that it be apprehended by man in the total unity of his personality and not merely by his reason. For it will not touch him essentially if he does not recognize that its form as revelation challenges him as a rational though finite creature who is incapable of giving meaning to the total dimension of his individual and collective history, whatever partial and tentative meanings he may be able to discern by tracing its sequences and tendencies. The specific content of the revelation, on the other hand, challenges man as a sinful creature, whose various alternative methods of bringing his history to a meaningful conclusion always involve some pretension which is revealed in the light of the Cross to be a false conclusion. Thus the claims of Christ can only be heard by man in the unity of his personality and in the recognition of the self-contradiction in which that unity is involved in actual life.


    The specific content of the Christian revelation is concerned with the story of a Jewish teacher, rabbi, and prophet who made messianic claims for himself and yet sought to keep his messianic mission a provisional secret since his own view of the messianic end differed radically from all current hopes. He rejected every version of the messianic hope which involved God’s miraculous intervention in history for the purpose of eliminating its moral obscurity. He was extremely critical of the claims of virtue of the professionally holy class or oligarchy of his day and preferred to consort with “publicans and sinners.” The conclusion reached by St. Paul in the light of the revelatory power of Christ’s life, that “there is no difference for all have sinned and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:22–23) is anticipated in every searching criticism made by Jesus of all human pretensions of virtue. The Messiah would not bring victory to the virtuous but would die and “give his life a ransom for many” (Mark 10:45). The guiltless one would expiate the guilt of the guilty; and that would be the only way of ending the chain of evil in history. Thus the suffering of the guiltless, which is the primary problem of life for those who look at history from the standpoint of their own virtues, is made into the ultimate answer of history for those who look at it from the standpoint of the problematic character of all human virtue. This suffering of the guiltless one was to become in Christian faith a revelation of God’s own suffering. It alone was seen to have the power to overcome the recalcitrance of man at the very center of man’s personality, however successful the divine power might be to set outer limits beyond which human defiance could not go. But it alone was also the final dimension of the divine sovereignty over human history. To make suffering love rather than power the final expression of sovereignty was to embody the perplexity of history into the solution.


    The actual incidents in the drama serve to add vividness to this final meaning. The Christ was not crucified by criminals or by men who fell below the ordinary standards of human virtue. Such criminals were crucified with Christ. One of the instruments of crucifixion was the Roman system of jurisprudence which rightly boasted the highest achievements of justice in the ancient world. But even a boasted system of impartial justice is sufficiently human to fear that its majesty may be challenged by one who proclaimed himself a king. The kingdom of truth is a threat to every historical majesty. Every historical majesty is more anxious and insecure than it pretends. A priestly oligarchy was also implicated in the crucifixion. This oligarchy was certain that it was merely defending a very sublime system of religious legalism against an impious rebel; but it was also defending the moral prestige of all “good” men and more particularly its own prestige and its security. That is the fate of all historic oligarchies and institutions. There is always an anxious life, individual or collective, behind the most imposing façade of ideals and principles, of values and eternal verities, to the defense of which men rise in history.


    Christian piety has sometimes foolishly sought to limit the guilt of involvement in the crucifixion to the particular instrumentalities depicted in the actual story. But that is to miss the real point. In its profounder moments the church has known that Pilate and the priests are symbolic of the fact that every majesty or virtue, which is tenable in history, is involved in the crucifixion of a “prince of glory” who incarnates a love which is normative for, but not tenable in, history. That love which could not maintain itself in history becomes the symbol both of the new beginning which a man could make if he subjected his life to the judgement of Christ, and of the mercy of God which alone could overcome the fateful impotence of man ever to achieve so perfect a love.


    In this double facet of the Agape of Christ is the point where a story in history becomes something more. It is recognized by the eyes of faith as the point where the heavens are opened and the divine mystery is disclosed and the love of God toward man shines down upon him; and man is no longer afraid, even though he knows himself to be involved in the crucifixion.


    Obviously such a life and such a tragic drama could not be regarded as a revelation of divine majesty, and as concluding the meaning of man’s existence, except by a faith which presupposed repentance. There is no justification in the revelation for any good man. The natural anxiety of good men about the threat which they face from evil men or from nature is forced into a subordinate position. No individual or nation is promised either moral justification or ultimate triumph. The meaning of history is not completed within itself. It is completed only from beyond itself as faith apprehends the divine forgiveness which overcomes man’s recalcitrance. Thus Biblical faith, which begins with a sense of mystery, embodying meaning, and moves to a sense of meaning in history which contains perplexity and ambiguity, ends by seeing human history perpetually, and on every level of its achievements, in contradiction to the divine. It sees the possibilities of new beginnings in history only upon the basis of the contrite recognition of this contradiction. Significantly the same suffering love, the same Agape of Christ which reveals the divine mercy is also the norm of a new life. Men may have this new life if they discern what they are and what God is in this focal point of God’s self-disclosure. Such a point in human history can be regarded both as the beginning of a new age for all mankind and as a new beginning for every individual man who is “called” by it, because both the individual and the collective realities of human existence are fully disclosed in it. If apprehended at all they are so apprehended that the old self, which makes itself its own end, is destroyed and a new self is born. That is why a true revelation of the divine is never merely wisdom but also power.


    III


    The form and dimension of this story of Christ, namely its revelatory significance as the point in history where the meaning of history is completed, is not presented as an afterthought to the story. On the contrary the whole story is pieced together within a Christian community, already united upon the basis of faith that this Jesus is the Christ. The Pauline theological formulations of the meaning of God’s revelation in Christ actually precede the Gospel accounts chronologically. But though the story is written from the standpoint of its special significance in the eyes of faith, it still embodies the perplexities of the disciples in accepting its true significance and the tortuous path by which Jesus moved against the obtuseness of his own disciples. It is not presented as a theophany, revealing the meaning of the eternal world to finite man; nor yet merely as the story of a “God-man” who overcame the breach between the eternal and the temporal or the divine and the temporal. On the contrary it is a part of history though the claim is made that in it history has found its true fulfillment.


    St. Paul recognizes the seeming absurdity of such a claim. It is as difficult for a rational man to accept the possibility and necessity of such a disclosure as for a virtuous man to accept its specific content. Its specific content challenged the virtue of the virtuous; and its form and dimension challenged the self-sufficiency of human reason. Greek rationalism had difficulty with the claim that history could be the locus of the final revelation of God and of man’s true relation to God, because history belonged to nature and made such a revelation impossible; and human reason belonged to eternity and made it unnecessary. Modern rationalism has a different problem. Since it regards history as intelligible from within itself and expects that it will gradually overcome its own frustrations and moral ambiguities it combines, as it were, the objections to the Gospel of both Jews and Greeks. With the Greeks modern culture does not require the Gospel to make life intelligible; and with the Jews it does not require the Gospel to make history meaningful. Modern culture is particularly offended by the claim of finality of any disclosure of the ultimate at an antecedent point of history, partly because it believes that history itself changes the human situation radically and partly because it hopes that historical culture will be able to refine and perfect any valid solution of whatever may be perennial in the human situation. This modern objection to the Gospel seems so plausible that it has been a great embarrassment to the Gospel’s theological protagonists in the past two centuries. They have done everything possible to prove that the Gospel message was practically identical with modern man’s conception of a redemptive history.


    Modern theology did not recognize that the new objection to the Gospel was merely an old objection in a new form. Men are inclined in every age to resist a truth which discloses the contingent character of their existence and discredits the false answer to this problem of their contingent life in which they are always involved. To make faith the requirement of the ultimate meaning of existence is to recognize the divine mystery as impenetrable by human reason. To find that revelation in an historical drama and person is to understand history as potentially meaningful rather than meaningless. To experience a divine forgiveness reaching out to man in his predicament is to recognize that the human situation, both individually and collectively, is such that man is not only unable to complete his fragmentary life but that, viewed ultimately, there is always false and sinful completion in it. Thus faith is the final expression of man’s freedom; but it is an expression which involves the consciousness of an element of corruption in any specific expression of that freedom. It is the expression of his final freedom in the sense that faith achieves a point of transcendence over all the contingent aspects of man’s historic existence, individually and collectively. But it must contain a recognition of the contingent and the false element in all his actual knowing. It is thus recognized as a knowledge beyond the capacity of human wisdom, as a gift of “grace.” The New Testament insists that the recognition of Jesus as the Christ is possible only by the Holy Spirit.44 And Jesus himself assures Peter that his understanding of the messianic calling could have been inspired only by God.45


    While all Gospel narratives are written in the consciousness of the revelatory significance of the story they tell, the sense of the dimension of the story influences the telling of the narrative particularly in the accounts of the resurrection of Christ. It seems fairly certain that the earlier narratives reported an experience of communion by the disciples with the resurrected Lord in Galilee (I Corinthians 15:1–8), while later narratives not only fixed this event at Jerusalem but sought to validate it by factual details of which the empty tomb was the most significant. The story of this triumph over death is thus shrouded in a mystery which places it in a different order of history than the story of the crucifixion. Yet the church as a fellowship of believers was obviously founded upon the conviction of the fact of the resurrection. This “fact” contained an alteration in the story through faith’s apprehension of the significance of the story. To recognize that the Cross was something more than a noble tragedy and its victim something else than a good man who died for his ideals; to behold rather that this suffering was indicative of God’s triumph over evil through a love which did not stop at involvement in the evil over which it triumphed; to see, in other words, the whole mystery of God’s mercy disclosed is to know that the crucified Lord had triumphed over death and “when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high” (Hebrews 1:3). It is the revelatory depth of the fact which is the primary concern of faith.


    The effort to certify this triumph through specific historical details may well be regarded as an expression of a scepticism which runs through the whole history of Christianity. The account of Christ’s virgin birth serves the same purpose. Christ can not be known as the revelation of God except by faith and repentance; but a faith not quite sure of itself always hopes to suppress its scepticism by establishing the revelatory depth of a fact through its miraculous character. This type of miracle is in opposition to true faith.


    On the other hand the belief in the resurrection is itself a miracle of a different order, and a miracle without which the church could not have come into existence or could not continue in existence. It is the miracle of recognizing the triumph of God’s sovereignty in what seem to be very ambiguous facts of history. There is significantly no hint in the Gospel record of any gradual understanding even in the inner circle of disciples of the true meaning of Christ’s death. Peter’s confession of his Master’s messianic ministry was immediately followed by a rejection of the tragic culmination of it which Christ predicted. In the Lukan account of Christ’s appearance to his disciples at Emmaus they remain oblivious of the real meaning of his life, ruefully confessing, “We trusted that it had been he who would have redeemed Israel” (Luke 24:21).


    The church is thus not grounded upon a slowly dawning consciousness of the true significance of Christ. It is founded in the miracle of the recognition of the true Christ in the resurrection. From the first covenant of God to the resurrection, God’s revelations to a people are imbedded in history. God speaks “at sundry times and in divers manners” (Hebrews 1:1). And the revelations move toward a climax through a course of history, the climax being that He “hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son” (Hebrews 1:2). The acceptance of that revelation in faith involves a radical break in the community in which the revelations occur. It ceases to be a particular people or nation. The revelation creates an “Israel of God” (Galatians 6:16) which is gathered together upon the basis of its acceptance of the revelation by faith.


    Insofar as these various confrontations between God and His people have a history, there is also a history of revelation. But this is not the history of a broadening religious consciousness or of a more and more successful yearning or searching after God. For every step in the story requires that divine judgement be accepted in repentance against the human inclination to complete human virtue and wisdom within the historical structure; and that the divine mercy which prompts and qualifies the judgement be apprehended by faith.


    The climax of the crucifixion and resurrection thus becomes not merely the culmination of the whole series of revelations but the pattern of all subsequent confrontations between God and man. They must contain the crucifixion of self-abandonment and the resurrection of self-recovery. Men must die to sin with Christ and arise with him to newness of Life.46


    In Christian thought the resurrection of Christ is, however, not only indicative of the triumph of Christ over sin in the very Cross which seemed to make him its victim, but also is proof of God’s power to overcome death. St. Paul, in fact, deduces both the resurrection from the dead and the triumph over sin from Christ’s resurrection.47


    The logic of such a faith might be expressed in the following propositions: 1) Life is fragmentary, ending in death. 2) Man seeking to live and to avoid death destroys himself in the very process of seeking to establish his life. 3) If man would truly live he must die to self; but this dying to self is no guarantee of the preservation of his physical life. 4) Men will make nonsense of life if they seek to make sense of it only upon the basis of their physical survival. But the alternative requires that they believe in the sublimation of its fragmentary character. This-worldly religions try to make sense out of life in the dimension of nature-history which man transcends. Other-worldly religions try to make sense out of life by abstracting some eternal essence of man from the fragments of history. Christianity insists upon the potential meaningfulness of man’s fragmentary life in history and its final completion by a power and love not his own.


    The “final enemy,” declares St. Paul, is death. And the final pinnacle of the Christian faith is this confidence in the completion of life’s meaning by the power of God.


    This pinnacle of faith in New Testament religion is the final expression of certainty about the power of God to complete our fragmentary life as well as the power of His love to purge it of the false completions in which all history is involved. This pinnacle has no support from miraculous facts in history; neither can it be deduced from a careful observation of the general facts of human nature and history. With Plato men have always sought some rational certainty about the immortality of the soul by seeking to prove that the dimension of human existence which transcended the mortality of the body would survive the death of the body. But that which survives, according to the thought of Plato, bears no resemblance to the human self, being no more than the eternal validity of the logical faculties of the human mind. Modern Christian theories of immortality are frequently invalid mixtures of Christian conceptions of personality with this Platonic assurance.


    The Biblical sense of the unity of man in his body, mind, and soul makes the Platonic escape from the contingent character of human existence impossible. If, therefore, the New Testament faith ends in the pinnacle of the hope of the resurrection this is also the final expression of a faith which sees no hope that man may overcome or escape the contingent character of his existence; yet is not without hope, for it is persuaded that a divine power and love have been disclosed in Christ, which will complete what man can not complete; and which will overcome the evil introduced into human life and history by man’s abortive effort to complete his life by his own wisdom and power.
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        The chronicle of this development of civilization is informed by the pessimistic belief that “cultural progress is accompanied by increased wickedness and unhappiness.” Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old Testament, p. 163.


        These ancient stories reveal a profounder understanding of the relation of freedom to evil than most modern conceptions. The Stoic idea of a Golden Age of primitive innocency and of a subsequent historical corruption is, of course, analogous to this strain of thought.

      


      
        37 A classical example of the doubts which assail the faithful when they behold the immunity of evil doers is found in the words of the 73rd Psalm: “But as for me, my feet were almost gone; my steps had well-nigh slipped. For I was envious at the foolish when I saw the prosperity of the wicked. For there are no bands in their death; but their strength is firm. . . . Their eyes stand out with fatness; they have more than heart could wish. . . . And they say, How doth God know? and is there knowledge in the most High?”

      


      
        38 “Woe to them that are at ease in Zion, and trust in the mountain of Samaria. . . . Ye that put far away the evil day, and cause the seat of violence to come near; that lie upon beds of ivory and stretch themselves upon their couches, . . . therefore now shall they go captive” (Amos 6:1–7).

      


      
        39 Cf. Arnold J. Toynbee, A Study of History, Vol. IV.

      


      
        40 During the recent war a thoughtful soldier wrote from Italy: “The now highly probable victory of our armies over Nazism gives one a tremendous sense of the moral meaning of life. It seemed at one time so highly improbable that these tyrants would be defeated; and now their doom is sure. I confess, however, that when I realize how many strategic mistakes we have made and how we were able to cover these mistakes by the tremendous productive power of America, I become a little confused about the moral meaning of the whole thing. Is not America’s fortunate productive power as morally irrelevant as any Nazi instrument used against us?”

      


      
        41 Isaiah 40:2: “Speak ye comfortably to Jerusalem, and cry unto her, that her warfare is accomplished, that her iniquity is pardoned: for she hath received of the Lord’s hand double for all her sins.”

      


      
        42 Cf. Habakkuk 1:13: “Thou art of purer eyes than to behold evil . . . wherefore lookest thou upon them that deal treacherously, and holdest thy tongue when the wicked devoureth the man that is more righteous than he?”

      


      
        43 Cf. inter alia Matthew 24, and I Thessalonians 5.

      


      
        44 Cf. I Corinthians 12:3: “Wherefore I give you to understand that no one . . . can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Spirit.”

      


      
        45 Matthew 16:17 ff: “Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jonah: for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven.” Significantly Peter misunderstands the messianic mission in the same moment in which he understands it, seeking to dissuade Jesus not to follow the logic of his messianism, which demanded the Cross rather than triumph. For Jesus “from that time forth began to shew unto his disciples, how that he must go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and be raised again the third day.” Peter’s rejoinder, “Be it far from thee, Lord: This shall not be unto thee,” is rebuked by Jesus in the words: “Get thee behind me, Satan, thou art an offence unto me; for thou savourest not the things that be of God, but those that be of men.”


        This encounter is an accurate symbolic description of the mixture of ultimate and human viewpoints which remain in the Christian church throughout the ages. Insofar as it is the community in which Jesus is acknowledged as the Lord it is a new community, different from all other human communities. Insofar as it joins in Peter’s abhorrence of the Cross it is a sinful community, engulfed in the securities and insecurities of human history.

      


      
        46 Galatians 2:20. Colossians 2:12. Romans 6:3. II Timothy 2:11.

      


      
        47 I Corinthians 15:12: “Now if Christ be preached that he rose from the dead, how say some among you that there is no resurrection of the dead?” 5:17. “And if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins.”

      

    

  


  
    Love and Law in Protestantism and Catholicism


    


    


    THE WHOLE question about the relation of love to law in Christian thought is really contained in the question how love is the fulfillment of the law. The analysis of this issue may well begin with a definition of the nature of law. Subjectively considered, law is distinguished by some form of restraint or coercion, or, as Aquinas puts it, it is the direction to “perform virtuous acts by reason of some outward cause.” The compulsion may be the force and prestige of the mores and customs of a community, persuading or compelling an individual to act contrary to his inclinations. But there is also an inner compulsion of law. It is the compulsion of conscience, the force of the sense of obligation, operating against other impulses in the personality. If there is no friction or tension between duty and inclination law is, at least in one sense, dissolved into love.


    Materially, law usually represents detailed prescriptions of duties and obligations which the self owes to itself, to God, and to its neighbors. There may of course be general principles of law which gather together the logic of detailed prescriptions, as for instance the proposition, defined in Catholic thought as the “preamble” of the natural law, “that we ought to do good and avoid evil”; or Jesus’ own summary of the law and the prophets. But that summary is, significantly, the “law of love” and therefore no longer purely law, but a law transcending law. Some degree of detail is characteristic of pure law. The “positive law” of historic communities gains its force primarily from its specificity. Many a law has been annulled by our Supreme Court on the ground that “vagueness” invalidated it. Even if we do not accept the Catholic theory of a highly specific “natural law” we all do accept principles of justice which transcend the positive enactments of historic states and which are less specific and not so sharply defined as positive law, and yet more specific than the law of love. These are generated in the customs and mores of communities; and they may rise to universal norms which seem to have their source not in particular communities but in the common experience of mankind.


    The question of how love is related to law must be considered in terms of both the subjective and the material dimensions of both love and law. Subjectively, the question is how the experience of love, in which the “ought” is transcended, nevertheless contains a “thou shalt.” Materially, the question is how the indeterminate possibilities of love are related to the determinate and specified obligations defined by law. The dialectical relation of love to law as both its fulfillment and its end (pleroma and telos), as fulfilling all possibilities of law and yet as standing in contradiction to it (“The law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ,” John 1:17), is the basis and the problem of all Catholic and Protestant speculations on the relation of love to law.


    In this debate Catholic thought, both in its classical version and in such a modern treatise as D’Arcy’s Mind and Heart of Love, is more inclined than the Reformation to interpret love as pleroma of everything intended in nature and in law. But it is also inclined to interpret love as yet a more rigorous law, thus obscuring the elements of ecstasy and spontaneity, which are the marks of “grace.” Reformation thought (or at least Lutheran thought, for Calvin does not deviate essentially from the Catholic version), on the other hand, is much nearer in its apprehension of a dimension of love which transcends law and even contradicts it; but it usually fails to do justice to love as the fulfillment of law and therefore tends to obscure the intimate relation between love and justice. Modern liberal Protestantism is inclined to equate law and love by its effort to comprehend all law within the love commandment. It does not deny the higher dimensions of love which express themselves in sacrifice, forgiveness, individual sympathy, and universal love, but it regards them as simple possibilities and thereby obscures the tensions between love and law, both on the subjective and the objective side.


    II


    In terms of the subjective dimension of the problem of love and law is the problem of the “push” of duty and the “pull” of grace. If the law of love comes to us as a “thou shalt” it is obviously a law. We can have a sense of obligation toward the interests of others without a definition of specific obligations. In this case love is simply the summary of all our obligations. This is why Thomas Aquinas includes love in the “old law” though this inclusion is inconsistent with his definition of the “old law” as the “law of fear” and his confining it to the restraint of actions rather than attitudes, to “restraining the hand rather than the will.” On the other hand, love means a perfect accord between duty and inclination in such a way that duty is not felt as duty and “we love the things that thou commandest.” This second aspect of love is disregarded in Kant’s interpretation of love, for instance. For him the sense of obligation in its most universal and least specific form is identical with the law of love.


    In Luther’s exposition of the life of grace, “law” and “conscience” are left behind with sin and self. This freedom from the sense of “ought” is described by him as an ecstatic experience in which the self calculates no advantages, rises above every form of prudence, and feels itself at one with Christ, being motivated purely by a sense of gratitude for the divine forgiveness. Brunner stands in the Lutheran tradition when he also emphasizes this transcendence over the “ought” and declares that “if we feel we ought it is a proof that we cannot.” It is a question whether this point of “grace” is understood by Calvin at all. For his ethic is one of obedience to the divine law. Love is a summary of this law, but he is also careful to spell it out in specific detail. The detail is as specific as Catholic “natural law” except that he draws the details not from the intuitions of reason but from “various portions of Scripture.” He is convinced that we need this law in specific form to guide our conscience, corrupted by sin; and there is no suggestion that law and conscience do not operate in the state of grace.


    This contrast between the conception of an identity of love and the sense of obligation, on the one hand, and a contradiction between them, on the other, is the proof of a complicated relationship between love and law in both the subjective and the objective sphere. What is described by Luther as freedom from law may well conform to momentary heights of spiritual experience in which there is such a “pull” of grace (which may include everything from ecstatic religious experience to the “common grace” of family love) that we are not conscious of any “ought” or any sense of obligation. But it may be questioned whether it can describe anything more than such moments. It certainly does not describe the ongoing experience of even the most consecrated Christian, particularly not if it is true about him, as Luther asserts, that he is “justus et peccator simul.” For if he remains a sinner it must be true of him that he feels the tension between his self-interest, his anxieties and insecurities and the obligation to forget himself for the sake of his concern for others. It may well be that everything defined as the “sense of justice” is an expression of the law of love within the limits of law. There are some aspects of the law of love, objectively considered, which are more clearly in the realm of duty than in the realm of grace. The injunction “If ye love them that love you what thanks have ye?” for instance, points to the universalistic tendencies in the law of love. It expresses our obligations beyond the boundaries of the natural communities of family, tribe, and nation. But paradoxically the love within the family may be by “grace” rather than law, while the love of “mankind” must be by law. That is, there may be such conjugal or paternal or filial affection as disposes us to seek the good of wife, husband, or child without any sense of duty, “common grace” or “habitual grace” having drawn the self beyond itself and out of itself into the lives of others. But our concern for those beyond our circle, our obligation to the peoples of the world and the community of mankind, comes to us very much with the push of the “ought” against the force of our more parochial habits of grace.


    Yet on the other hand, pure obligation, while not so impotent as Brunner suggests, is more impotent than generally recognized, which is why purely moralistic sermons, which always tell us what we ought to do, tend to be boring. The best modern psychiatry, when dealing with the problem of delinquency in children, significantly does not preach to them what they ought to do, not even that they “ought to accept themselves.” It insists that they must be accepted, must find security in the love of others, out of which security they gain sufficient freedom from self to “let go” and love others. Common grace, in short, rather than law is offered as a cure for their ills. It might be added that a good deal of modern Christian teaching about Christian love may be by comparison very loveless. For the preacher chides his congregation endlessly for not meeting the most ultimate possibilities of the law of love, such as sacrifice, forgiveness, and uncalculated freedom from self, as if these were simple possibilities of the will. Thus the law of love becomes the occasion for loveless castigation because it is not recognized that, on the subjective side, love is a curious compound of willing through the strength of the sense of obligation and of willing not by the strength of our will but by the strength which enters the will through grace. This defect in the liberal Protestant attitude toward love is the subjective aspect of its lack of a doctrine of grace. The objective aspect, which must be considered subsequently, is revealed in its lack of distinction between love and justice. In both aspects the basis of the defect lies in the failure to appreciate the force of self-love in life. The consequence of this failure creates the belief that love is a law which can be easily fulfilled if only the preacher will establish its validity and present it persuasively. Grace, whether “common” or “saving,” has meaning only when life is measured at the limits of human possibilities and it is recognized that there are things we ought to do which we cannot do merely by the strength of our willing but which may become possible because we are assisted by the help which others give us by their love, by the strength which accrues to our will in moments of crisis, and by the saving grace of the Spirit of God indwelling our spirit.


    III


    Subjectively we have defined the problem of love and law as the problem of the relation of duty to grace. Materially the problem is the relation of love as the sum and total of all law and of love as defining indeterminate possibilities, transcending law. These points of indeterminacy in the law of love correspond to the indeterminate character of human freedom. In so far as man has a determinate structure, it is possible to state the “essential nature” of human existence to which his actions ought to conform and which they should fulfill. But in so far as he has the freedom to transcend structure, standing beyond himself and beyond every particular social situation, every law is subject to indeterminate possibilities which finally exceed the limits of any specific definition of what he “ought” to do. Yet they do not stand completely outside of law, if law is defined in terms of man’s essential nature. For this indeterminate freedom is a part of his essential nature.


    The points at which the transcendence of love over law are clearest are four, of which one point may really belong to the realm of law: a) The freedom of man over every historic situation means that his obligation to others cannot be limited to partial communities of nature and history, to family, tribe, or nation. (“If ye love them that love you what thanks have ye?”) Love acknowledges no natural bounds and is universal in scope. (“Whoso loveth father or mother more than me is not worthy of me.”) This first element in the indeterminacy of love has already been described as being, in one respect at least, within the limits of law. For it describes the sum total of all our obligations to our fellow men without specific detail. It is thus the summary of all law. It may come to us subjectively in the force of obligation in opposition to more parochial forms of love which are nourished by common grace.


    Yet this universalistic aspect of the law of love is frequently made to bear the whole burden of the idea of love beyond law. In the thought of Augustine, the love of God, as distinguished from the love of any creature, defines the difference between the realm of grace and the realm of nature. Augustine makes the mistake of never being concerned whether, in a relation of love, we rise to the point of loving the other person for his own sake or only for our sake. His concern is always whether we love the person for his own sake or for God’s sake. This is to say he is afraid that love of the other may degenerate into idolatry. He compounds this error by insisting that the love of the neighbor must express itself not so much in meeting his needs as in leading him to God. “So when one . . . is commanded to love his neighbor as himself, what else is he enjoined than that he shall commend him to the love of God?”48


    In Catholic asceticism the universalism of the Christian love commandment becomes one basis for celibacy and virginity. (The other basis is its attitude toward sex.) The institution of the family is destroyed in order that there may be no parochial impediment to universal love. This is one aspect of the Catholic strategy of dealing with the dimension of love which transcends law in its “counsels of perfection.” The difference between commandment and counsel, declares Aquinas, is “that a commandment implies obligation whereas a counsel is left to the option of the one to whom it is given.”49 This definition of the universal aspects of the law of love in its universalistic indeterminacy, as a more rigorous law, which is too rigorous for the majority of Christians “because their disposition is not inclined” to it but must be kept by the few who have the “fitness” to observe it, is a part of the whole Catholic strategy of creating two grades of Christians: a) those who live by the law of love within the limits of love as law; and b) those who live by the law of love beyond the limits of natural law. The difficulty with this strategy is that it removes the element of the indeterminate in the law of love as a resource upon all Christian life and it reduces the ultimate possibilities of love to the dimension of a yet more rigorous law.


    This defect in Catholic thought arises from the incorporation of Stoic natural law into Christian ethics. For Stoic natural law assumes a determinate human freedom and falsely equates the fixed structures of nature and the less fixed structures of human nature. The supposedly fixed structures of human nature are the basis of a law which states those things to be done and not to be done “which follow in an inevitable manner from the fact that man is man” (Maritain). But the indeterminate character of human freedom and the variety and uniqueness of historic occasions produce fewer things than supposed in Catholic natural law theory, about which one may be sure that they must be done or not done. Everything one does stands under more ultimate possibilities of love, which can not merely be reserved for the celibate who has decided that he will make one extra effort “to be perfect.”


    In Catholic mysticism (particularly clearly in the mysticism of St. John of the Cross) the love of God is set in complete contradiction to the love of the neighbor in such a way that the love of the creature is merely a stepladder to the love of God, which must be abandoned when the love of God (universal love) is reached. All of these errors arise from adding the biblical conceptions of freedom, sin, and grace to a classical, rationalistic definition of the structure of human nature. In this rationalism there is an inadequate conception of human selfhood, particularly of its indeterminate possibilities of both love and self-love.


    But the same error creeps into some Protestant emphases on the universal aspects of the love commandment. Kierkegaard, despite his existentialist understanding of human selfhood, presents a legalistic version of universal love in his Works of Love, according to which the love of a person in his uniqueness and in the uniqueness of a particular relation (as wife or husband, for instance) has nothing to do with “Christian” love. Christian love is a universal love which proves itself by regarding the loved self as anonymously as possible. The force of love is lacking in every element of spontaneity and “grace.” It is the force of law and of conscience. Kierkegaard, in short, defines Christian love in precisely those terms which Brunner, with contrasting one-sidedness, regards as outside the dimension of Christian love. For Christian love reveals itself for Brunner only in uniquely personal and intimate relations. Kierkegaard writes:


    Christianity has not come into the world to teach you how specifically to love your wife or your friend but . . . how in common humanity you shall love all men. . . . Love is a matter of conscience and hence not a matter of impulse or inclination.50


    The universalistic dimension of the love commandment is, in short, both within and beyond the love commandment as law. It represents the outer circumference of the totality of our obligations to our neighbors and to God. It includes all of them but also goes beyond anything that can be specifically defined.


    b) The freedom of the self over itself as contingent object in nature and history means that there is a dimension of human existence in which the preservation of the self in history becomes problematic. (“Fear not them which are able to kill the body, but rather those that are able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”) The love commandment promises self-realization through self-giving (“Whosoever loseth his life will find it.”) but historic success is not guaranteed in this form of self-realization. The Agape of Christ, which is the norm of Christian self-hood, is always finally defined as sacrificial love, as the love of the cross. (“And walk in love even as Christ loved you and gave himself for you.”) Sacrificial love represents the second pinnacle of love which represents both the completion and the annulment of love as law. It is the completion of the law of love because perfect love has no logical limit short of the readiness to sacrifice the self for the other. Yet it is a point which stands beyond all law, because the necessity of sacrificing one’s life for another cannot be formulated as an obligation, nor can it be achieved under the whip of the sense of obligation. Law in the determinate sense must stop with distributive justice and mutual love. Yet a sensitive conscience will have conscience pricks if another life has been taken in self-defense or if a common peril has resulted in the loss of another life but not of one’s own.


    Unprudential love, in which there is no calculation of mutual advantages, obviously stands in a dialectical relation to mutual love and to every scheme of distributive justice as well. In mutual love and in distributive justice the self regards itself as an equal, but not as a specially privileged, member of a group in which the rational self seeks to apportion the values of life justly or to achieve perfect reciprocity of advantages. The will to do justice is a form of love, for the interests of the neighbor are affirmed. Mutual love (philia) is also a form of love, for the life of the other is enhanced. Yet, on the other hand, such expressions of love fall short of love in its ultimate form. For they are mixed with a careful calculation of interest and advantages in which the self always claims an equal share. The final form of love is bereft of such calculation and meets the needs of the other without calculating comparative rights. Sacrificial love is therefore a form of love which transcends the limits of love. It is a form of love which cannot be embodied in any moral code. Nor can it be achieved by the compulsion of a sense of obligation. Yet common sense, not merely in Christian thought but also in the pagan reverence for heroic sacrifice, has, with spiritually shrewd instinct, recognized such heedless love as the final norm of love.


    It cannot be separated from the realm of natural love (whether Eros or philia) by a neat line. It transcends the line of natural love. Yet without an element of heedless love, every form of mutual love would degenerate into a calculation of mutual advantages and every calculation of such advantages would finally generate resentment about an absence of perfect reciprocity. Aristotle tries to solve this problem by preferring friendship between equals. In the absence of equality there must be, he thinks, calculation of different types of advantage for the stronger and the weaker member of the friendship: honor for the one and help for the other. This is a nice illustration of the impossibility of finding a logical end for the love commandment within the limits of prudence. The final limits are beyond prudence and calculation; but these final limits are not neatly separated from the whole realm of mutual love and distributive justice. They tend to redeem this realm from degenerating into a competition of calculating egotists.


    On the subjective side the line is equally lacking in neatness. For a sense of obligation may prompt men into a hazardous cause but the final act of sacrifice by which a soldier gives his life for his comrade is, as even the army rightly surmises, “beyond the call of duty.” It is possible only by an accretion of strength to the will which is in the realm of grace.


    In trying to do justice to this dialectical relation Catholicism has the advantage of recognizing that sacrificial love is related to natural love as the “perfect to the imperfect.” It declares that this perfection is possible only by grace. But it makes grace to mean the “fitness” of man to embrace monastic poverty, in which he cannot call anything his own. Thus, as in the case of the universal dimension of love, the sacrificial dimension is a “counsel of perfection,” which means that it is yet another and more rigorous statement of love as law. But the possibilities of ecstatic, heedless, and unprudential completions of the love commandment by “grace” in all kinds of human and historic situations are obscured.


    D’Arcy, who rightly insists on the dialectical relation of sacrificial to mutual love in opposition to Nygren, spoils the validity of his exposition by interpreting sacrificial love as the flower of one element in human nature, the element of anima as distinguished from animus. Anima is the feminine principle in human nature, the tendency toward self-giving as opposed to the tendency toward self-assertion. In such a formulation Agape is too simply the completion of nature, and the contradiction between sacrifice and justice, between heedlessness and prudence, is obscured.


    But the error is hardly greater than the one which is made by the Lutheran formulation. In Luther’s doctrine of the Two Realms, justice is consigned completely to the realm of law. There “nothing is known of Christ” even as in the realm of the kingdom of heaven “nothing is known of law, conscience, or sword.” The law, in such a rigorous dualism, does not even contain within it the desire to do justice. It is no more than a coercive arrangement which prevents mutual harm. Love, on the other hand, is only Agape in its purest and most unadulterated form, which means in a form in which it is known in human experience only in rare moments of evangelical fervor or crisis heroism. This is why the Lutheran formulation of the relation of love to law is so irrelevant to the broad area of common experience in which one must balance claims and counterclaims and make discriminate judgments about competing interests.


    Nygren’s exposition of the contrast between Agape and natural love is not so much concerned with the contrast between Agape and the positive law as in Luther. But his idea of an absolute contradiction between Agape and Eros contains the same error. It is the error of a too rigorous separation of the realm of grace and the realm of nature. This separation must lead, as D’Arcy rightly observes, to a withering of both Eros and Agape. For Eros has no goal beyond itself. And Agape has no real relevance to the human situation.


    The literature of the Social Gospel is filled with references to sacrificial love. Men are constantly challenged to follow the “way of the Cross” and to espouse the “Jesus way of life.” But there is a curious mixture of bourgeois prudence with this pinnacle of grace. For it is assumed that a rigorous sacrifice will finally prove successful, so that a sufficient cumulation of sacrificial acts will obviate the necessity of sacrifice. Sacrifice really means the abandonment of short-range for long-range advantages. If the enemy is loved he will become a friend. If the conqueror is not resisted he will cease to be a conqueror. If the businessman sacrifices his profits he will gain greater advantages in the end, though not necessarily greater profits. Up to a point all this is true, for the paradox of self-realization through self-giving has a promise for this life also. Only there is always an ultimate tragic possibility in sacrificial love which is obscured in this prudential version.


    IV


    c) Forgiveness has the same relation to punitive justice as sacrificial love to distributive justice. Forgiveness is both a completion and an annulment of punitive justice. It is its completion in the sense that a rigorous analysis of all factors involved in a wrong act will lead to an understanding both of the extenuating circumstances and the causal preconditions of the crime. Thus imaginative justice moves in the direction of forgiveness, or at least to remedial rather than punitive justice.


    Yet forgiveness is finally in contradiction to punitive justice. It represents, in the words of Berdyaev, “the morality beyond morality.” Jesus justifies the love of the enemy in terms of the imitation of a God whose mercy cuts across every conception of justice as rigorously as the impartialities of nature, in which the rain falls on the just and the unjust and the sun shines upon the evil and the good. In the parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard, the divine mercy is challenged for being unjust and defended because it exceeds justice. The whole doctrine of the Atonement in Christian thought contains the paradox of the relation of mercy to judgment. For the mercy of God is in His judgment and yet it is something which cancels His wrath. There is no nice discrimination of merit and demerit in forgiveness, any more than there is a nice discrimination of interests in sacrificial love. Here law is transcended. Forgiveness seems to be purely in the realm of grace.


    Yet even forgiveness comes partially into the category of love as law. For we are warned that if we forgive not men their trespasses neither will our heavenly Father forgive our trespasses. This would seem to mean that forgiveness is something we owe the erring brother as a right. Or rather it is something we owe God. But our forgiveness of our brethren is primarily a grateful response to God’s forgiveness. (“And be ye kind one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God for Christ’s sake hath forgiven you,” Eph. 4.32.) Usually the New Testament presents forgiveness only as a possibility for those who are of contrite heart and whose uneasy conscience has been eased by divine forgiveness. Yet the fact that it is also presented as an obligation, which will incur the punishment of judgment if left undone, proves that even on this pinnacle of grace law is not completely transcended.


    On this issue Luther is again clearest in illuminating the element of grace in the experience of forgiveness and least adequate in relating forgiveness to punitive justice. There are no diagonal lines in Luther’s thought which relate mercy to punitive justice. There is therefore nothing to inspire the kind of development of punitive justice in the direction of imaginative justice which has in fact taken place in modern criminology and which proves that the “two realms” have more commerce with each other than Luther supposes.


    Nygren’s version of forgiveness as an aspect of Agape results in so sharp a distinction between justice and mercy that it leaves no place at all for discriminate judgments about justice. The distinction is so sharp that all moral distinctions in history seem to become invalid.


    Modern liberalism, including Christian liberalism, tends to a sentimental version of forgiveness in which mercy has also completely triumphed over justice in such a way that responsibility of sin is denied. Sir Walter Moberly finds the final form of this sentimentality in modern psychiatry (in his book Responsibility).


    The Catholic exposition of this pinnacle of grace in the law of love has special significance because it is one ultimate possibility of love which is not bound to the ascetic system. The love of the enemy is a possibility for all Christians but only through the help of supernatural grace. It belongs to the “counsels of perfection” which can be added to ordinary justice; but it has no dialectical relation to the schemes of justice, whereby the injustice in every scheme of justice would come under judgment.


    d) The final pinnacle of grace in the realm of love is the relation between persons in which one individual penetrates imaginatively and sympathetically into the life of another. This pinnacle finds no special place in the Catholic counsels of perfection because it represents the ordinary possibilities of love above the level of justice as defined in natural law. It is the very substance of the realm of love in Buber’s exposition of I and Thou and in Brunner’s Divine Imperative. It is, however, wrongly interpreted as the very substance of the realm of love. For in that case love does not include the general spirit of justice which expresses itself in the structures, laws, social arrangements, and economic forms by which men seek to regulate the life of the community and to establish a maximum of harmony and justice.


    The love which wills justice must not be excluded from the realm of Agape. Brunner is in great error when he interprets an act of personal kindness as more “Christian” than a statesmanlike scheme in the interest of justice. Brunner’s dictum that love “never seeks great things” is capricious. It separates love too completely from the realm of justice, though in a different way than the thought of Nygren. A modern liberal form of this same error is to be found in such reactionary movements as “Christian Economics,” which insist that unemployment insurance is unnecessary because “Christians of sensitive conscience will organize private charity for the needy.” The effort to confine Agape to the love of personal relations and to place all the structures and artifices of justice outside that realm makes Christian love irrelevant to the problems of man’s common life.


    On the other hand, it is true that beyond and above every human relation as ordered by a fixed structure of justice, by custom, tradition, and legal enactment, there remain indeterminate possibilities of love in the individual and personal encounters of those who are in the structure. Whether men meet their fellow men with generosity or with envy, with imagination or with ambitions of dominion, is a question which cannot be fully solved by the structure of justice which binds them to their fellow men. Human actions can, to a degree, corrupt even the highest structure and they can also partially redeem the worst structure. The fact that slavery was essentially wrong proves the invalidity of regarding structures of justice as irrelevant to love. Yet it did make a difference to a slave whether he was subject to a kind or to a cruel master. The institution was wrong because the disproportions of power in the institution of slavery were such that they could predispose even decent men to unconscious cruelties. But the most adequate institution is still only a bare base upon which the higher experiences of love must be built.


    The commandment to love the neighbor as the self must finally culminate in the individual experience in which one self seeks to penetrate deeply into the mystery of the other self and yet stand in reverence before a mystery which he has no right to penetrate. This kind of love is a matter of law in the sense that the essential nature of man, with his indeterminate freedom, requires that human relations should finally achieve such an intimacy. But it is also a matter of grace because no sense of obligation can provide the imagination and forebearance by which this is accomplished. Such intimacy is of course closely related to sacrificial love, for the intermingling of life with life predisposes to sacrificial abandonment of the claims of the self for the needs of the other.


    If the intimacy of personal friendship, in which life is interwoven with life, is one of the pinnacles of Agape it must follow that a sexual partnership has a natural basis for such Agape far beyond other partnerships. The sexual union as a parable, symbol, and basis for Agape has been little appreciated in Christian thought, partly because of a generally negative attitude toward sex which Christianity absorbed from Greek thought; and partly because the particularity of the sexual union is suspect from the standpoint of Christian universalism. Yet this aspect of the relation of love beyond law to love as law has been explored in Greek orthodoxy and has been most significantly illumined and also exaggerated by Vladimir Solovyov, who writes:


    Fully admitting . . . the high dignity of other kinds of love . . . we find nevertheless that only sexual love satisfies the two fundamental conditions without which there can be no abolition of selfhood through complete vital union with another. In all other kinds of love there is absent either the homogeneity between lover and beloved, or the all inclusive difference of complementary qualities.51


    It is significant that despite the ascetic traditions of Roman Catholicism there are also recent efforts in Roman thought to explore this relation between love and sexual love. D’Arcy’s Mind and Heart of Love sees the relationship not so much as the intimate and mutual self-giving of both partners of the marriage union as in the feminine impulse of self-giving. A more adequate exposition of the significance of the mutual relation in marriage has recently been given in the Catholic treatise Essay on Human Love, by Jean Guitton.


    Naturally a particular relationship cannot exhaust the meaning of Agape, particularly not the dimension which expresses itself in its universalistic motif. But if any justice is to be done to particular and intimate relations, the marriage union must receive a more positive appreciation in Christian thought and life. The intimacy of the relation has of course a basis in nature. But it can be endlessly transfigured by grace, so that the possibilities of love as law and love at the limits of law and love beyond the limits in this partnership are identical with the general logic of love as law and love as grace.


    V


    This analysis of love as law and love as transcending law is incomplete without consideration of one further problem: the relation of love to law as such. Law as such is composed of norms of conduct prescribed by custom, legal enactment, scriptural injunction, or rational intuition, in which duties and obligations are prescribed without seeming reference to the ultimate spirit of law, namely, love. What is the standing of such law in a Christian scheme of ethics and how is love related to it? In Catholic thought this law is drawn from the intuitions or logical deductions of reason, so that even the Decalogue is regarded as normative by Aquinas only in so far as it corresponds to the natural law. In Reformation thought, systematically in Calvin and less systematically in Luther, this law is drawn from Scripture, either from explicit law, such as the Decalogue, or from moral admonitions in various portions of Scripture which are raised to the authority of explicit norms for the Christian life.


    All such law will be found to have two characteristics: a) It states our obligations to our neighbor are minimal and usually in negative terms. “Thou shalt not kill.” “Thou shalt not steal.” b) It states our obligations to our neighbors in terms which presuppose the fact of sin and self-interest and the complexity of claims and counterclaims which are arbitrated by some “rule of reason” rather than by the ultimate scruples of the law of love.


    Thus the law, however conceived, accepts and regulates self-interest and prohibits only the most excessive forms of it. It does not command that we love the neighbor but only that we do not take his life or property. It does not command that we seek our neighbor’s good but that we respect his rights. Broadly speaking, the end of the law is justice. But we have already seen that justice is related to love. Thus there is a dialectical relation between love and law even as there is between love beyond law and love as law. It might be stated as follows: The law seeks for a tolerable harmony of life with life, sin presupposed. It is, therefore, an approximation of the law of love on the one hand and an instrument of love on the other hand. Consequently the distinction between law and love is less absolute and more dialectical than conceived in either Catholic or Reformation thought.


    If this conclusion be correct, it follows that law, however conceived, whether drawn from Scripture (as in Reformation thought) or from rational intuitions (as in Catholicism) or from historical tradition, is less fixed and absolute than all these theories assume. The scriptural authority, below the level of love, is less valid in the realm of law than the Reformation assumes because there is always an element of historical contingency in the allegedly absolute norms of Scriptures which makes its authority questionable in a different historical context. (St. Paul’s attitude toward women in the Church is a case in point.) The authority of rational “natural” law is less valid than Catholicism supposes. The whole concept of natural law rests upon a Stoic-Aristotelian rationalism which assumes fixed historical structures and norms which do not in fact exist. Furthermore, it assumes a human participation in a universal reason in which there is no ideological taint. The moral certainties of natural law in Catholic thought are all dubious. Sometimes they rest upon deductive reason. It is assumed that it is impossible to draw logical conclusions in the field of material ethics, from the formal ethical principle that good is to be done and evil avoided. But there is no guide in the formal principle of ethics about the norms of good and evil. Sometimes they rest upon the “intuitions” of reason. While there are some seemingly universal moral judgments such as the prohibition of murder, it must be noted that they are the most universal if they are the most minimal and most negative expressions of the law of love. The more specific they become the more they are suspect as “self-evident” propositions of the natural law.


    Sometimes Catholic natural theory sinks to the level of eighteenth-century rationalism, which it ostensibly abhors. It regards the propositions of natural law as propositions of analytic reason. This reason analyzes the structures of nature, including human nature, and arrives at certain conclusions about what nature “intends,” as, for instance, that nature intends procreation in sexual union. In this case it forgets that human nature is characterized not only by an indeterminate freedom but by an intimate and organic relation between the impulses of nature and human freedom which permits endless elaborations of human vital capacities for which it is not easy to find a simple descriptive norm.


    In short, both Catholic and Reformation theory are too certain about the fixities of the norms of law. All law, whether historical, positive, scriptural, or rational, is more tentative and less independent in its authority than orthodox Christianity, whether Catholic or Protestant, supposes, even as it is more necessary than liberal Protestantism assumes. The final dyke against relativism is to be found, not in these alleged fixities, but in the law of love itself. This is the only final law, and every other law is an expression of the law of love in minimal or in proximate terms or in terms appropriate to given historical occasions.
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    THE SELF AND THE DRAMAS OF HISTORY


    


    The Self and the Dramas of History


    THE DIALOGUES, in which the self is involved, are transmuted into dramas whenever they precipitate action. These actions are formed into dramatic patterns which constitute a web of destiny for the individual, determining subsequent actions and dialogues. These dramatic patterns may extend to various communities, family, local or national. The dramatic patterns are historic realities in which freedom and necessity are variously compounded. The most indubitable constancies are those which are rooted in natural necessities, as, for instance, the facts of geography and climate in man’s collective life and those of sex and age in man’s individual life. But there are constancies of history which are almost as predictable as those founded in nature. Yet they are clearly historical, as, for instance, the constancies derived from the “character” of a culture.


    The dramatic patterns contain causal sequences which may be analyzed with some degree of accuracy. It is possible to determine not only that a certain chain of events actually happened but also, to an extent, why they happened. But every answer to the question, why the events happened, must be speculative, since historical causation is very complex, each event standing in various chains of causation. Therefore one could not make a precise estimate of the “real” cause of an event, or even of its dominant cause. Historical analyses do not lend themselves to precise analogies with similar or contrasting patterns, nor can they become the basis of predictions of future events. Therefore the analyses of historical patterns must lack the scientific precision which characterizes the conclusions of the natural sciences. In short, they must fail in the test of predictability which is the hallmark of any exact science.


    Historical patterns are in a category of reality which can not be identified with the structures of nature. They are to be sharply distinguished from natural structures because they represent a compound of freedom and necessity.


    History is the more complex because one pattern is superimposed upon another: the dramatic pattern of a national history, for instance, upon the dramatic pattern of a whole culture. Who can answer the question definitively, whether America is involved in the history of a culture which may be defined as “Western”; or whether the peculiar conditions of American history, our virgin soil, our continental economy, our heterogeneous population and our youthful energies separate our destiny from that of European culture?


    It is because historical causation is endlessly complex, and historical dramas overlap one another in bewildering confusion, that history is not subject to the generalizations of either the scientists or the philosophers, who insist on trying to comprehend its multifarious themes in terms of either natural or ontological necessity. There are, of course, valid social or historical sciences. They are most legitimate when the scientists know themselves to be historians, rather than natural scientists; and therefore recognize that their generalizations are hazardous and speculative. The real historians have an instinct for the peculiar quality of history and know the hazards of predictions of the future. Economics, which began under physiocratic illusions, has, in these latter years, become more and more conscious of the endless historical contingencies which it must take into account in its predictions. Economists have therefore become increasingly modest, in contrast to some other social sciences, burdened with more physiocratic illusions about so-called “laws of nature.”


    Historical facts can be dealt with most “scientifically” when the field of inquiry is reduced to some manageable set of uniformities or recurrences in the behavior of individuals, subject to the same set of natural or historical circumstances—to the attitudes of adolescents or convalescents, for instance, or the behavior of industrial or agricultural labor, or to the conditions of urban life or to the effect of boarding-house existence upon family life. In such, and similar cases, statistical evidence may support generalizations; and uniformities of behavior may be distinguished from the historically variable factors. Sometimes predictions are inaccurate, even in these modest undertakings; in some cases because the unpredictable freedom of man is not taken into account, but more frequently because not enough attention has been given to variable conditioning circumstances. Efforts to predict elections in previous decades failed miserably because sample opinions were taken from people listed in telephone directories; and their ideological bias did not accurately typify the whole political spectrum. Now the samplings are undertaken more scientifically, that is, with due regard for the various groups of a community and their characteristic biases, based on economic and other interests. But no science can determine whether a Polish worker of Hamtramck, Michigan, will vote according to the prevailing opinion in the CIO, or according to his convictions about the adequacy of an administration policy in clearing up the war-time mystery of the murders in the Katyn forests in Poland. If wider generalizations are attempted, as, for instance, covering groups in the same economic class but under differing historical environments, they become more hazardous. What nonsense history made of the Marxist slogan: “Workers of the World Unite.” It mistakenly assumed the equal disinheritance of industrial laborers in every nation, and incidentally the primacy of their economic interest. There are, no doubt, legitimate generalizations about the character of bourgeois communities as contrasted with agrarian ones. But will any such generalizations do justice to the variables in the middle-class life of France and Britain, of Australia and America?


    In any event, no scientific investigations of past behavior can become the basis of predictions of future behavior. Even if an historian is able to establish causal sequences after the event, he can not make any generalizations about the past the basis of predictions of future actions and events. He can not do so, not only because he has insufficient knowledge of the complex causes of the past; but because he can not predict which one of the many tendencies and forces which determine actions, may have a dominant place in the life of individuals and nations. Only one historian, Jacob Burckhardt, was able to foretell the rise of twentieth-century tyrannies in the nineteenth century. And no one, as late as the beginning of this century, predicted the nightmare which eventuated from the Marxist dreams of heaven on earth. Marx would certainly have been surprised by contemporary realities. These surprising historical events are a refutation of all purely scientific or metaphysical efforts to interpret the drama of history and to reduce its seeming confusion to some kind of simple meaning.


    If the analysis of uniformities and recurrences of behavior under like conditions may be defined as the scientific component of historiography, the biographic pinnacles of history are the most vivid reminders of its dramatic character which defies scientific analysis. The career of an eminent contemporary statesman, Sir Winston Churchill, will illustrate how human character rises by gradual stages from the necessities of nature, through historic destinies until it reaches the height of a highly individual and unique response to the unique events of its history. Sir Winston Churchill owes some of his “character” to the fact that he was born an Englishman in the Victorian period, and others to the fact that he was born in the aristocracy of that era. His characteristic differences from Mr. Chamberlain are partly due to his aristocratic background, for instance. Some of the influences upon his life are due to his descent from the Duke of Marlborough and some to the fact that he did not stand in the direct line of descent. The Dukes of Marlborough were inconspicuous country gentlemen. Mr. Churchill’s ambition was undoubtedly fired by his lack of an assured place in the scheme of things as a son of a second son. Was the example of his father the determining factor? Or perhaps the neglect by his engrossed father and mother? It would have ruined a less robust lad, but it did not prompt resentment in him toward either his father or mother. It merely encouraged him to seek fame in order to be worthy of a father who ignored him, but whom he adored. One could go on to multiply the multifarious chain of causes which played upon his life. Any conclusions about the relative importance of any set of factors would be highly speculative. Nor would any analysis of his antecedents help to explain how a man, so obviously ambitious, did not involve himself in the self-defeat in which ambition usually becomes involved. “How vain are the calculations of self-interest,” said Mr. Churchill, in surveying the pathetic life of the French Admiral Darlan. Why was this observation not true of Mr. Churchill? And what forces in his history caused the extraordinary degree of magnanimity in so resourceful a fighter? None of these questions about Mr. Churchill or any other character can be answered “scientifically,” in the sense that one can establish a rationally compelling correlation of causes which lead to a given result. Biography is significantly an art. It is related to the art of portraiture. This latter art has not been superseded by the more exact science of photography. The reason is that portraiture spurns the science of reproducing the exact facial lineaments of a given moment for the art of seeing the quite essential character above and behind momentary expressions of mood. History is more of a science than biography because it can correlate and compare more facts and establish trends under seemingly unique events. But historiography can never be an exact science. The real historians know this and leave it to some modern social scientists to cherish this illusion.


    It is interesting to note that Aristotle, who did not have modern science’s knowledge of the evolution of historic as well as natural forms, and lived under the illusion that the structures of both nature and history were fixed, made a sharp distinction between science which would analyze the “constants,” and “phronesis” (practical wisdom) which must deal with contingent elements in life and history. The fact is that the sharpest distinction must be made between processes in which things “come to be” and “pass away” within a fixed structure of reality and the whole realm of human history, culminating in biography. In this realm there is a subordinate dimension in which events follow in a “necessary manner” as, for instance, the growth of a child through adolescence to maturity.


    The radical freedom of the self and the consequent dramatic realities of history are naturally embarrassing to any scientific effort, either to understand or to master history. There is a consequent tendency in the psychological and social sciences to suppress these inconvenient facts about man, and to emphasize the various facts which “determine” his actions and destinies. History is indeed full of these determining conditions of geography and climate, of social and economic conditions, of environment and heredity. They lend plausibility to the various determinisms, sociological and psychological, which negate some of the obvious “facts” about man and his history in order to comprehend them “scientifically,” which sometimes ironically connotes “empirically.”


    The impulse to falsify the facts in order to bring them into a comprehensible pattern assails the scientists who try to manage detailed facts and small patterns. Another analogous temptation assails the philosophers and ontologists who try to make sense out of the larger patterns of history and to comprehend the whole drama of history as meaningful. Naturally the mind is baffled by the seeming confusion of the historical drama, devoid of the neat endings, whether tragic or happy, which art gives to the various dramas of history in order to endow them with comprehensible conclusions.


    It is significant that working historians have an instinctive reaction to the ambitions of the philosophers and to their pretension that they have discovered a larger ontological pattern behind, within and above the phantasmagoria of history. “Men wiser and more learned than I,” writes the great historian H. A. L. Fisher in the preface to his History of Europe, “have discerned in history a plot, a rhythm, a predetermined pattern. These harmonies are concealed from me. I see only one emergency following upon another, as wave follows on wave; only one great fact, with respect to which, since it is unique, there can be no generalizations, only one safe rule for the historian: that he should recognize in the development of human destinies the play of the contingent and unforeseen.”


    Every philosophical effort to understand history is based on the assumption that in some depth of reality a pattern may be found in which that which seems “contingent and unforeseen” takes its place as a “necessary” development, as a servant of the hidden logic which underlies and informs all things.


    In the history of Western civilization the efforts to comprehend history ontologically have been many; but they all fall into two primary categories: (A) the classical idea of the historical cycle and (B) the modern idea of historical development. This modern idea which has been elaborated since the Renaissance takes such various forms as the Hegelian dialectical view of historical development and the supposedly unmetaphysical and purely scientific idea of development in the thought of the social Darwinists. All these ideas of “progress” express the historical optimism of modern man. In various metaphysical and scientific garbs they present themselves as the effective religion of modern man. He endows his own life with meaning because he can set it into the frame of a simply meaningful history.


    The two ideas of the cycle and of development actually define two basic facts of historical occurrences. The cycle defines the birth, life and death of the organisms which participate in the historical stream. Since nations, cultures and civilizations are not organisms, in the exact sense of the word, and have no definitely allotted time span of biological organisms, the classical analogy between biological and historical cycles was therefore partly erroneous. The error did not become apparent until the Aristotelian concept of a fixed historical structure was challenged by the idea of historical development. Nevertheless, it contains a modicum of truth. For historical cultures, civilizations and communities are mortal, though their decay and death is never a fate ordained by their nature, but is always partly the result of historic mistakes and miscalculations.


    The modern progressive view is just as true and just as false as the cyclical view. It is just as true because it corresponds to one indubitable fact about history. That fact is that there has been a steady growth of man’s control of the natural forces which furnish the basis of history. This development has proceeded throughout the rise and fall of particular civilizations. It has culminated in the development of technics, which have altered the possibilities of cohesion in the community as well as changing the physical basis of historical existence. Growing technics include means of communication which have made larger units of cohesion possible; and the development in weapons of warfare which have culminated in the fearfully lethal atomic weapons of our day. This growth in technics has been so phenomenal that it has prompted the modern illusion of “progress.” But it becomes daily more apparent that man’s technical mastery over nature has not seriously altered either his spiritual or intellectual endowments nor changed his essential stature as both creator and creature in history. Technical development has therefore not changed history from its essence as a drama to a course of predictable development.


    The two patterns of the cycle and the forward movement are therefore not so much dramatic patterns as they are the two dimensions of the stage upon which the drama is played. They have only negative significance for the meaning of history. Confusion results when positive meaning is ascribed to these two dimensions of the stage of the drama. Spengler’s and Toynbee’s efforts to restore the cycle as a bearer of positive meaning prove both the possibilities and the limits of fitting the drama of history into the cyclical mold. The endless variety of dramatic themes which are superimposed upon the historical cycles and the fact that their life, growth and death do not follow the necessities of the natural cycle but are due to human ingenuity and human failure, make the cycle impossible as a bearer of positive meaning. It may be inevitable that every culture or civilization should die. But it is possible that this death should prove to be the transmutation into another kind of life. This is at least one reason why historical cycles are not analogous to natural cycles, and why they can be bearers of a positive interpretation of the historical drama.


    In the same manner historical development is not really analogous to natural growth. The basic fact of historical development is probably caused by man’s increasing mastery of nature, and not upon any law of the “survival of the fittest” nor upon some obscure historical dialectic such as Hegel discerns. Certainly the ideas of progress, whether pretending to be “scientific” or “philosophical,” tend to obscure the interplay between freedom and necessity which gives the human drama such a bewildering complexity. Yet there is historical development. Problems do recur in ever widening dimensions, as, for instance, the problem of community, which has reached global proportions in our day. But no “progress” can assure the solution of these ever wider and more complex problems. The forward movement can give history no more positive meaning than the cycle. Both describe, not patterns, but conditions for the historical drama.


    The Hebraic and the Hellenic Approaches to the Problem of Selfhood and History


    WE HAVE sought to interpret the unique character of human selfhood without particular references to the presuppositions which governed the inquiry except the frequent references to the misunderstanding of the self which was occasioned by the identification of the self with mind. This had an obvious origin in Greek philosophy and has persisted through the whole course of our Western civilization. Our analysis of presuppositions became more explicit as we finally turned to the examination of the religious dimension of self-awareness and found that a rationalistic approach to the problems of the self easily leads to a mystic one. There is a path not only from Plato to Aristotle, but from Plato to Plotinus in the history of Greek culture. And both Aristotle and Plotinus fail to understand the self in its wholeness, its uniqueness, its particularity, and in its involvement in the dramatic realities of history.


    The simple fact is that the same Greek component in our culture which is responsible for laying the foundations of all our philosophy and sciences and is celebrated by every intelligent person as the fountain and source of what is “enlightened” in our history is also responsible for all our most serious misunderstandings about man and his history. These misunderstandings have two sources in Greek rationalism. The one is the failure to distinguish between the self and its mind, resulting in the illusion that the true self is mind, subordinating the passions to rational control. The other is that the history, which the self elaborates and in which it is involved, proceeds on a “rational,” that is to say an ontological, pattern. The drama in history is obscured by the alleged ontological framework of history. For “ontology” means the “science of being.” A science of being, to be distinguished from the particular sciences which analyze the structure of particular beings, seems confronted with the alternatives which Aristotle and Plotinus adumbrated. Either being is defined as an essential structure which is represented as the final cause, determining all processes of actualization; or being is described as an undifferentiated “ground” of all particular realities from which they emanate. In either case, the ontological analysis of selfhood and of history is productive of error. Historical drama is equated with natural occurrence by Aristotle because the forms and structures determine actualization as much in the historical, as in the natural, scene. History, on the other hand, is made meaningless by Plotinus. It is merely an emanation from an eternal ground, and its actions have no significance. Aristotle can not find the particular self. The self’s mind is identical with a universal mind. Plotinus also seeks emancipation from particular selfhood, not however by rational but by mystic means, that is, by extricating universal consciousness rather than universal mind from particular selfhood.


    Modern ideas of a temporal process have altered these alternatives somewhat. But they have not succeeded in giving the self or its dramas any real significance.


    There is no doubt, on the other hand, about the wholeness of the self in its finiteness and freedom, about the height of that freedom above the limits of formal reason, about the dramatic reality of history, and about the distance and the relation of God to that drama, in the culture of the Hebrews, which furnishes the other component of our Western civilization, and which is embodied in the Bible. It is commonly asserted that we have our religion, and possibly our ethics, from the Hebraic side, and our philosophy from the Hellenic side, of our heritage. This generalization is, broadly speaking, correct, but it does not point accurately to the peculiar virtues and defects of each part of our heritage. It does not do justice to the fact that there is a yearning after the ultimate in the Hellenic, as in the Hebraic culture; and that there are ethical and religious concepts in both. But the Hellenic is defective in understanding the self and its dramas because it tries to understand both rationally and ontologically. The Hebraic, on the other hand, is defective in analyzing any permanent structure in the flow of temporal events. For the one history is made into another dimension of nature; and for the other nature is subsumed under history. Both nature and history are understood as standing under a divine sovereignty, rather than as subject to self-explanatory laws. Thus the one culture misunderstands human selves and their history, where freedom is more apparent than laws. The other misunderstands nature because it is primarily to be understood in terms of analyzable laws.


    The Hellenic heritage has been so serviceable in our understanding and “conquest” of nature and has won such increasing prestige by these accomplishments that it has threatened to discredit the Hebraic component more and more, relegating its characteristic insights to outmoded “superstitions” at the precise moment in history in which its insights would be most serviceable in understanding man’s history; and the more consistently a proud Hellenic culture tended to misinterpret that tragic drama, the more its philosophies and sciences became “empirical” and more intent upon the “facts.”


    Christianity is commonly believed to be a joint product of Hebraic and Hellenic cultures. This is true only in the sense that, beginning with the Johannine literature in the Bible, it sought to come to terms with the Greek concept of the permanent structure in things, and has embodied in its own life the permanent tension between the Greek and the Hebraic ways of apprehending reality. But this does not change the fact that when it is true to itself, it is Hebraic rather than Hellenic. It believes in a personal God despite the embarrassment of its philosophers. It has, as Judaism, the other religion of the Bible, the sense of a covenant community based on commitments and memories of past revelations; and it relies on these historic revelations to penetrate the divine mystery rather than upon an analysis of the permanent or “eternal” structures through which the temporal events flow. It is therefore Hebraic rather than Hellenic in its essence, even though in popular piety the Greek idea of the immortality of the soul has usurped the Hebraic idea of the “resurrection of the body.” This usurpation is significant because the idea of the resurrection clearly implies the finiteness of historical man and the wholeness of the person in his finiteness and freedom. That there should be a transmutation of that person “in the resurrection” can clearly only be held “by faith.” On the other hand, it is supposedly more rational to believe that an immortal soul flees from a mortal body upon death. It may seem a more rational belief, but it rests upon a very dubious distinction between an immortal “mind” and a mortal body. This distinction is the key to the Greek understanding of the self.


    The sharpness of the contrast between Hellenic and Hebraic ways of knowing must not obscure the similarity of their origins. Both cultures began with a poetic-dramatic apprehension of historic reality, which was probably not so different from the poetic ways of knowing in all early cultures and analyzed so perceptively in Henri Frankfort’s Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man. The similarity was preserved beyond the primitive beginning of the cultures and was apparent in the period when a developing reason and imagination refined the early myths. For this refinement in the Hebrew prophets and the Greek dramatists was remarkably similar in ethos. The dramatis personae of Greek drama were real persons, engaged in actual history, subject to conflicting claims upon their consciences which were not easily resolved. They were actuated by compulsions which were derived from their thymos rather than from the lusts of the body to which the philosophers attributed all non-rational compulsions.


    The persons in Greek drama were not under the illusion that they could bring all the vitalities of life and history into a neat order if only the subrational impulses were subordinated to the order of “mind.” These persons were men of spirit, who were betrayed into evil by the same capacity which made their creativity possible: their freedom over natural impulses. The Dionysian impulses may have been at war with the Apollonian sense of order in Greek tragedy. But there is no suggestion of a war between the mind and the body. That division was introduced by the philosophers.


    The idea of an inner conflict in man does, however, introduce the first real difference between the Greek and the Hebraic analysis of the human situation. The Promethean theme in Greek tragedy and the myth of the Fall in the Bible both deal with the inclination of man to defy the limits set for him as a creature. But they arrive at different answers of the problem.


    Both in the “Fall” myth in the Bible and in the Promethean theme in Greek drama, this tendency, defined as hybris or pride, is regarded as the root of evil rather than the subrational impulses of nature. But in the Promethean theme, Zeus is regarded as motivated by an unjustified jealousy against the creativity of man or against Prometheus, the quasi-divine protagonist of man. Prometheus is responsible for giving man all the arts of civilization. It is, in short, not possible to exploit all the capacities of man and establish civilization without violating Zeus’ rather unjustified restraints upon those capacities. It is unnecessary to say that Zeus is the forerunner of the principle of order which Greek ontology exalts as the rational basis of existence. In the “Fall” myth it is not regarded as inevitable that man offend God in his creativity. God sets limits for finite man; but those limits do not exclude his dominion over nature and all that this dominion implies. God is, in short, much higher than either the order of nature or some principle of rational coherence. He is “transcendent” to any conceivable order; but He reminds man that there are limits which he must not exceed. Man’s sin consists in a pride which pretends to defy those limits. Human creativity has much wider scope than in Greek tragedy. Therefore the Old Testament does not reveal the ambivalence between Zeus and Prometheus of Greek tragedy. God is not unjustifiedly jealous; and the defiance of God is not the tragic prerequisite of man’s creativity. The myth of the “Fall” obviously derives from an interpretation of the human situation, first elaborated by the great prophets of Israel. Both this and the Greek dramatists’ interpretation are poetic and dramatic; not ontological. But the Hebraic frame of meaning is superior because the principle of meaning is placed in a position of transcendence over the actual structures of existence. Therefore the whole scope of human striving does not inevitably violate the principle of order in human existence. This is the first clearly stated difference between the Greek and Hebraic modes of “knowing” God. It is the beginning of what finally becomes a clear distinction between an “immanent” and “transcendent” God. This distinction also involves the derivative distinction between the immanent and the transcendent human self. Throughout the course of Western history men found the facts of selfhood to correspond to the symbol of transcendence. But they never ceased to be apologetic for the “irrational” symbol of the transcendence of both God and man. In their embarrassment, partly occasioned by the spatial implications in the symbol of transcendence, and partly by the fact that transcendence could not be fitted into a system of rational coherence, they violated all the “facts” of experience in order to achieve the “rationality” of divine or human immanence. One side of our culture, and significantly that side which was proudest of its “culture,” took the superiority of Greek monism for granted and regarded even the most rigorous prophetic monotheism as a slightly cruder form of the monotheism which the Greek philosophers achieved.


    From the sixth century, when Xenophanes first seriously challenged the anthropomorphic Gods of Homeric legend and constructed a rigorous rationalistic monism or monotheism, to the flowering of Greek philosophy in the thought of Plato and Aristotle, the Greeks were agreed in the proposition stated by Plato that nous, or mind, was “king of heaven and earth”; that the rational principle of order, immanent in the variegated structures and “natures” of existence, was really God. And since that time almost every philosopher, even Christian ones, have celebrated this Greek emancipation from both parochialism and anthropomorphism. In comparison with this achievement the faith of the prophets of Israel seemed less impressive. Did not their God exhibit anthropomorphic traits? Did He not manifest love and hate and all the passions of a finite self? Histories of culture had to do some justice to the Hebraic side of our culture. But the average historian could not bring himself to any judgement fairer than that of Hegel, who regarded the Biblical faith as a crude and picturesque form of poetic thinking which, in every case and every age, philosophy had to refine. The prophets arrived at their truth “by revelation and authority” in the words of Gilbert Highet,52 and their God was, though one and not many, still irrationally “transcendent.” The prophetic achievement could not compare with that of the philosophers who had achieved a conception of God thoroughly “immanent” in the world’s processes and established as a certainty by the most rigorous rational disciplines.


    There is, in fact, a rather rapid descent from the appreciation of the “existing individual” in Greek drama to the loss of the individual in the ontological systems of Greek philosophy. The individual is partly known and partly obscured in Socrates’ thought. His dialogic procedure, his emphasis upon the maxim “know thyself,” his belief that his conscience was “a little God” with which he conversed—all revealed an awareness of the realities of the inner and outer dialogue in which the self is engaged. In Plato this residual understanding is partly obscured by his elaboration of the dictum of Socrates that “men would do the good if they only know it.” The supremacy of the mind and its identification with the self is established. The Eros doctrine of Plato however is a qualification on the later mind-body dualism. For it assumes that the mind has the task not only of suppressing and ordering the physical impulses of the self, but of transmuting the “spirited” element of the self beyond its immediate goals to the ultimate ones. Thus the idea of “intellectual Eros” is elaborated. It does not, of course, change the essential contempt of the body in Greek dualism. Those who “take themselves to women and beget children” are regarded as engaged in a lower enterprise than those who harness thymos to the search for “truth, beauty and goodness.” These insights into the complexities of the self’s creativities are more consistently obscured in the rationalism of Aristotle. He excludes self-knowledge specifically from the competence of the mind, acknowledges that the mind is involved in the body, but insists that pure mind is impersonal and universal. It is, as it were, provisionally imprisoned in the body. It is the “form of forms” and therefore the principle of meaning for all sensible things in their structures and forms. Thus the inconvenient self is dissipated into mind; and mind into the structures of existence.


    The identification of mind or nous with God and the belief that the rational order is really the creative principle of life is succinctly and religiously expressed in the words of Anaxagoras: “Everything else has a share of everything. Nous, however, is infinite and self-ruling and is mixed with nothing, but is alone itself by itself. For if it were not by itself but mixed with something else, it would not share in all things, it would not have a share in all things if it were mixed with any. . . . Mind arranged all such things as were to be and were (that is things which now are not) and such as are present; and it arranged this whirling, too, which the stars and the sun and the moon and the air and the ether—as they separate off—perform.”53 Thus did the Greek mind identify meaning with rational intelligibility and state its confidence in the power of reason, which remains a strong motif in our culture and expresses itself in even such strong anti-Aristotelian philosophers as John Dewey.


    Rationalists of all ages of Western history have regarded the rigorous monotheism of the Hebraic prophets as inferior to this philosophical monism. But they did not observe that the God of the prophets convicted all particular forces in history, including the “elect” nation and its “rulers” and “princes,” of violating the divine command of justice while the Greek philosophers were complacent about the social realities of the Greek city-state and lived under the illusion that the rulers were the instruments of justice because they possessed a higher measure of mind. In short, the contingent character of all social achievements was discerned by prophetism and obscured by even the most sophisticated Greek philosophy. The God of the prophets made judgements which left even the elect nation uneasy. The God of Aristotle was a universal mind with which the mind of the philosopher claimed a complacent identity. So the tension between the finite self and the divine self was obscured.


    The contrast between the two forms of monotheism was revealed even more clearly in their attitudes toward the “rulers” of their respective civilizations. The prophets were severely critical of the rulers or “elders” of Israel. Their criticism was directed at their pride and injustice. (“They turn aside the needy at the gate,” declared Amos; and Isaiah charged that “the spoil of the poor is in their houses.”) This happened to be an accurate description of the actual behavior of ruling groups throughout the ages.


    In contrast we have both Plato’s and Aristotle’s complacent acceptance of the aristocratic structure of Hellenic society, and Aristotle’s conviction that some men were “by nature” slaves. The basis of this conviction was clearly their confidence in the “reason” of the “guardians” as a source of justice and as the agent of order in the polis. Ignorant men would strive for immediate ends, but the “philosophers” would, with superior intelligence, strive for more inclusive ends and thus create a political order which would imitate the cosmic order created by the divine mind. The provisional truth in this assessment of the human situation lies in the fact that some men excel others in the rational comprehension of the forces and factors which are involved in any political situation. These are the potential rulers in a community. But their superior rational endowment guarantees nothing in regard to the justice with which they will wield their power or exercise their eminence. The basic fallacy of the Greek philosophers was to regard the rational faculty as the source of virtue. This error was partly due to their failure to recognize the ability of the self to use its reason for its own ends. It was partly due to the inclination to find in the sub-rational impulses the cause of confusion and egoism in human behavior. This error was to be repeated again and again in the history of Western thought. It has made the whole Greek tradition inferior in the understanding of human nature to the Hebraic one. Nevertheless the Greek tradition is still preferred to the Hebraic because it displays a neater coherence of the world, of the self and the world, and of the self and God. For the world, the self and God are all contained within the continuities of “reason.”


    The Hebraic tradition, which is allegedly more crude and less rational, is still relegated to the sphere of “pre-scientific” or “pre-philosophical” thought. It is, despite these prejudices, more “empirical” than the Greek tradition. Its superior empirical accuracy consists in its understanding of the wholeness of the human self in body, mind and soul, in the appreciation of the dramatic variety of the self’s encounters with other selves in history, and in the discontinuity between the self and God. The self feels itself in dialogue with God. In this dialogue, God is not the “wholly other”; but he is certainly the divine other.


    The self is not related to God by sharing its reason with God and finding a point of identity with the divine through the rational faculty. The self is related to God in repentance, faith and commitment. All these forms of relation imply a certain degree of existential discontinuity with God. The self is always a creature, conscious of its finiteness, and equally conscious of its pretension in not admitting its finiteness. Insofar as it becomes conscious of its pretensions it is capable of repentance and a new life. The encounter with God is in short a dramatic one. The personal encounter takes place in the context of a framework of meaning defined by a collective encounter between God and His people. The prophets speak to Israel, and finally to individuals in Israel (particularly in the case of Jeremiah and Ezekiel) on the basis of the assumption that God has a covenant with Israel. This covenant is at once the presupposition and the fruit of prophetic inspiration. The Covenant of God with Israel is an article of faith. It is not altogether clear whether it was Moses or Abraham who was the human agent of the covenant. This indicates either a confusion in the tradition or perhaps the collation of two traditions, perhaps stemming respectively from Palestinian and Egyptian sources. But the confusion does not prevent the gradual consolidation of the idea of the covenant and its service as the ground upon which prophetic thought proceeds. The circular movement between the presupposition of prophetic thought and its consequence will disturb the rationalists. There is a perfect analogy in the thought of the early Church about the “second Covenant” in Christ. For the “Christ event” is at once the presupposition of the faith of the early Church and the consequence of the increasing confidence of this community of faith that the drama of the Christ event which was the basis of its life disclosed both the kernel of meaning in the mystery of the divine and provided a norm for the life of man. Both were comprehended in the agape of Christ.


    Prophetic consciousness assumed a covenant between a God, “who laid the foundations of the earth,”—a God who did not depend for His prestige upon the victory of a nation, who was sovereign of both nature and history;—and a particular people. The Covenant is involved in the same scandal of Einmaligkeit as is the later Christian revelation. A particular event in history is believed to be the clue to the mystery of the divine majesty, which is sovereign over all of history. In the modern mind (and for that matter the classical mind) such revelations are identified with theophanies which the credulous believe and the intelligent reject while they look for the ultimate in either a principle of rational order in the world or in a mystery which annuls all historic purposes and meanings.


    But meanwhile the prophets gave ample testimony of the fact that they were in encounter with the “true” God rather than the idols of human imagination. From that encounter they returned to preach judgement upon the “elect” but rebellious nation. They warned against the prophets “that make you vain. They speak a vision of their own heart and not out of the mouth of the Lord.” They proved the falsity of their imaginings, these false prophets, by increasing the complacency of the human heart, intent upon its own ends: “They say still unto them that despise me, ‘the Lord hath said you shall have peace’; and they say unto every one who walketh after the imagination of his own heart, no evil shall come unto you.” (Jeremiah 23:17) The prophets did not engage in the fruitless debate whether “religion,” or “reason,” was most serviceable in eliminating human vanity. They knew very well that the religion of false prophets accentuated human vanity and pretension. “Can any hide himself in secret places that I shall not see him? saith the Lord,” Jeremiah continues, “Do not I fill heaven and earth? saith the Lord. I have heard what the prophets said, that prophesy lies in my name, saying, I have dreamed, I have dreamed . . . The prophet that hath a dream, let him tell a dream; and he that hath my word, let him speak my word faithfully.” (Jeremiah 23:24–28) It might be observed that rational discrimination is undoubtedly a resource in distinguishing religious visions which are in the service of human pretension and the “word of the Lord” which punctures all human vanities. But it must also be apparent that the prophets had no difficulty in distinguishing between a genuine word of the Lord, which was “sharper than a two-edged sword,” and the “dreams” and “imaginations” of the false prophets. The latter always accentuated human complacency and pretension.


    It was left to a later Alexandrian Jew, Philo, anxious to make the prophetic tradition acceptable to the Greek world, to interpret the prophetic encounter with God as “ecstatic,” which is to say, as consisting of precisely those “imaginations” which the prophets defined as the marks of the “false prophets.” For the Greek culture could understand “ecstasy” as the visions of men who were “beyond themselves”; and it might even make religious ecstasy more tolerable by purging it of caprice and identifying it with mystic efforts of the self to escape from itself. Thus the effort to make the scandal of prophetic consciousness acceptable to the Greek mind robbed it of its genius.54


    The community of the covenant was maintained, on the one hand, by prophetic interpretations of the Covenant, which had the effect of increasing the sense of the significance of the Covenant and of purging the Covenant people of any false pride and security because of their “elect” status. It was preserved, on the other hand, by memories of critical historic events by which the people were separated out and became a “peculiar” people, part nation and part church. The force of these historic memories, refreshed by liturgical observances year by year (most of which were festival of nature religions transmuted into historical anniversaries)—the force of these memories has been powerful enough to preserve the self-identity of a nation through the centuries, though it has lacked a “homeland” and lived in the “diaspora” for many centuries until very recently. The other means of survival has been the observance of the Torah, the law, about which a Christian can not speak sympathetically because one of the reasons for the emergence of a “new Covenant” was precisely the problem of the adequacy of the law as a mediator between man and God in the final encounter. It is possible only to say as one who stands by religious commitment outside this Covenant, that the religious consciousness of the Jews is determined from the beginning by two strains, legalistic and prophetic, which were expressed in the very idea of the covenant. For it was the Sovereign of history (“I am the Lord thy God, who brought thee out of the land of Egypt”) who also enjoined the precepts of the Decalogue which follows that introduction. For the Christian it would seem that the “new covenant” is the fulfillment of the prophetic consciousness about God, man and history and the negation of the legalistic interpretation. But he must certainly guard against the misinterpretations which have contrasted the New Testament as containing a “religion of the Spirit” with the Old Testament, as a “religion of the ‘law.’” Certainly, despite the ages of post-exilic legalism in Judaism, the prophetic-dramatic-historical genius of prophetism was sufficiently vital in Judaism to produce two thinkers, Franz Rosenzweig and Martin Buber, in our own generation, who perceived the realities of both human and divine “selfhood” and of the dramatic character of history more acutely than any Christian theologian.


    Furthermore, if Jewish legalism proved as inadequate as Christian obscurantism in dealing with “modern” situations and the modern man’s quest for rational understanding of his world, both survived in an unfavorable environment because their approach to the mystery and meaning of the self and of God, and of the reality of human history, made their “foolishness” a source of wisdom. It might be necessary to cherish this wisdom in a corner but it was cherished nevertheless by men who knew themselves to be selves and to be in encounter with God, in ages in which this dimension of human existence was denied. The fact that such men as Spinoza and Freud, not to speak of Philo, were Jews, and that Maimonides was as anxious in the medieval period to conform Judaism to Aristotle’s wisdom as Aquinas was to conform Christianity, merely proves how difficult it was to appreciate the peculiar genius of one’s own culture and faith in ages in which everything tended to make that faith seem to be primitive and picturesque but not rationally respectable.
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    Theology and Political Thought in the Western World


    


    


    THE ASSERTION is not too hazardous that the ecumenical movement has achieved more telling results in the field of Christian political and social ethics than in any other field of thought and life. These results may be briefly defined as the dissolution of traditional dogmas which Christian thinkers had inherited from the political right or the political left and a gradual elaboration of what Dr. Visser ’t Hooft has designated as “Christian pragmatism.” “Pragmatism” has been a Schimpfwort in Christian circles for some time. How then do we arrive at a “Christian” pragmatism? One can answer that question very simply by the assertion that Christian pragmatism is merely the application of Christian freedom and a sense of responsibility to the complex issues of economics and politics, with the firm resolve that inherited dogmas and generalizations will not be accepted, no matter how revered or venerable, if they do not contribute to the establishment of justice in a given situation.


    Consider for instance the state of Christian social thought at both the Stockholm and Oxford conferences. The first of these at Stockholm was still laboring under secular illusions, which we would now define as “liberal.” One thinks for instance of the extravagant hopes which were placed in the League of Nations. At Oxford the atmosphere, in keeping with the mood of the time, when the second world war already cast its shadow before it, was more realistic. But it was still necessary to entertain ideas which were derived from the right and the left in politics and to ask whether or not they were “Christian.”


    We have now come to the fairly general conclusion that there is no “Christian” economic or political system. But there is a Christian attitude toward all systems and schemes of justice. It consists on the one hand of a critical attitude toward the claims of all systems and schemes, expressed in the question whether they will contribute to justice in a concrete situation; and on the other hand a responsible attitude, which will not pretend to be God nor refuse to make a decision between political answers to a problem because each answer is discovered to contain a moral ambiguity in God’s sight. We are men, not God; we are responsible for making choices between greater and lesser evils, even when our Christian faith, illuminating the human scene, makes it quite apparent that there is no pure good in history; and probably no pure evil either. The fate of civilizations may depend upon these choices between systems of which some are more, others less, just.


    This Christian “pragmatism” has dissolved the certainties of Christian Marxists and Christian conservatives. Perhaps it would be more modest to assert that it has profited by the refutation of claims and counterclaims in actual historical experience. It has been Christian only in the sense that it drew upon Christian insights which were long obscured in the minds of even the most pious, but which have been clarified by historical experience even as they have clarified that experience.


    There were those, for instance, who were so outraged by the injustices of a “capitalist” system that they were ready, though usually with some reservations, to embrace that part of the Marxist creed which promised a higher degree of justice through the socialization of property. Experience has proved that socialization does not remove economic power from the community. The nationalization of property may on the other hand merely cumulate both economic and political power in the hands of a single oligarchy. We know the baneful effects of this policy in the realities of contemporary communism. But even the more moderate and democratic socialism no longer offers the attraction to the Christian conscience which it once did. For it has become apparent that the measures which it may take to establish a minimum of justice in the community are in danger of destroying the freedom and spontaneity which its economic life requires. In the effort to correct unjust inequalities such measures may bind the community in a static equalitarianism. This will remind us that equality is the regulative principle of justice but that it is, like liberty and love, no simple possibility in any political community.


    Other illusions of the left have been dispelled. Nationalism was once thought to be the product of capitalism and idealists embraced socialism for the sake of its alleged internationalism. Now the Socialist Parties are all tempted to espouse nationalistic interests partly because socialization means nationalization (a fact which throws many European socialists into opposition to such supranational institutions as the European Coal and Steel Community) and partly because socialists find the liberal Catholic parties espousing the cause of international cooperation. How strangely history dispels our illusions and punctures our pretensions!


    It would, however, be quite wrong to espouse economic conservatism because of this disillusionment of the left or with the left. Conservatism in America and in some parts of Europe means the anachronistic espousal of physiocratic theories, which promise justice through the emancipation of economic life from every kind of political and moral control. It rests on the illusion that there are “laws of nature” in history, that there are “pre-established” harmonies in nature, and therefore presumably in history, which is equated with nature.


    These physiocratic theories lie at the foundation of what has become the “philosophy” of the “free enterprise” system on which the whole bourgeois world has consistently prided itself, and which did indeed emancipate economic enterprise from irrelevant political restraints and encourage productivity through economic incentives.


    But naturally the basic theory was as heretical, from the Christian standpoint, as Marxism. The self-interest was not as harmless as the theory assumed; and the trusted “pre-established harmonies” did not exist. Ironically enough, the static disharmonies of history, due to the disbalances of social power characteristic of an agrarian civilization, were transmuted into the dynamic disproportions of power of a commercial civilization at the precise moment when they were so confidently proclaimed.


    The social consequences of this miscalculation were catastrophic in the early days of industrialism. The social distress among industrial workers was responsible for their defection from the hopes of the democratic world, and for a rebellion which ultimately led to their adoption of the Marxist creed, in its various versions.


    The social history of the Western world could be summarized as the gradual refutation in experience of both dogmas, which inspired the political activities of both the middle classes and the workers. In the healthiest of the nations of Western civilization, each of the dogmas or presuppositions contributed something to the extension of both freedom and justice; and contributed the more certainly because neither political force was able to gain a clear victory over the other.


    The political and social history of Great Britain is perhaps a classical symbol of the social history of the whole Western world. For in Britain (and possibly in the British Commonwealth of Nations), the dogmatic distance between the two contending parties consistently narrowed; and no party has been able to gain a secure dominance over the other. This is the historical expression of the paradoxical relation of freedom to equal justice, which makes it impossible to sacrifice either value to the other. Christians will recognize this history as one evidence of the providential workings of God in history, generating more wisdom than the proposals of the human agents in the social struggle, the wisdom of each being clouded by interest to such a degree that it cannot see the obvious facts. Thus the social history of the Western world has been the gradual attainment of wisdom and justice through the inconclusive contest between two social forces, informed by equally heretical dogmas and partially true presuppositions.


    Christian thought must not pretend that what we have described as its growing pragmatism has not been influenced by this general history in Western thought and life. But we must also recognize that what has been wrought out has actually been a view of life and the establishment of justice in a community which could have been elaborated originally if we had had a clear biblical insight into the nature of history, the freedom of man, and the corruption of sin in that freedom, and had therefore realized that history cannot be equated with nature; nor can the political judgments which we make about our and each other’s interests be equated with the judgments which a scientist makes about natural phenomena. In other words the process we have described has been the gradual extrication of our thought from the baneful effects of heresies about man and God which have infected it ever since the French Enlightenment.


    It would be wrong however to suggest that our civilization gained nothing from this conflict of heresies, for they established precisely that contest of political and social forces which was the prerequisite of justice in our society. These developments were not anticipated in the traditional “Christian” societies before the rise of these heresies. If we ask why they were not anticipated we will learn why it was necessary to challenge “Christian conservatism” before either political or economic justice could be established. We are now speaking of “Christian conservatism” in the traditional sense, and not in the sense which it has acquired in America and some continental countries. For, according to that connotation, this conservatism is only the religious sanctification of laissez-faire economics.


    This older conservatism may be defined as the religious sanctification of established authority, which made it difficult to resist such authority and to correct the injustices which arose from permitting an unchallenged authority in the human community. We must humbly confess the limitations of this conservative approach to political problems, for they prove that Protestant Christianity is not as directly related to the rise of free societies as we would all like to believe. Ever since the Reformation this Christian conservatism has made the mistake of interpreting the Christian reverence for orders in society, providentially established beyond the contrivance of men, as the uncritical acceptance of a particular authority and a particular order. We must remember that it required a whole century for later Calvinism to add the proper discriminations to the thought of Calvin and Luther, so that it was possible for Christians both to accept the providentially established order of a nation, and to resist a particular government for its injustice.


    Upon this distinction between the principle of order and a particular government, established by seventeenth-century Calvinism in Scotland, Holland, France and England, the health of our whole free world depends. It is important to establish this point, because it contains both the resources of the Christian faith in the political sphere and the limitations of a conventional interpretation of that faith. The resource is a proper reverence for providential order and justice, established beyond the resources of the human agents, and not to be lightly challenged. The limitation is an undue and uncritical respect for any particular authority and a consequent disinclination to challenge it. Secular idealists are therefore right in drawing attention to the contributions which rational discrimination made to the creation of contemporary democratic institutions. But they are wrong when they conceal the fact that the worship of “reason” was as fruitful in generating modern tyrannies as the veneration of established authority was in preserving ancient tyrannies.


    If we fully analyze the complex relation which exists between religious and rational factors in the establishment of justice, we must come to the conclusion that two elements are equally necessary for the solution of the problems of the human community. One is a proper reverence for factors and forces which are truly absolute; and the other is a discriminate attitude toward relative and ambiguous factors and forces. As Christians we insist that there be a proper reverence for the absolute factors, which might be enumerated as: (1) The authority of God beyond all human and historic authorities, enabling us to defy those authorities on occasion with a resolute “We must obey God rather than men.” (2) The authority of the moral law embodied in the revelation in Christ, which is to be distinguished from any particular version of that law which may have evolved historically, including the different versions of “natural law.” (3) The insistence upon the “dignity” of the person which makes it illegitimate for any community to debase the individual into a mere instrument of social process and power and try to obscure the fact of his ultimate destiny, which transcends all historic realities. This acknowledgment of the “dignity” of man must be accompanied in Christian thought by a recognition that this precious individual is also a sinner, that his lusts and ambitions are a danger to the community; and that his rational processes are tainted by the taint of his own interests. (4) Reverence for the “orders” of authority and social harmony which have actually been established among us, beyond the wisdom of man and frequently by providential workings in which “God hath made the wrath of man to praise him.”


    Every one of these “absolutes” is in danger of corruption; which is why we cannot speak so simply of Christian “civic virtue.” Reverence for the will of God may degenerate into a too-simple identification of our interests with the divine will, a fact which may make conventional Christianity a source of confusion in the community. Reverence for the historical dignity of the person may degenerate into a “bourgeois” individualism in which the individual is falsely exalted above the community and the cause of justice. The moral law may be falsely interpreted from the standpoint of the interests of any portion of the community, and more particularly of the pious section of the community. Reverence for the principle of order may degenerate into an undue respect for a particular order, a form of degeneration which Calvinism, and later Lutheranism, overcame only at the price of bitter experience with tyranny.


    If we summarize these developments we must recognize that the same faith which prompted reverence for the absolutes, which transcend the relativities of history, may also confuse the picture of the human community in its political and economic perplexities by imparting religious sanction to one of the relative factors and removing it from the wholesome challenges which have been discovered to be necessary to prevent any power in the human community from becoming pretentious in its pride or vexatious in its power. In short we must face the fact that the Reformation did not draw sufficiently rigorous conclusions from its principle Justus et Peccator simul. For according to that principle the redeemed man could not be trusted to exercise power without sin. Therefore the checks upon his power were necessary, even if it was the power of government which was involved. It required a full century to gain the necessary discrimination for the distinction between the principle of order and the providentially established political order of a given nation, and a particular government, upon which close check must be placed and its power, in the words of Sam Rutherford, “measured out ounce by ounce.”


    To this failure in discriminate judgment in our Reformation heritage one must add all those indiscriminate judgments which result from deriving political judgment from analogies between historically contingent social norms, embodied in the canon, and the contingent circumstances of contemporary life. After all, the original error in regard to government was due not only to a failure to distinguish between the majesty of government and the majesty of a particular government; it was also due to an excessive emphasis upon St. Paul’s admonition in Romans 13, an admonition which obviously had the immediate purpose of arresting “eschatological unrest” and which would, taken alone, disturb the scriptural “consensus” upon the attitude toward government. For that consensus includes two motifs. The one is appreciation of government as divinely ordained, and established by forces greater than the conscious contrivance of men. The other is a critical attitude toward government as inclined to usurp the divine majesty by its pretensions of pride and the injustices of its power.


    The problem of relating scriptural insights to the flowing stream of human events is a very important one to this day. We cannot deny that frequently scriptural insights are falsely related to highly contingent situations, in such a way as to bring confusion into our judgments. We children of the Reformation pride ourselves on freedom from the inflexible standards which Catholics draw from their conception of “natural law.” But it must be confessed that an indiscriminate biblicism is as much a source of confusion as Catholic natural law theories.


    In the history of the slow development of justice in the free societies of Western civilization, the secular section of our civilization claims that it provided exactly those discriminations which the religious elements found such difficulty in achieving. This is partly true but partly false. For modern secularism obscured its rational discrimination between constant and variable factors in the problems of the community by its worship of human “reason” as a source of virtue. This worship, which had its rise in the eighteenth century, failed to take account of the sinful corruption of reason, which made the “checks and balances” of justice as necessary in an “enlightened” as in an ignorant community. The observer of history will note that all the illusions which lie at the foundation of modern Communist tyranny had their inception in the eighteenth century worship of “reason” or “nature.” These illusions were insensible of the unique character of human freedom, and consequently of human history. Above all, they obscured the fact that sinful self-assertion might rise from the same human capacities which were praised as “rational.”


    If the secular part of our culture derived grave errors from its worship of reason and nature, rather than the worship of God, it compounded those errors by its extreme voluntarism, which was blind to the workings of providence in history and thought that men could create both governments and communities by the “social contract.” This mistake, of imagining that men are in complete control of their historical destiny, reveals itself today in the secular proposals for “world government,” which our secular idealists press upon us, and they are disappointed when we refuse to share their illusions.


    But we would do well to note that even the errors of the social contract theorists served some purpose when they were brought into contact with truth, which removed their evil effects. Thus the principle of government “by consent of the governed” is a legitimate political principle of democracy, drawn from the illegitimate illusions of social contract theorists. In this way error contributed to truth and served to counteract the error in the Christian truth. For it was true that God established order in human society beyond the contrivance of men; and it was an error to give particular governments an undue reverence and deny the citizen the political power involved in the right of suffrage.


    The manner in which the errors and truths of Christians and secularists, of later Calvinists and sectarian Christians, of Catholics and Protestants, have been used for the attainment of justice in a technical age, is itself a remarkable display of providence as contrasted with the wisdom and the foolishness of men. For it is quite apparent that no single force, whether pious or impious, could have accomplished what has been done.


    The political and economic sphere, as a realm of relative and contingent realities and of ambiguous moral choices, makes discriminate judgment so necessary, because it is always important to distinguish between the constant and the variable factors, and between the ultimate and the proximate moral norms. This fact has led to one type of Christian politics, which merely asserts the moral ambiguity of all political positions and exhibits its Christian transcendence by refusing to make a choice “which the Pope or Mr. Truman could make just as well.” There is no particular wisdom in this kind of neutrality. It leads, in fact, to the political confusion before Nazism, which led to Nazism. Nor is it very helpful to introduce discriminations into the fields of judgment which are supposed to be uniquely Christian but which detract from consideration of the main problems of justice. The judgment, for instance, that Communism is preferable to Nazism because it is not morally nihilistic, or not militaristic, or that it does not intend to corrupt the Christian faith (its only purpose being to annihilate it), or that it is not anti-Semitic. All these judgments obscure the very significant fact that utopian illusions may be as fruitful of tyranny as moral cynicism. This fact is one of the most significant experiences of our day. Observers, whether theologians or rationalists, who obscure this fact do our generation a disservice.


    Incidentally, it would be well for theologians and religious people generally to recognize that when they claim to make political judgments on hazardous issues from the standpoint of their faith, their knowledge of the Bible or their theology, they run exactly the same danger of seeking absolute sanction for their frail human judgments as our secular friends run when they claim “scientific” or “objective” validity for their judgments. Every judgment is hazardous and corrupted in the realm where we judge each other. Theologians are just as tempted to obscure that fact as “social scientists.”


    In the contest between the free world and Communism, for instance, we have all the perplexities which have confused the consciences and minds of men through the centuries. If we become obsessed with the distinction between our righteousness and the evil of Communism we may reduce the conflict to one between two forces which Professor Butterfield has defined as “two organized systems of self-righteousness.” If on the other hand we insist that this struggle is merely one more illustration of the fact that all historic struggles are between sinful men, we run the danger of conniving with a vicious tyranny and playing traitor to the God of justice.


    The sum of these considerations is that we have an obligation as Christians to establish and extend community and justice as far as lies within our power. We must obey the law of love under conditions and within limits which make no simple application possible. It is not possible because the sins of men, the persistence of individual and collective self-interest, force us to maintain order by coercion and may make resistance and war a necessity of justice. We assume our responsibilities in this community with many other citizens who do not share our faith. We assume them from the standpoint of a faith which discerns a mysterious divine sovereignty over the whole drama of human events, which ought not be surprised by any manifestations of evil history but is not prepared to yield to any evil for motives of self-love. We believe that this majestic God who created the world and sustains it by his providence is finally revealed in Christ our Lord. We are protected by this faith from many aberrations into which the “children of this world” perennially fall: hope of gaining purely human mastery over the drama of history; hope that evil will gradually be eliminated from the human community by growing human goodness or by more adequate instruments of justice; trust in the power of human reason and blindness to the corruption of that reason.


    These resources give us some treasures to contribute to the community in its struggle for justice. Among them are an understanding of the fragmentary character of all human virtue; the tentative character of all schemes of justice, since they are subject to the flow of history; the irrevocable character of the “moral law” transcending all historical relativities; and the hazardous judgments which must be made to establish justice between the competing forces and interests. We can tolerate all these hazards, relativities and tentativities because we “look for a city which has foundations whose builder and maker is God.”


    But we must also accept in all humility the fact that this Christian faith is mediated to the community by sinful men and that our sins frequently obscure the wisdom of the Gospel and interfere with the course of God’s grace to men. We must therefore also acknowledge that the community needs protection against our religious aberrations, against our tendency to fanatic intrusions into the tolerance which the community requires for its harmony, against our inclination to indiscriminate judgment.


    In short, the health of any of our communities is best served if Christians try at one and the same time to bear witness to their faith, humbly accept treasures of wisdom which may be mediated to the community by those who do not share their faith, and welcome those policies of communal justice which are designed to correct the aberrations of men.

  


  
    The Wheat and the Tares


    Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations.


    Before the mountains were brought forth,


    or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world,


    even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art God.


    Thou turnest man to destruction;


    and sayest, Return, ye children of men.


    For a thousand years in thy sight


    are but as yesterday when it is past,


    and as a watch in the night.


    Thou carriest them away as with a flood; they are as a sleep:


    in the morning they are like grass which groweth up.


    In the morning it flourisheth, and groweth up;


    in the evening it is cut down, and withereth.


    For we are consumed by thine anger,


    and by thy wrath are we troubled.


    Thou has set our iniquities before thee,


    our secret sins in the light of thy countenance.


    For all our days are passed away in thy wrath:


    we spend our years as a tale that is told.


    The days of our years are threescore years and ten;


    and if by reason of strength they be fourscore years,


    yet is their strength labour and sorrow;


    for it is soon cut off, and we fly away.


    Psalm 90:1–10, AV


    Another parable put he forth unto them, saying, The kingdom of heaven is likened unto a man which sowed good seed in his field: But while men slept, his enemy came and sowed tares among the wheat, and went his way. But when the blade was sprung up, and brought forth fruit, then appeared the tares also. So the servants of the householder came and said unto him, Sir, didst not thou sow good seed in thy field? from whence then hath it tares? He said unto them, An enemy hath done this. The servants said unto him, Wilt thou then that we go and gather them up? But he said, Nay; lest while ye gather up the tares, ye root up also the wheat with them. Let both grow together until the harvest: and in the time of harvest I will say to the reapers, Gather ye together first the tares, and bind them in bundles to burn them: but gather the wheat into my barn.


    Matthew 13:24–30, AV


    I WANT to begin my sermon with the well-known ninetieth Psalm, and end it with the parable of the wheat and the tares, which is the New Testament lesson of the morning. The ninetieth Psalm begins with the words, “Lord, Thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations. Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from everlasting to everlasting, Thou art God.” Then it goes on to describe the human situation in typically biblical terms. “Thou carriest them (that is, us) away as with a flood; . . . In the morning they are like grass which groweth up. In the morning it flourisheth; . . . in the evening it is cut down and withereth.” The brevity of human life! “Thou carriest them away as with a flood.” We are like corks that bob up and down in the river of time. The brevity of human life may fill us with melancholy because it seems to reduce life to such insignificance. We bring our years to an end like a tale that is told, says the Psalmist.


    The second point in the analysis of the human situation is implicit rather than explicit. Man is indeed like a cork that is drawn down the river of time, carried away as with a flood. But he could not be altogether that, because he knows about it; he speculates about it as the Psalmist does, and about the significance of it. Man stands outside of the river of time, so that he can anticipate his death either with hope or with melancholy. Also he can create. He is not only a creature, but he is a creator because he is not quite in the river of time; although he might forget how much of a creature he is when he begins to create. Therefore we come to the third point.


    This drama of human history is indeed partly our construct, but it stands under a sovereignty much greater than ours. “A thousand years are in thy sight but as yesterday when it is past, and as a watch in the night.” The drama of our individual life and the whole drama of human history stand under a mysterious and eternal sovereignty. It is a mysterious sovereignty which the prophets are always warning that we must not spell out too much. “My thoughts are not your thoughts, my ways are not your ways.” But it is not complete mystery because—and this is the distinction between the biblical view and the philosophical view—in spite of the mystery, there are also glints of meaning in it. This God is the mysterious creator of the world, but he is also a just and merciful God.


    The New Testament adds to this story by suggesting there is a clue to the mystery. This is the light that shineth in darkness, the drama of the life of our Lord Jesus Christ. Here we have a sense that the mystery of God’s creativity and the mystery of his severe judgment and the mystery of his mercy are related, and the clue to the mystery lies in the combination of his justice and his mercy. How are they related; this is our question, and how are these all brought together and revealed? The light that shineth in darkness enables us to live our life, not merely in the sense of its brevity, but with a sense of a purpose for it, and also with the sense of a purpose, and judgment and ultimate fulfillment beyond any judgments or fulfillments that we can envisage.


    There are various alternatives—modern and ancient—to what the biblical faith tells us about our human story. One of the great alternatives Aldous Huxley has defined as the “perennial philosophy,” which many modern intellectuals, when they become religious, think is a plausible alternative to biblical faith.


    According to this alternative view of life, attention is fastened on the second part of the human situation; man is in the river of time but is transcendent over it. This transcendence of his is indeterminate. He can rise higher and higher, and he can look at the whole thing and ask whether it has any meaning. Let him, therefore, rise higher and higher until he, in a sense, meets God. This is the strategy of detachment, according to which we all have our private airplanes, spiritually speaking, and these spiritual airplanes have indeterminate altitude records. There is no limit to how high you can go. You start, and raise yourself up from the human scene to the point where at first it seems creative, because you see, and are apologetic for, all your vanities and pretensions. You rise a little higher, and then you become apologetic for anything that you have done responsibly and creatively. And then you also begin to look at your fellowmen, and you see mothers caring for their children, scholars engaged in their enterprises, businessmen in the marketplace, politicians fighting for their causes, and you say, “What is the good of this? This is all in the river of time. This is all so brief, and also it may be corrupt.”


    Playing God to the universe, in other words, can be very exhilarating but very irresponsible. It is a strategy of weakness rather than of strength; if you happen to be very weak, you can look at the world from the highest altitude you can think of. If you get high enough in an airplane, you know that the farm of the good farmer and of the bad farmer look equally like garden plots. All distinctions disappear. All moral responsibilities disappear. Indeterminate extension of our freedom over time is certainly no answer to the problem of life.


    Probably not many Christians are tempted to this alternative, yet it is a perennial temptation through the ages; if you would have a religious census of the world you would find that more people than the Christians or the Jews have some vision of this alternative to biblical religion.


    Which brings us now again to the strategy of life as we have it in the faith of the Bible. We look at the brevity of our life. We admit that we are creatures. We know that we are unique creatures, that God has made us in his image, that we have a freedom to do something that nature does not know, that we can project goals beyond the limitations, ambitions, desires, and lusts of nature. We are the creatures who, gloriously, tragically, and pathetically, make history. As we make it, we have to make distinctions between good and evil. We know that selfishness is dangerous. We must be unselfish. The more we rise above our immediate situation and see the situation of the other person, the more creative we are. Therefore, our life story is concerned with making rigorous distinctions between right and wrong, between good and evil. Part of the Christian faith corresponds to this interpretation. Certainly a part of the Old Testament is not quite sure whether man is in relationship to God, or whether the primary job for the righteous is to war against the unrighteous. We have to admit that it makes a very big difference when we defend freedom against tyranny, and truth against the lies of the world. How else could we build history except by these rigorous distinctions between good and evil, right and wrong?


    But now we come to the New Testament lesson, the puzzling lesson of the parable of the wheat and the tares. The man sowed a field of wheat and the enemy sowed tares among the wheat. And the servants, following the impulse of each one of us, asked if they should root out the tares so that the wheat could grow. This is a parable taken from agriculture to illustrate a point of morals, and it violates every principle of agriculture or of morals. After all every farmer and every gardener makes ceaseless war against the tares. How else could the flowers and the wheat grow? And we have to make ceaseless war against evil within ourselves and in our fellowmen, or how could there be any kind of decency in the world? Against all moral impulse, we have this eschatological parable.


    “Nay,” said the householder. “Lest while ye gather up the tares, you root up also the wheat.” The suggestion is that a great deal of evil may come from the selfishness of men, but perhaps more evil may come from the premature judgments of men about themselves and each other. “Let both grow together until the harvest.” These wonderful words of Scripture suggest that while we have to judge, there is a judgment beyond our judgment, and there are fulfillments beyond our fulfillments.


    Consider how much more evil and good, creativity and selfishness, are mixed up in actual life than our moralists, whether they be Christian or secular, realize. How little we achieve charity because we do not recognize this fact.


    Let us consider the matter of creativity and the desire for approval. What could be more evil than the avaricious desire for the approval of our fellowmen? But how closely related it is to the impulse of creativity. The diary of Virginia Woolf notes that when she put out a new novel, she had an almost morbid interest in the reviews. She was an established artist. Was her anxiety justified? Could not she just take for granted that people would praise her or would accept her work? Yet she had a morbid concern, as anyone who has written a book understands. You may think that you are creative, but you suspect you may have slipped. You have to be approved in order to establish your creativity; the wheat and the tares are very mixed up. “Let both grow together until the harvest.” When we think of ourselves, we ought to remember that there is an ultimate judgment against excessive self-concern. But when we deal with our fellowman, we must do so in charity.


    How curiously are love and self-love mixed up in life, much more complexly than any scheme of morals recognizes. The simple words of the parable are more profound than the wisdom of all our moralists. There is a self-love which is the engine of creativity. It may not be justified ultimately for that reason, but when we look at history, we have to say that it is an engine of creativity.


    There is a debate whether Cervantes wrote the great classic, Don Quixote, in order to pay his debts, or in order to get even with his critics. But now it does not make any difference what the motive was. Don Quixote is no less a great work of art.


    In the field of politics we see very clearly the curious mixture of egotism and desire for public welfare. Winston Churchill, for example, was a very ambitious young man. His ambition gave him the chance to accomplish much. What he achieved was not only great statesmanship but had a quality of magnanimity that reminds us of the wisdom of the wheat and the tares. Churchill knew the mixture of good and evil in the dramas of history. We doubt whether he ever read or really heeded the parable of the wheat and the tares, yet in his magnanimity there was some of its wisdom. He showed the combination of creativity and self-love which we find particularly in politics, but is it not everywhere? There is a puzzling aspect to judgments about self-love or ambition. At what particular point do we think egotism so excessive that it becomes obviously corrupting? It is always rather corrupting, but when does it become obviously corrupting? We know certain people to be monstrous egotists, but can we put our finger on the spot where this mixture of love and self-love, which we all have, turns into monstrous egotism? We do have to make our judgments, but we cannot be exact in our moral measurement.


    There are forms of self-love which are quite dangerous, but are enclosed in a great sea of vitality which robs them of some of their power. Let us compare America with Spain. In Spain, the somewhat medieval social and political order is according to the tradition of natural law and of the Catholic church. To us, it is stale and static. In this country, and in spite of all our weaknesses, our pride and pretensions, certainly there is life. Our national life is based upon the vitality of various interests balanced by various other interests. This is the heart of the free enterprise doctrine. These self-interests are not nearly as harmless as our conservative friends imagine them to be. Here we do have to violate the parable, and provisionally make judgments and say, “This form of self-interest must be checked.” Or, “This form of self-interest must be balanced by other interest.” Otherwise we will not have justice if the powerful man simply goes after his interest at the expense of the weak.


    We make such provisional judgments, but all these provisional judgments stand ultimately under the truth of the parable of the wheat and the tares. “Let both grow together until the harvest.” If we had more modesty about this, perhaps there would not have been such a debate between pure individualism and pure collectivism. On the one hand, this policy may be necessary. On the other hand, it may be dangerous. We had better try to find out how necessary and how dangerous it is, but not absolutely, or we will make the kind of judgment that will pull up the wheat with the tares.


    What is Communism but a vast example of pulling up the tares, and not knowing the wheat that is among these tares of so called self-interest or capitalistic injustice. Is it not surprising that we should have two great evils in our time, Nazism and Communism? Nazism represented such an obvious expression of collective egotism that we do not have to wait for the ultimate judgment. We all know that Nazism was evil! But Communism is a form of evil that comes from human beings forgetting that they are creatures, imagining themselves omniscient and righteous—absolutely righteous—and trying to rebuild the whole world in terms of their ideals, not knowing that their own sins are involved in it. The Communist knows nothing about the parable of the wheat and the tares, or about the ultimate judgment that stands over human existence, and above all nothing about the ambiguity of all human motives.


    There is also that kind of selfishness which we might regard as an inadvertent and rather harmless corruption of the love impulse. Is it really inadvertent? Is it actually harmless? We do not know exactly. The sinfulness of parents in their love for their children gives us an example.


    The love of parents for their children is one of the symbols of the kingdom of God. But we parents are not quite perfect. There are two crises which children face: one is in their youth when they find out that their parents are not as powerful as they thought; and the second is in their adolescence when they find out that the parents are not as good as they thought they were. No doubt every parent is better than an adolescent rebel imagines in the period of rebellion. The parent who claims to be absolutely loving and then insinuates into that love the old lust for power, which every human being has, obviously is vexatious. But it also must be recognized that there is some good in this evil.


    Thus human history is a mixture of wheat and tares. We must make provisional distinctions, but we must know that there are no final distinctions. “Let both grow together until the harvest.” Man is a creature and a creator. He would not be a creator if he could not overlook the human scene and be able to establish goals beyond those of nature and to discriminate between good and evil. He must do these things. But he must also remember that no matter how high his creativity may rise, he is himself involved in the flow of time, and he becomes evil at the precise point where he pretends not to be, when he pretends that his wisdom is not finite but infinite, and his virtue is not ambiguous but unambiguous.


    From the standpoint of the biblical faith we do not have to despair because life is so brief, but we must not pretend to more because we are so great. Because we are both small and great, we have discerned a mystery and a meaning beyond our smallness and our greatness, and a justice and a love which completes our incompletions, which corrects our judgments, and which brings the whole story to a fulfillment beyond our power to fulfill any story.


    We thank you, our God, for your judgments which are sterner than the judgments of man. Help us to remember them when moral men speak well of us. We thank you for your mercy which is kinder than the goodness of men. Help us to discern this when we are overcome by the confusion of life, and despair about our own sin. Grant us, O Lord, always to worship you in all our doings in the greatness of your creativity and the wonder of your judgment and your mercy.

  


  
    Chronology


    


    1892


    Karl Paul Reinhold Niebuhr born June 21 in Wright City, Missouri, the third surviving child of Gustav Niebuhr (b. 1863) and Lydia Hosto (b. 1869). (Father, the son of a landowner in Lippe Detmold, Germany, immigrated to the United States in 1881, settled in Illinois before deciding to become a minister, then moved to Wellston, Missouri, to study at the Eden Theological Seminary of the German Evangelical Synod of North America, a denomination largely concentrated in the Midwest. Ordained in 1885, he served as pastor in San Francisco and married Lydia Hosto, daughter of a Synod missionary living in Mount Shasta, California, in 1887. Sister Clara August Hulda was born in 1889. Brother Walter was born in 1890. Brother Herbert was born in 1891 but died at six weeks. The family moved to Wright City when father was transferred there late in 1891 to help organize the establishment of new Synod parishes and homes for the poor in the region; his work often takes him away from home. Primary language spoken at home is German.)


    1894


    Brother Helmut Richard born.


    1895–1901


    Father accepts position as pastor of St. John’s Church in St. Charles, Missouri, and moves family there in 1895. Niebuhr, known as “Reinie,” attends the church’s elementary school, with instruction in German and English.


    1902–6


    Family moves to Lincoln, Illinois, a mostly German-American community where father becomes pastor at Saint John’s Evangelical Church. Declares wish to become a minister; is instructed in Greek by his father (of whom he later recalled, “I was thrilled by his sermons and regarded him as the most interesting man in town”). Attends Central School for seventh grade, followed by two years at Lincoln High School, where he excels in all subjects.


    1907–9


    Enters Elmhurst College, a preparatory school for boys bound for seminary in Elmhurst, Illinois, fifteen miles west of Chicago; the instruction is in German. Organizes student movement that successfully petitions for the dismissals of two poor teachers of Latin and English. Attends Chautauqua events.


    1910–12


    Graduates from Elmhurst and matriculates at Eden Theological Seminary. Studies with Dr. Samuel Press, who teaches in English (the first professor at Eden to do so) and who helps him in his early career. Contributes to Keryx, the school literary magazine, which publishes his first article, “The Attitude of the Church Toward Present Moral Evils”; later he becomes its editor. Excels at debating, helping to secure victory for Eden against the rival Concordia Lutheran seminary team in a debate held at the St. Louis Central YMCA in February 1912. Writes editorials about world affairs published in newspapers co-owned and managed by his brother Walter.


    1913


    Father falls ill and is diagnosed with diabetes; although he is expected to recover, Niebuhr and brother Helmut, also now attending Eden Seminary, return to Lincoln. In his father’s absence conducts Sunday service at Saint John’s Church on April 20. Father dies, aged fifty, the following day. Niebuhr serves as the church’s interim pastor. Upon graduation from Eden in June, is ordained as minister in the German Evangelical Synod. Declines offer to take over father’s pastorate and instead enters the School of Religion at Yale College (later Yale Divinity School), with the help of a fellowship.


    1914


    Completes thesis “The Validity and Certainty of Religious Knowledge” and receives B.D. from Yale in the spring. Spends summer in Lincoln, working at his brother Walter’s newspaper, the Lincoln Courier, and preaching at Saint John’s. Returns to Yale for graduate study in divinity. At year’s end, begins regularly preaching at First Congregational Church in Derby, Connecticut.


    1915


    Essay “The Paradox of Patriotism,” written the previous fall, wins third-place prize of $200 in a competition sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Turns down Derby congregation’s offer to be pastor. Submits thesis “The Contribution of Christianity to the Doctrine of Immortality” and receives M.A. from Yale. Begins thirteen-year tenure as pastor of Bethel Evangelical Church in Detroit, a mostly German-American congregation with, at first, just sixty-five members. Institutes weekly services in English (matching the weekly German ones) and requests that the congregation buy English-language hymnals. Begins keeping the diary that will form the basis of Leaves from the Notebook of a Tamed Cynic.


    1916


    After mother arrives in Detroit in January, rents $45-a-month apartment for the two of them at 1950 West Grand Boulevard. Writes articles, in part to supplement his meager pastor’s income. “The Failure of German-Americanism” (July) and “The Nation’s Crime Against the Individual” (November) appear in The Atlantic Monthly. For the Detroit weekly Saturday Night, writes quite favorably about Billy Sunday, who brings his mass revival meetings to the city in September and October.


    1917


    While continuing as pastor at Bethel, accepts post as executive secretary of the German Evangelical Synod’s War Welfare Commission, established in April when the United States enters World War 1, to provide pastoral care and services for the denomination’s soldiers in military training camps; in November and December, visits camps in Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Kansas, and Texas. Comes down with pneumonia.


    1918


    Supports removal of the word “German” from “German Evangelical Synod” on the cover of the denomination’s Evangelical Herald magazine, and edits an emphatically patriotic issue published in April. Lectures on the importance of loyalty during speaking tour in the early summer. Unhappy with having a “safe job while half of the manhood of the world in my age is in physical peril,” resolves to become an army chaplain and announces his intention to resign from the War Welfare Commission, but the armistice is declared before his replacement is found. Opposing the possible merger of the Evangelical Synod with Lutheran denominations, proposes that the Synod should instead seek to unite with the Reformed Church (which it does in 1934; the Evangelical and Reformed Church then joins with the Congregational Church in 1957 to form the United Church of Christ). Resumes regular Sunday preaching at Bethel.


    1919


    In January, Bethel votes to discontinue German-language services, which had already been limited during the war to midweek services.


    1920


    Bethel now numbers some two hundred members. Becomes involved in Federal (later National) Council of Churches, headquartered in New York. Somewhat reluctantly, oversees the Synod’s participation in the short-lived ecumenical Interchurch World Movement organization, largely funded by John D. Rockefeller, which requires that he leave Bethel temporarily in the pastoral care of his brother Helmut.


    1921


    Begins writing monthly “Christian America” column in Evangelical Herald in January, which will run through 1923. By now has adopted demanding work schedule beginning at 7:30 A.M. and lasting until late in the evening, which he more or less maintains for the next thirty years.


    1922


    Bethel moves to new church, built at 2270 West Grand Boulevard in Detroit through the gift of a millionaire parishioner. Begins weekly “Forum” program on Sunday evenings, where he speaks briefly on current events and leads discussion. With Detroit’s Episcopal bishop Charles D. Williams, establishes local branch of the Fellowship for a Christian Social Order (FCSO), founded by the YMCA leader Sherwood Eddy and his aide Kirby Page, who is a friend. Niebuhr’s unsigned essay “Repentance and Hope” is published in The Christian Century, the first of numerous articles, signed and unsigned, written for the magazine over the next several years.


    1923


    In June, sails to Europe for annual ten-week American Seminar, organized by Sherwood Eddy, with lectures and meetings in London, Paris, and Berlin. William Scarlett, a prominent Episcopalian clergyman, also participates in the seminar; they become close friends. In England guest speakers include George Bernard Shaw, H. G. Wells, and Labour Party leader Ramsay MacDonald. Meets William Temple, then Bishop of Manchester. Leaves seminar for several days to visit Ruhr Valley, whose recent occupation by France he opposes, as he does the high reparations level set against Germany. After hearing stories of war atrocities vows in his journal to be a pacifist. In Germany after the seminar ends, visits the Niebuhr family’s home in Lippe Detmold before returning to the United States. Accepts position as FCSO’s traveling secretary, which entails speaking engagements throughout the country; affairs at Bethel are in his absence mostly handled by an assistant pastor, as well as Niebuhr’s mother and other lay members. Begins writing Does Civilization Need Religion?


    1924


    In summer, attends a second American Seminar in Europe.


    1925


    Asked by Christian Century editor Charles Clayton Morrison to work in Chicago as the magazine’s associate editor, but declines. Begins writing biweekly column for the Detroit Times.


    1926


    Appointed by Mayor John W. Smith to chair Detroit’s Interracial Committee, which conducts a four-month research study of race relations in the city. Active on behalf of labor organizers and friendly with Walter Reuther, later founding leader of the United Automobile Workers. Attacks Henry Ford and the hollow “humanitarian pretensions” of his labor policies in three essays in The Christian Century.


    1927


    Detroit’s Interracial Committee publishes its report The Negro in Detroit. Niebuhr’s book Does Civilization Need Religion? is also published (containing “almost all the theological windmills against which today I tilt my sword,” he will remark a decade later). Turns down job offer from Boston University. Writes essay for The Atlantic critical of pacifism though maintains he is still a pacifist.


    1928


    Leaves Bethel, which has grown to more than six hundred members, to take the Chair of Christian Ethics at Union Theological Seminary in New York, led by Henry Sloane Coffin. The position, funded by Sherwood Eddy, is at first part-time; also writes for The World Tomorrow, a periodical published by the pacifist Fellowship of Reconciliation and edited by Kirby Page. Lives in an apartment at 114 Morningside Drive with his mother and sister Hulda, who is in New York for graduate divinity studies at Union and Columbia. Supports the Socialist Norman Thomas in presidential election but, reversing his earlier support for Prohibition, also declares his preference for Democratic candidate Al Smith over Republican Herbert Hoover.


    1929


    Leaves from the Notebook of a Tamed Cynic is published by Willett, Clark & Colby. Becomes a member of the Socialist Party; is involved with (and eventually becomes chairman of) the League for Industrial Democracy, an educational organization affiliated with the Socialists. Joins executive council of the Fellowship of Reconciliation. In November, delivers sermon at Yale’s Bethel Chapel, where he will preach intermittently for decades, and afterwards is offered an endowed chair in Christian ethics at Yale, which he declines.


    1930


    Becomes Dodge Professor in Applied Christianity at Union. Moves to a faculty apartment at 99 Claremont Avenue. Receives an honorary doctorate (the first of many) from Eden Theological Seminary. Sails to Europe with mother in the summer, sending back dispatches to The New Leader and Christian Century; meets brother Helmut in Germany; the three Niebuhrs accompany Sherwood Eddy’s American Seminar on two-week visit to the Soviet Union. Runs unsuccessfully for New York State Senate as a Socialist candidate. Resuming his work at Union in the fall, meets two foreign students on fellowships there: the Englishwoman Ursula Keppel-Compton (b. 1907) and the German Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Befriends Scottish theologian John Baillie, just installed as Professor of Systematic Theology. Declines offer of chaplaincy at Yale.


    1931


    Becomes engaged to Ursula Keppel-Compton in the spring. Works on “The Ethics of Social Change,” which will become Moral Man and Immoral Society. In August, sails to England to be with Ursula, and unsuccessfully attempts to arrange an interview with Gandhi. Helps to found Fellowship of Socialist Christians. Elected president of Fellowship of Reconciliation. Also signs up with League for Independent Political Action. Marries Ursula on December 22 at Winchester Cathedral in England.


    1932


    In summer, goes to the Berkshires in Western Massachusetts, where he and his family will spend many summers, and devotes most of his time to writing, preparing a short book, The Contribution of Religion to Social Work, for publication by Columbia University Press, and working on Moral Man and Immoral Society, submitted in the fall to Charles Scribner’s Sons, the firm that will publish most of his major books. Sails to England for a three-week working trip there. Runs for U.S. Congress on the Socialist ticket; although certain he will not win, is disappointed with getting only 4.4 percent of the vote (Socialists do poorly throughout the country). Begins regular unsigned “Ex Cathedra” column for The World Tomorrow. Moral Man and Immoral Society, published in December, is criticized by pacifist and socialist colleagues but also receives favorable reviews.


    1933


    Delivers Nathaniel W. Taylor Lectures at Yale in April, a five-part series entitled “Christianity in a Decadent Civilization.” Sails with his wife to England and Germany in early summer. Meets with the theologian Paul Tillich, who has been dismissed from his professorship at the University of Frankfurt, and conveys a joint offer to him from Union and Columbia University to teach in New York. Returning home, Ursula suffers miscarriage on board ship. Writes Reflections on the End of an Era and submits manuscript to Scribner’s in September. Resigns, along with ten others, from Fellowship of Reconciliation’s executive council in a dispute over one of its officers, J. B. Matthews, associated with the (not pacifist) League Against War and Fascism. Niebuhr is also briefly associated with the League, but leaves when he realizes that Communists have succeeded in controlling it.


    1934


    Attacked as an advocate for “Marxian revolution” in Elizabeth Dilling’s inflammatory anticommunist tract The Red Network. Delivers Walter Rauschenbusch Memorial Lectures at the University of Rochester. Son Christopher born September 11. Publishes Reflections on the End of an Era, dedicated to his brother Helmut, “who disagrees with most of the conclusion at which I arrive, but whose stimulating analyses of the contemporary religious and social problem prompted many of these reflections.” Becomes a friend of writer Waldo Frank.


    1935


    An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, based on his Rauschenbusch lectures, is published. Founds and edits the quarterly Radical Religion (after 1940 called Christianity and Society).


    1936


    Lends support to Sherwood Eddy’s project to establish a cooperative farm for black and white farmers on two thousand acres in Bolivar County, Mississippi. Ursula and Christopher go to England to visit Ursula’s mother, who is in poor health; Niebuhr, exhausted from overwork, joins them in the summer. After declaring for the Socialist Norman Thomas in the presidential campaign, decides on eve of election to vote for Roosevelt. Helps found United Christian Council for Democracy, a group that favors robust opposition to Nazism and fascism.


    1937


    Accepts offer to deliver the Gifford Lectures at the University of Edinburgh for 1939. His essay collection Beyond Tragedy is published. At the invitation of his friend Sir Stafford Cripps gives the Bishop Burge Memorial Lecture at the University of London in April, then returns to England in early summer as a delegate to the Oxford Conference on Church, Community, and the State, an ecumenical meeting of Protestant delegates from around the world. Addresses the conference with a speech based on his essay “The Christian Faith and the Common Life,” translated and circulated to the delegates beforehand.


    1938


    With Ursula pregnant and under doctor’s orders not to leave the city, spends summer in Manhattan working on the Gifford Lectures. Hospitalized for a minor operation, experiences headaches and nausea for several weeks as an aftereffect of the anesthetic.


    1939


    Daughter Elisabeth born January 13. Leaves in mid-March with family for Great Britain. Sees Dietrich Bonhoeffer in April. Delivers first series of ten Gifford Lectures at the University of Edinburgh, April 24–May 15. Lectures on “The Relation of Christianity to Marxism, Fascism, and Liberalism” at Oxford, and addresses youth conferences in Amsterdam and Swanwick in Derbyshire, England. After Germany invades Poland on September 1 and Great Britain declares war on Germany on September 3, Ursula, Christopher, and Elisabeth leave for the United States. Niebuhr delivers second series of Gifford Lectures, October 11–November 1; Edinburgh is bombed during one of the lectures. Returns to the United States in November.


    1940


    Joins the Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies, founded in May, a lobbying group opposed to America First isolationists. Pamphlet Why the Christian Church Is Not Pacifist is published in England. Strain of work commitments—teaching, revising his Gifford Lectures, preparing a new volume of collected essays, preaching, and lecturing—leads to his doctor’s diagnosis of “nervous exhaustion” and a two-week absence from Union. Resumes teaching but other work is limited by his continued fatigue. Ursula begins teaching at Barnard College on biblical history and texts as well as church history (later becomes founding chair of its Department of Religion). Leaves Socialist Party because of its advocacy of neutrality in the European war and its demands for his “conformance to Party policies.” Becomes a contributing editor of The Nation. Essay collection Christianity and Power Politics appears in the fall. Meets W. H. Auden, who becomes a friend.


    1941


    Cofounds and edits biweekly journal Christianity and Crisis, which debuts in February. First set of Gifford Lectures appears as Volume I of The Nature and Destiny of Man: Human Nature, to admiring reviews. Cofounds and is chairman of Union for Democratic Action (UDA), a group advocating progressive social goals at home and active intervention abroad to defeat fascism. In May, appears on NBC radio program Town Meeting of the Air to debate isolationist John T. Flynn. Financially supports the family of his brother Walter, who is long troubled by psychological problems, and arranges for four months of hospital care for him in New York. Arthur Schlesinger Jr. hears Niebuhr preach at the Harvard chapel in Cambridge, Massachusetts (later recalling: “Establishing instant command over the congregation, he spoke, without notes, in rushes of jagged eloquence”), and they become friends. Writes with concern to Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter, a friend and correspondent, about the State Department’s compiling a “file listing my nefarious connections with communism. . . . Here I have been fighting the communists for years.” In Washington, D.C., writes a defense of freedom of religion at the request of the wartime Office of Fact and Figures (OFF), headed by poet and Librarian of Congress Archibald MacLeish.


    1942


    Supports the idea of a Jewish home in Palestine in “Jews After the War,” published in The Nation and reprinted as a pamphlet by the American Palestine Committee. Discovers that the OFF assignment has led to an FBI investigation of him; is assured in April that his file will remain secret. Offered a university professorship at Harvard. Works intently on the second volume of The Nature and Destiny of Man.


    1943


    Second volume of The Nature and Destiny of Man: Human Destiny appears in January. After months of deliberation, refuses Harvard offer. Spends two months in England and Scotland on a strenuous speaking tour (“have preached 8 times,” he writes Ursula on June 22, “lectured 32 times thus far, and written thousands of words and attended 20 small conferences besides”). Awarded an honorary doctorate from Oxford University. Spearheads UDA petition to Roosevelt asking for a “more generous immigration policy” toward war refugees, particularly Jews. In summer, when presiding one Sunday as minister at the local church in Heath, Massachusetts, where the family has been spending their summers for several years, offers a prayer that impresses his neighbor Howard Chandler Robbins, a professor at General Theological Seminary in New York and active in the Federal Council of Churches. Robbins asks if the FCC might reprint it in a pamphlet to be distributed to servicemen at home and abroad; this is the “Serenity Prayer,” later made famous by Alcoholics Anonymous. Serves as campaign manager for an American Labor Party candidate for New York’s city council.


    1944


    Delivers Raymond F. West Lectures at Stanford University in January. Helps to establish the Liberal Party, a New York State political party of the left, and is its vice-chairman. In August, completes The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness, based on the West Lectures, for December publication.


    1945


    Publication in England of a study of Niebuhr’s thought by D. R. Davies, Reinhold Niebuhr: Prophet from America (published in the United States in 1948), which he finds “embarrassingly adulatory.” Gives Lyman Beecher Lectures at Yale. Writes “The Death of a Martyr” for Christianity and Crisis in response to news of Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s execution by the Nazis in April.


    1946


    Travels in summer to England, where he addresses the International Council of Christians and Jews and attends a planning meeting for the soon-to-be-founded World Council of Churches (WCC). Returns briefly to the United States before going to Germany on a U.S. government–sponsored five-week tour of educational institutions in the American zone of occupied Germany. While there receives word that his brother Walter has died. His essay on what the Russians are doing in their occupation zone as well as what is happening in the French, British, and American zones, “The Fight for Germany,” appears in Life, with excerpts also in Time. Proposed by Allen Dulles for membership on Council on Foreign Relations. Scribner’s publishes an essay collection, Discerning the Signs of the Times.


    1947


    Cofounds Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) in January, an activist, progressive group like its predecessor, the UDA. During spring sabbatical from Union, goes to England, Scotland, the Netherlands, and Switzerland, where he sees Karl Barth, with whose theology he has long differed. Returns to Europe in summer for a Scandinavian lecture tour.


    1948


    Introduced by Eleanor Roosevelt, delivers keynote speech at ADA’s national convention banquet. Appears on the cover of Time’s twenty-fifth-anniversary issue, March 8; in accompanying article, Time editor Whittaker Chambers calls him “the greatest Protestant theologian born in America since Jonathan Edwards.” In summer, attends World Student Christian Federation conference in Oslo and addresses first general assembly of WCC in Amsterdam. Completes Faith and History, based on his 1945 Beecher Lectures.


    1949


    Faith and History appears in the spring. In June, is one of several “experts” convened by the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff, led by George Kennan, to discuss policy in Europe. Addresses UNESCO conference in Paris in September. Participates in another foreign policy discussion in Washington convened by Secretary of State Dean Acheson. Gives lectures that will be developed into part of The Irony of American History.


    1950


    Accepts invitation to be a consultant to the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff in November.


    1951


    As required by the State Department appointment, the FBI conducts a loyalty investigation of Niebuhr’s activities. Resigns as contributing editor of The Nation. Attends WCC conference in July. Works on “This Nation Under God,” working title of The Irony of American History. Leaves government service.


    1952


    Publishes The Irony of American History. Hospitalized on February 15 because of a spasm on his left side, initially diagnosed as an effect of overwork; surgical examination of his brain finds nothing to suggest his stroke-like condition will not improve, but he continues to suffer spasms that impair his speech and cause paralysis on his left side. By summer his health deteriorates further, and he can only work briefly at home. Allows his student June Bingham to begin writing his biography.


    1953


    Resumes teaching at Union on a reduced schedule. In summer, completes essay collection Christian Realism and Political Problems for fall publication. Works on The Self and the Dramas of History. Asks Bingham to suspend writing biography (will request that she cancel the project in 1954, though she continues to work on it).


    1954


    Completes The Self and the Dramas of History, published the following year.


    1955


    Niebuhrs leave their summer home in Heath and move to Stockbridge, Massachusetts, closer to doctors and hospitals. In summer, consults doctors at Austin Riggs Center in Stockbridge, among them his friend Erik Erikson. Named vice president of Union.


    1956


    Contributes twenty-page “intellectual biography” to Reinhold Niebuhr: His Religious, Social and Political Thought, a book of essays written by others. Writes occasional articles, later collected in Pious and Secular America.


    1957


    In spring, finishes work on Pious and Secular America, published early the following year.


    1958


    Moves to Princeton for yearlong appointment as a visiting fellow at Institute for Advanced Study, where he works on “Dominions in Nations and Empires,” which becomes The Structure of Nations and Empires. Enjoys discussions with institute’s director, J. Robert Oppenheimer, and other physicists interested in ethical issues concerning atomic weapons.


    1959


    Sister Hulda dies in April. Inducted into the American Academy of Arts and Letters in May. The Structure of Nations and Empires appears in August.


    1960


    Retires in May from Union, which establishes an endowed Reinhold Niebuhr Professorship of Social Ethics in his honor. Moves from Union to apartment at 404 Riverside Drive. At the invitation of Robert Hutchins, its director, spends summer at the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions in Santa Barbara, California. Awarded Rockefeller Fellowship. Begins writing a book on communism and democracy, later abandoned.


    1961


    Takes up one-month residency at Center for Policy Research in Washington, D.C. Mother dies on January 24. June Bingham’s Courage to Change: An Introduction to the Life and Thought of Reinhold Niebuhr appears. In fall, begins yearlong appointment as a guest lecturer at Harvard University. Works on A Nation So Conceived. Serves as consultant to the Ford Foundation.


    1962


    Brother Richard dies on July 5. Helps in officiating as associate pastor at daughter Elisabeth’s wedding on July 7. Teaches at Princeton University in the fall semester.


    1963


    Teaches at Barnard College in the spring semester. A Nation So Conceived, cowritten with the Harvard historian Alan Heimert, is published. In September, appears on television with James Baldwin to discuss the bombing of an African American church by white supremacists in Birmingham, Alabama. Undergoes prostate operation.


    1964


    Awarded Presidential Medal of Freedom in September, which is accepted on his behalf by son Christopher.


    1965


    Opposes escalation of American military involvement in Vietnam. Another essay collection, Man’s Nature and His Communities, appears. Contributes foreword to Mississippi Black Paper, a book documenting police brutality and local government harassment of blacks in Mississippi.


    1966


    Vice President Hubert Humphrey, a longtime friend, delivers “Tribute to Reinhold Niebuhr” at twenty-fifth-anniversary event for Christianity and Crisis held at Riverside Church, February 26; because of poor health he does not attend, but receives Humphrey at his apartment.


    1967


    Moves from New York City to Stockbridge, where he will live for the rest of his life. Health problems continue to curtail his ability to write. “Vietnam: Study in Ironies” appears in The New Republic.


    1969


    In Christianity and Crisis, his essay “The King’s Chapel and the King’s Court” attacks Billy Graham and other clergy who lead worship services in the Nixon White House; receives hate mail, and Nixon aide John Ehrlichman asks to see Niebuhr’s FBI file. Democratic Experiences, cowritten with Paul Sigmund, who had taught with him at Harvard in 1961–62, is published.


    1971


    Comes down with pneumonia, then is hospitalized with a pulmonary embolism. Returns home in April. Dies June 1. His funeral is at the First Congregational Church in Stockbridge, and he is buried in its cemetery.

  


  
    Note on the Texts


    


    This volume contains four books by Reinhold Niebuhr: Leaves from the Notebook of a Tamed Cynic (1929), Moral Man and Immoral Society (1932), The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness (1944), and The Irony of American History (1952); essays on current events published from 1928 to 1967; a selection of prayers that Niebuhr delivered throughout his life; and fifteen sermons, lectures, and essays written from 1934 to 1960.


    Niebuhr began keeping a diary in 1915, not long after moving to Detroit to serve as pastor of Bethel Evangelical Church. Around the time he announced that he was leaving Bethel in 1928, he began preparing a selection from this diary for publication on the advice of Charles Clayton Morrison, the editor of the Christian Century. Niebuhr contracted with the Christian Century’s publishing company, Willett, Clark & Colby, to publish the book in 1929. A new edition was published in 1957 by Meridian Books with a brief additional preface by Niebuhr, included in this volume’s Notes. This volume prints the text of the 1929 Willett, Clark & Colby edition of Leaves from the Notebook of a Tamed Cynic.


    Niebuhr conceived of Moral Man and Immoral Society, using the working title “The Ethics of Social Change,” in the spring and summer of 1931. Writing to his fiancée, Ursula Keppel-Compton, from North Carolina on July 14, 1931, he remarked that he felt “like an architect who is laying the foundations for a big building on a hillside and wonders just where the surveying job is to begin”; two days later, he sent her an outline of the book, but noted that it “does not satisfy me at all.” After the 1931–32 academic year ended, he resumed working on Moral Man and Immoral Society in earnest, devoting most of his summer in Heath, Massachusetts, to finishing the manuscript. Moral Man and Immoral Society was published by Charles Scribner’s Sons in December 1932. The edition of the book published by Scribner’s in 1960 contains a new, three-paragraph preface by Niebuhr, which appears in this volume’s Notes. The text printed here is taken from the 1932 Scribner’s edition of Moral Man and Immoral Society.


    In January 1944, Niebuhr delivered the Raymond F. West Lectures at Stanford University, then revised these lectures for publication as The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness and submitted the manuscript to Scribner’s in August 1944. Scribner’s published the book in December. An English edition, not revised by Niebuhr, was brought out by Nisbet & Co. in 1945. This volume prints the text of the 1944 Scribner’s edition of The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness.


    As Niebuhr explains in his preface to The Irony of American History (see pp. 461–63), six of the book’s eight chapters were based on lectures delivered in May 1949 and January 1951. He spent the summer of 1951 in Heath writing two additional chapters and then revising the entire manuscript, which was entitled “This Nation Under God.” Scribner’s, Niebuhr’s publisher, asked to change the title because Utah senator Elbert D. Thomas had published a book entitled This Nation Under God in 1950; Niebuhr proposed “Ironic Elements in American History” but accepted Scribner’s editor William Savage’s title The Irony of American History. The book was published by Scribner’s in New York and in London by Nisbet & Co. in 1952. The text printed here is taken from the 1952 Scribner’s edition of The Irony of American History.


    Niebuhr wrote magazine pieces about current events during his entire career, beginning with two articles published in The Atlantic in 1916 while he was a young pastor in Detroit. The selections collected here from his topical writings are printed from the following sources, and are reprinted by arrangement with The Estate of Reinhold Niebuhr:


    Protestantism and Prohibition. New Republic, October 24, 1928.


    The Opposition in Germany. New Republic, June 28, 1933.


    Letter from the Emergency Committee for Strikers’ Relief. New Republic, September 26, 1934.


    An Appeal. New Republic, March 20, 1935.


    Pius XI and His Successor. The Nation, January 30, 1937.


    Russia and Karl Marx. The Nation, May 7, 1938.


    An End to Illusions. Christianity and Power Politics (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1940). First published in The Nation, June 29, 1940.


    Fighting Chance for a Sick Society. The Nation, March 22, 1941.


    New Allies, Old Issues. The Nation, July 19, 1941.


    The Limits of Liberty. The Nation, January 24, 1942.


    Jews After the War. Love and Justice, ed. D. B. Robertson (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1957) [hereafter LJ]. First published in The Nation, February 21 and February 28, 1942.


    The Race Problem. LJ. First published in Christianity and Society, Summer 1942.


    The Bombing of Germany. LJ. First published in Christianity and Society, Summer 1943.


    The Death of a Martyr. Christianity and Crisis, June 25, 1945.


    The Myth of World Government. The Nation, March 16, 1946.


    The Sources of American Prestige. New Leader, January 31, 1955.


    Why Ike Is Popular. New Leader, April 25, 1955.


    What Resources Can the Christian Church Offer to Meet the Crisis in Race Relations? LJ. First published in The Messenger, April 3, 1956.


    A Thorn in the Flesh. New Republic, May 28, 1956.


    The Moral World of Foster Dulles. New Republic, December 1, 1958.


    Goldwater vs. History. New Leader, October 26, 1964.


    Telegram to Martin Luther King, March 19, 1965. Reinhold Niebuhr Papers, Library of Congress.


    Vietnam: Study in Ironies. New Republic, June 24, 1967.


    With one exception, the texts of the prayers printed in this volume are taken from Justice and Mercy (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), a posthumous collection edited by Niebuhr’s wife, Ursula M. Niebuhr, who noted that many of these prayers “were used in the daily morning services at Union Theological Seminary.” This volume prints the text of “For Our Inheritance: A Thanksgiving Prayer” (not included in Justice and Mercy) contained in Prayers for Services: A Manual for Leaders of Worship, ed. Morgan Phelps Noyes (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1934). These texts are all reprinted by arrangement with The Estate of Reinhold Niebuhr.


    Niebuhr was a prolific public speaker, and many of his lectures and sermons were published in collections such as Beyond Tragedy (1937), Discerning the Signs of the Times (1946), and Christian Realism and Political Problems (1953). Niebuhr did not read his sermons, so their published texts differ somewhat from the versions delivered from the pulpit; as he writes in the preface to Beyond Tragedy, “As the sermons were not written at the time of their delivery their subsequent transcription has somewhat altered their form from sermons to essays.” The following list provides sources for the writings in the section entitled “Sermons and Lectures on Faith and Belief,” which are reprinted by arrangement with The Estate of Reinhold Niebuhr:


    Optimism, Pessimism and Religious Faith—I and II. Christianity and Power Politics (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1940). Originally delivered as the American Unitarian Association’s Ware Lecture for 1934.


    The Things That Are and the Things That Are Not. Beyond Tragedy (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1937).


    The Christian Church in a Secular Age. Christianity and Power Politics (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1940). Originally delivered as an address to the Oxford Conference on Church, Community, and the State, July 1937.


    from Discerning the Signs of the Times. Discerning the Signs of the Times: Sermons for Today and Tomorrow (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1946).


    from Faith and History. Faith and History (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1949). Faith and History began as lectures first presented at Yale University in 1945, then revised for a lecture series given at the Theological Colleges of the United Free Church of Scotland in 1947, and then at the University of Uppsala in 1948.


    Love and Law in Protestantism and Catholicism. Christian Realism and Political Problems: Essays on Political, Social, Ethical, and Theological Themes (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1953). First published in The Journal of Religious Thought, Spring–Summer 1952.


    from The Self and the Dramas of History. The Self and the Dramas of History (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1955).


    Theology and Political Thought in the Western World. Faith and Politics, ed. Ronald Stone (New York: George Braziller, 1968). First published in Ecumenical Review, April 1957.


    The Wheat and the Tares. Justice and Mercy, ed. Ursula M. Niebuhr (New York: Harper & Row, 1974). The text was edited from a recording of this sermon delivered at Union Theological Seminary on February 28, 1960.


    This volume presents the texts of the original printings chosen for inclusion here, but it does not attempt to reproduce nontextual features of their typographic design. The texts are presented without change, except for the correction of typographical errors. Spelling, punctuation, and capitalization are often expressive features and are not altered, even when inconsistent or irregular. The following is a list of typographical errors corrected, cited by page and line number: 6.23, course,); 9.33, Ladies; 22.24, league of nations; 44.4 and 7, Rountree; 67.10, relationship; 76.8, then; 76.23, groups; 86.21, question; 103.17, individual,; 127.13, be long; 127.24, inocuous; 141.7, physicial; 159.18, gains; 163.26, makes; 168.37, never-the-less; 182.27–28, action,; 190.26, well.; 198.37, punishment.”15; 199.33, rise.; 211.38, The Aera; 214.28, adds; 224.24, power,; 252.4–5, cimcumstances; 259.32, machinary; 259.37, monarchial; 264.35, vicory; 266.39, DeMan; 281.33, anti-Marxian and; 296.9, Jaurés; 303.4, proves; 305.20, tory; 310.19, loose; 311.13, England,; 312.1, futility philanthropy; 331.1, destroys; 340.32, marytr’s; 341.13, cast; 346.7, is to; 348.30, discipline is; 377.37, Werker,; 377.38, Saemmtliche Werker; 386.32, heydey; 396.37, then; 406.21, Chrysostum; 407.34, Obrien,; 407.34, Economic Thought.; 408.39, of the; 418.23, from unified; 448.32, Lyttleton; 449.9, alliance,; 465.10, for for; 484.5, 1869; 484.31, one for; 485.1 (and passim), De Toqueville; 485.37, American Democracy; 490.27–28, commerical; 498.34, (1631),; 504.32, intravert; 509.21, that the; 517.37, webb; 528.35, betwen; 538.5, has; 548.37, Labor; 564.30, is not; 568.16, betwen; 568.19, i.e.; 593.26, is; 615.15, observed But; 616.14, self-perpetuating It; 617.7, society But; 617.14–15, theory The; 617.31, thought In; 617.39, Revolution; 626.8, unified The; 626.27, politics It; 627.16, solutions. that; 628.31–32, terms If; 656.37, “If” he; 656.37, fashion “one; 663.17, Emory; 670.1, hegomony; 678.20, “shantytowns” the; 681.25, 1958; 685.33, States; 689.12, contradition; 697.34, overruled be; 715.25–26, optmism; 733.12, represent; 747.3, is not; 752.8, indolatry,; 773.21, moving was; 780.15, develops; 792.6–7, (and passim), observor; 795.10, flows; 800.38, Albert Ritschl’s; 802.7, contrast Is; 803.32, gives; 809.26, interpretors; 815.9, annullment; 820.7, currents; 820.19, ranson; 821.17–18, instumentalities; 824.34, thee.”; 834.26, real of nature; 836.20, terms with; 843.25, is must; 845.9, is minimal; 847.31, characterize; 849.17–18, environment,; 851.38, plausability; 858.27, drama this; 881.1, stands; 882.10, It it.

  


  
    Notes


    In the notes below, the reference numbers denote page and line of this volume (the line count includes chapter headings). Biblical quotations are keyed to the King James Version. Quotations from Shakespeare are keyed to The Riverside Shakespeare, ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1974). For more biographical information than is contained in the Chronology, see June Bingham, Courage to Change: An Introduction to the Life and Thought of Reinhold Niebuhr (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1961); Charles C. Brown, Niebuhr and His Age: Reinhold Niebuhr’s Prophetic Role and Legacy, new ed. (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2002); Richard Wightman Fox, Reinhold Niebuhr: A Biography (New York: Pantheon, 1985); Reinhold Niebuhr: His Religious, Social, and Political Thought, ed. Charles W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall (New York: Macmillan, 1956); Remembering Reinhold Niebuhr: Letters of Reinhold & Ursula M. Niebuhr, ed. Ursula M. Niebuhr (San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1991); Reinhold Niebuhr Revisited: Engagements with an American Original, ed. Daniel F. Rice (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2009); Daniel F. Rice, Reinhold Niebuhr and His Circle of Influence (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013); Elisabeth Sifton, The Serenity Prayer: Faith and Politics in Times of Peace and War (New York: Norton, 2003); Ronald H. Stone, Professor Reinhold Niebuhr: A Mentor to the Twentieth Century (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1992).


    LEAVES FROM THE NOTEBOOK OF A TAMED CYNIC


    1.1–3 LEAVES . . . CYNIC] For the 1957 edition of the book Niebuhr included an additional preface:


    An author is naturally embarrassed to have a book, first published more than a quarter century ago, re-issued and presumably reaching some new readers who will be astounded by the dated character of the observations in the book. My own embarrassment is the more acute because these autobiographical notes are more than ordinarily dated. They were prompted by the experiences of a young minister serving his first parish in the growing city of Detroit. Some of the observations may have a faint historical significance inasfar as they throw light upon the social climate of a large urban center, the seat of the growing automobile industry in a day in which the unions, which now dominate the picture, were still unheard of.


    But the notes are not primarily a social document. As the self-revelations of a young parson they freely express the then typical notions of liberal Protestantism before the whole liberal world view was challenged by world events. Of course they were written after the first world war. But that war did not essentially challenge the liberal culture of America. It required a depression and another world war to corrode an optimism in America which was lost in Europe after the first world war. There are some indications in these notes of uneasiness about the general religious presuppositions which informed a youthful ministry. But on the whole there are no serious evidences of a revolt which occurred in the soul of the author and of many of his contemporaries, only a few years after the book was published. Thus indisputable evidence is offered for the fact that we are all, whatever our pretensions, the children of our day and hour. What we think of man and God, of sin and salvation, is partly prompted by the comparative comforts or discomforts in which we live. It is a very sobering reflection on the lack of transcendence of the human spirit over the flux of historical change.


    Perhaps too much has been said about the embarrassment of the author because of the “dated” character of his views. The notes are primarily a record of the experiences of a young minister and they will have interest primarily to other young ministers. I have no embarrassment about the fact that the notes reveal the satisfaction which one may have in preaching the gospel and “tending the flock” in a local parish. And I hope that they may also reveal some of the variegated problems and issues which confront the Christian ministry. After a quarter of a century in academic life, I can still understand why I was so reluctant to leave the local parish. Academic life seems highly specialized in comparison with the life of a parish priest meeting human problems on all levels of weal and woe, and trying to be helpful in fashioning a “community of grace” in the barren anonymity of a large city.


    I regret the immaturity with which I approached the problems and tasks of the ministry but I do not regret the years devoted to the parish.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR


    9.10 Simon Cyrene bearing the cross of Jesus] Matthew 27:32, Mark 15:21, Luke 23:26.


    15.16–17 Second Isaiah] As first hypothesized by nineteenth-century biblical scholars, the Book of Isaiah is thought to be a compilation of prophetic writings from three different periods (Proto-, Deutero-, and Trito-Isaiah), and modern theologians often refer to the important Second Isaiah.


    16.16 He wanted “not yours but you.”] See 2 Corinthians 12:14.


    17.2 trip through the war training camps] See Chronology, 1917.


    17.9 Out at Funston] Camp Funston, a temporary U.S. Army training facility built during World War I on the grounds of Fort Riley in north-central Kansas.


    22.17 typical son of the manse] Wilson’s father, Joseph Ruggles Wilson Sr. (1822–1903), was a Presbyterian minister.


    29.18–21 “Things done . . . trice.”] From “Rabbi Ben Ezra” (1864), st. 23, by English poet Robert Browning (1812–1889).


    30.24–25 “Ich habe . . . erklaeren.”] German: I told him, Wait until the pastor comes. He’ll make everything clear for you.


    38.4 the Ruhr district] In January 1923, after the German government defaulted on the reparations mandated by the Treaty of Versailles, French and Belgian troops from the Rhineland, occupied since the end of the war by the Allied powers, moved into the adjacent industrial Ruhr Valley. Britain and the United States did not support this move, and the German government met it with a policy of “passive resistance” (passiven Widerstand) designed to prevent the occupying powers from exploiting the Ruhr’s coal mines and steel mills. The financial cost of supporting the Ruhr population and the economic disruption caused by the occupation contributed to rapidly escalating hyperinflation in Germany, and in September 1923 the resistance policy was abandoned. In August 1924, Germany and the Allies agreed to the U.S.-sponsored Dawes Plan for rescheduling reparations payments, and the last French and Belgian troops were withdrawn from the Ruhr in July 1925. During the occupation about 130 Germans were killed in rioting or executed for sabotage.


    38.18–22 Cologne . . . British troops] British troops were stationed in Cologne from December 1918 until January 1926 as part of the Allies’ occupation of the Rhineland.


    43.24 Goethe has observed] See Maxims and Reflections, 241: “Der Handelnde ist immer gewissenlos; es hat niemand Gewissen als der Betrachtende” (“He who acts is always without conscience; no one has a conscience but the observer”).


    44.4 Rowntree cocoa works] The Rowntree cocoa works in York had been established in 1862; the company had strong associations with Quaker philanthropy.


    45.8 Heywood Broun] American journalist (1888–1939), sportswriter, drama critic, and author of the syndicated column “It Seems to Me,” was an Episcopalian active in his church’s philanthropic social programs.


    48.14 our organization] This was the Fellowship for a Christian Social Order.


    49.24–25 “all these things shall be added unto us.”] Cf. Matthew 6:33.


    49.30–31 “I count all things but loss.”] Philippians 3:8.


    51.9 these Tomlinsons] People who do no active good in life but hypocritically believe they have, after the title character of Rudyard Kipling’s poem “Tomlinson” (1891).


    53.5 drummer] A salesman.


    54.2 Bishop Williams] Charles D. Williams (1860–1923), Episcopal bishop of the Diocese of Michigan, 1906–23; see Chronology, 1922.


    54.24–27 Charge once more . . . wall.] Final stanza of “The Last Word” (1867) by the English poet Matthew Arnold (1822–1888).


    54.28–29 Rejoice . . . heaven.] Cf. Luke 10:20.


    57.12–13 Markham’s “The Man with the Hoe”] Poem (1899) by the American poet Edwin Markham (1852–1940).


    59.19–20 Aimee Semple McPherson] Evangelist (1890–1944) based in Los Angeles, founder of the International Church of the Foursquare Gospel and a popular radio personality in the 1920s.


    61.3–5 “We preach . . . God.”] 1 Corinthians 1:23–24.


    61.29–30 “that they . . . perfect.”] Hebrews 11:40.


    63.31–32 “not against flesh . . . high places.”] Cf. Ephesians 6:12.


    66.24–25 “Woe unto you . . . hypocrites”] Matthew 23:29.


    73.30 “This also is vanity.”] A recurring phrase in Ecclesiastes.


    76.14 eleventh chapter of Hebrews] A celebrated biblical text known by its opening verse: “Now faith is the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen. . . .”


    76.35–36 sub specie aeternitatis] Latin: under the aspect of eternity.


    78.2–3 excitement . . . has subsided] Bowing to pressures from local businessmen, several Detroit churches and the local YMCA branch rescinded Sunday speaking engagements that they had arranged with labor leaders attending the American Federation of Labor convention in Detroit in October 1926. Niebuhr refused to withdraw Bethel Evangelical Church’s invitation.


    85.12 Christian Register] A Unitarian weekly magazine published in Boston.


    86.16–17 Flaubert has it] In The Temptation of St. Anthony (1874).


    87.17–18 “Be not ye called rabbi . . . heaven.”] Cf. Matthew 23:8–9.


    91.4–5 Endeavor] Christian Endeavor is an evangelical, nondenominational Protestant youth organization.


    93.10 Schweitzer’s phrase] The Alsatian-born theologian, physician, and musician Albert Schweitzer (1875–1965) was well-known for his writing and for the hospital in Lambaréné (in present-day Gabon, Africa), where he spent most of his life working.


    93.16 Spenglerian thesis] The German historical philosopher Oswald Spengler (1880–1936) argued, most notably in The Decline of the West (1918–22), that Western civilization was in a state of decay.


    94.3–4 cannot enter . . . children] Cf. Matthew 18:3, Mark 10:15, Luke 18:17.


    94.4–5 the fault, dear Brutus . . . ourselves] An inversion of the statement of Cassius to Brutus in Shakespeare, Julius Caesar, I.ii.140–41: “The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, / But in ourselves.”


    96.6–7 matter of labor speakers in our pulpits] See note 78.2–3.


    100.2 Our city race commission . . . report] The Negro in Detroit, report based on four months of research into the city’s race relations by the mayor’s Interracial Committee, chaired by Niebuhr; see Chronology, 1926 and 1927.


    107.2 The new Ford car] The Model A.


    107.34 “Henry has made a lady out of Lizzy.”] “Henry’s Made a Lady Out of Lizzie” (1927), song by Walter O’Keefe (1900–1983) celebrating the Model A’s improvements to its predecessor the Model T, the “Tin Lizzie.”


    108.2 prayer book controversy in the Church of England] A modernized version of the Book of Common Prayer was adopted by the Church Assembly in July 1927 and subsequently, as required, approved by the House of Lords. But the House of Commons voted against it, largely because many MPs found it “papistical,” in December 1927 and June 1928.


    109.23–24 mother of the sons of Zebedee] In Matthew 20:20–21, the mother of Jesus’s disciples James and John asks that Jesus “grant that these my two sons may sit, the one on thy right hand, and the other on the left, in thy kingdom.”


    109.28–30 “He that loveth father . . . me,”] Matthew 10:37.


    111.16–17 “The Tragic Sense of Life”] The Spanish writer and philosopher Miguel de Unamuno (1864–1936) was perhaps best known for this essay, “The Tragic Sense of Life” (1913).


    112.2 Federal Council] Federal Council of Churches, an ecumenical organization of American Protestant churches now called the National Council of Churches.


    114.17–18 “the native hue . . . thought.”] Cf. Shakespeare, Hamlet, III.i.82–83.


    132.12–13 “Woe unto you if all men speak well of you,”] Cf. Luke 6:26.


    MORAL MAN AND IMMORAL SOCIETY


    135.1–2 MORAL MAN AND IMMORAL SOCIETY] Niebuhr contributed the following preface to the 1960 edition of Moral Man and Immoral Society:


    Moral Man and Immoral Society was published in 1932, which is to say more than a quarter of a century ago. Naturally many of its references are dated. The most obvious ones are those referring to the post-war policies of America, to the Labour Party of Ramsay MacDonald, to the League of Nations and to the then unsolved problem of England and India.


    But despite these dated references I consented to the republication of the book because I still believe that the central thesis of the book is important and I am still committed to it. The central thesis was, and is, that the Liberal Movement both religious and secular seemed to be unconscious of the basic difference between the morality of individuals and the morality of collectives, whether races, classes or nations. This difference ought not to make for a moral cynicism, that is, the belief that the collective must simply follow its own interests. But if the difference is real, as I think it is, it refutes many still prevalent moralistic approaches to the political order.


    I have since elaborated the thesis, first stated in Moral Man and Immoral Society, in various facets in various volumes. I have changed my mind about many things, but I am inclined to think that all of our contemporary experience validates rather than refutes the basic thesis of this volume.


    REINHOLD NIEBUHR


    143.15–18 Round-Table Conference . . . forced the issue?] The first of three Round Table conferences to address the governance of India, held November 12, 1930 to January 19, 1931, was convened after Mahatma Gandhi had begun a campaign of civil disobedience against British rule. The second conference was held September 7 to December 1, 1931; the third, November 17 to December 24, 1932.


    145.25–31 hard-headed socialism of Ramsay MacDonald . . . not particularly hard-headed] The British politician James Ramsay MacDonald (1866–1937) was prime minister of the first Labour government, January–November 1924; he returned to office in June 1929 as head of a minority Labour government dependent on Liberal support. In the summer of 1931 the worsening global depression caused a sterling crisis that put British gold and foreign currency reserves at risk, and when Philip Snowden (1864–1937), the fiscally conservative Labour chancellor of the exchequer, proposed making major cuts in unemployment benefits in order to reduce the budget deficit and restore confidence in the pound, the cabinet split and several ministers threatened to resign. On August 24 MacDonald submitted his government’s resignation, but was persuaded by King George V to form a National Government with Conservative and Liberal ministers. MacDonald, Snowden, and the other Labour ministers who remained in the new cabinet were then expelled from the party. The National Government won an overwhelming parliamentary majority in the October 1931 general election and MacDonald continued as prime minister until his retirement in 1935, though the cabinet was dominated by the Conservative leaders Stanley Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain.


    145.25–32 Owen Young . . . “new capitalism”] The lawyer, diplomat, and General Electric executive Owen D. Young (1874–1962) advocated, with General Electric president Gerard Swope (1872–1957), a “new capitalism” based on government cooperation with business and improved labor relations.


    146.23 Kellogg Pact] The Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928) was an international agreement renouncing war as an instrument of international relations. It was named for its negotiators: Frank Billings Kellogg (1856–1937), U.S. senator from Minnesota in 1917–23, and secretary of state 1925–29; and Aristide Briand (1862–1932), who served many terms as France’s prime minister and foreign minister.


    155.4–5 “Power,” said Henry Adams, “is poison”] In The Education of Henry Adams (1907), ch. 23.


    157.34 Gracchi] The brothers Tiberius Sempronius Gracchus (c. 163–133 B.C.E.) and Gaius Sempronius Gracchus (c. 154–121 B.C.E.), tribunes in the Roman Republic who were populist reformers. Tiberius and his followers were clubbed to death; Gaius, anticipating his own death at the hands of another mob, committed suicide.


    157.36–37 Solon and Lycurgus in Greece] Solon (c. 640–558 B.C.E.), the statesman and poet credited with being a founder of Athenian democracy; Lycurgus (c. 820–c. 730 B.C.E.), a lawyer who helped to formulate Sparta’s political system.


    157.38 latifundia] Latin: great estates.


    167.31–34 “on an earth . . . disappeared.”] From the posthumously published Sketch for a Historical Picture of the Progress of the Human Mind (1794) by the French mathematician and philosopher Nicolas de Condorcet (1743–1794).


    168.22–23 “hope . . . contemplates.”] From Prometheus Unbound (1820), 4.573–74, by the English poet Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792–1822).


    169.17 Adler] The influential Austrian psychoanalyst Alfred Adler (1870–1937) founded a psychoanalytic school that he called Individual Psychology.


    171.19–21 “Act in . . . will to be universal law”] From section 1 of Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals (1785).


    176.14–15 Spencer and Westermarck] Herbert Spencer (1820–1903) was an English philosopher, biologist, and sociologist, Edvard Westermarck (1862–1939) a Finnish philosopher and sociologist.


    185.22 Treitschke’s] The German historian and politician Heinrich von Treitschke (1834–1896) advocated a powerful, expansionist unified German state.


    188.14–15 Bechuana] The Tswana people of southern Africa.


    192.5–6 “What ye have done . . . unto me,”] Matthew 25:40.


    192.14–15 in Christ . . . free”] Galatians 3:28.


    193.7 Troeltsch] The German theologian, philosopher, and sociologist Ernst Troeltsch (1865–1923) served in the Prussian state government during the Weimar Republic. Troeltsch was the author of Die Soziallehren der christlichen Kirchen und Gruppen (1912), published in English translation as The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches (1931).


    194.26 Second Isaiah] See note 15.16–17.


    198.1–2 “Are ye not . . . Lord?”] Amos 9:7.


    199.11 Barthian] The influential Swiss Protestant theologian Karl Barth (1886–1968), author of the multivolume The Church Dogmatics (1932–67), took issue with various aspects of Harnack’s and other liberal German theologians’ work.


    201.37–38 “If ye love them . . . ye?”] Matthew 5:46.


    202.8–10 Celsus . . . Origen] In Contra Celsum (Against Celsus, c. 248), the Christian theologian Origen (c. 185–c. 254) addressed the anti-Christian arguments of Alēthēs Logos (True Discourse, c. 178) by the Greek philosopher Celsus.


    203.19 Father Damien] Belgian missionary priest born Joseph de Veuster (1840–1889) who ministered to lepers on the Hawaiian island of Molokai. He was canonized in 2009.


    203.20 served by Albert Schweitzer] See note 93.10.


    203.40–204.1 Didache, written in the second century] Also known as The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, an early Christian treatise rediscovered in 1873.


    207.14–16 “I exist as I am . . . from.”] From sections 20 and 23 of Walt Whitman’s “Song of Myself” from Leaves of Grass, first published in 1855.


    211.6 Edward Dicey] English journalist (1832–1911) who wrote frequently on foreign affairs; his remark is from the essay “Peace and War in South Africa” (1899).


    211.38 Johannes Haller] German historian (1865–1947), the author of The Epochs of German History (1923) and a five-volume history of the papacy (1934–53).


    212.2–3 the Japanese . . . Exclusion Act] The Immigration Act of 1924 prohibited all Japanese immigration to the United States. Japanese immigration had previously been severely limited by a “gentlemen’s agreement” between President Theodore Roosevelt and the Japanese government in 1907.


    213.17–18 E. D. Morel] The French-born British journalist Edmund Dene Morel (1873–1924) was a human rights activist who publicized exploitive conditions in the Congo in newspaper articles and the book Red Rubber (1906); he was the cofounder of the Congo Reform Association.


    214.21–22 Tyrrell the Catholic modernist] The Irish Jesuit theologian George Tyrrell (1861–1909) was expelled from the order and later excommunicated for his modernist views, expressed in books such as Hard Sayings (1898) and External Religion: Its Use and Abuse (1899).


    215.17 Bertrand Russell] English philosopher and social critic (1872–1970), whose many books include The Principles of Mathematics (1903), Why I Am Not a Christian (1927), and The Scientific Outlook (1931).


    217.5 Agadir Crisis] When the German gunboat Panther anchored at the Moroccan port of Agadir on July 1, 1911, the rivalry between France and Germany for economic and political influence in Morocco intensified. Fears of war increased after Britain sided with France, but the crisis was resolved on November 4, when France ceded approximately 100,000 square miles of French Equatorial Africa to Germany in return for its recognition of a French protectorate over Morocco.


    217.28 Wilfrid Scawen Blunt] English poet, diplomat, and travel writer (1840–1922).


    218.28 as Professor Einstein maintains] In a speech in New York on December 14, 1930, Albert Einstein argued that “if even two percent of those called up declare that they will not serve, and simultaneously demand that all international conflicts be settled in a peaceful manner, governments would be powerless.”


    220.10 “Christentum und Deutschtum”] German: Christianity and Germanness.


    220.34 Adolf Harnack] The Lutheran theologian Adolf von Harnack (1851–1930) was an influential, powerful figure in Berlin’s scholarly community, and author of important theological works, including the multivolume History of Dogma (1885–89).


    221.5–6 Paul Sabatier] French Protestant pastor, professor, and writer (1858–1928), the author of a biographical study of St. Francis of Assisi (1894) and A Frenchman’s Thoughts on the War (1915).


    221.17 Walter Hines Page] Journalist and diplomat (1855–1918), U.S. ambassador to Great Britain, 1913–18.


    222.35 Senator Lodge] Henry Cabot Lodge (1850–1924), Republican U.S. senator from Massachusetts, 1893–1924.


    223.23 Secretary Hay] John Hay (1838–1905), secretary of state, 1898–1905.


    223.29 Moorfield Storey] An American lawyer and writer (1845–1929) and a founder of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, he was president of the Anti-Imperialist League from 1905 until its dissolution in 1921.


    225.3–15 occupation of Egypt . . . not been fulfilled since] Great Britain stationed troops in Egypt after suppressing in 1882 a nationalist uprising led by Ahmed Urabi (1841–1911). Although Prime Minister Gladstone and others in his Liberal government viewed the occupation as a temporary measure, the British maintained a continuous military presence in Egypt until 1956.


    225.19 Fashoda] In an attempt by France to expand its territory in East Africa, a small expedition led by Major Jean-Baptiste Marchand (1863–1934) reached the Nile at Fashoda in southern Sudan in July 1898, causing a diplomatic crisis with Britain. In September, a flotilla of gunboats led by British General Herbert Kitchener (1850–1916) arrived at Fashoda to confront the French garrison, which withdrew on November 3 under threat of war between the two nations.


    225.19 Lord Rosebery] British politician Archibald Philip Primrose, 5th Earl of Rosebery (1847–1929), leader of the Liberal Party and prime minister, 1894–95.


    225.24 Holy Alliance] An alliance formed in 1815 by Russia, Austria, and Prussia to suppress revolutionary movements in Europe.


    226.14–15 Treaty of 1907 . . . Persia] The Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907 divided Persia into British and Russian zones of influence, with a neutral zone between them.


    226.37 Secretary Hughes] Charles Evans Hughes (1862–1948) was a Supreme Court justice in 1910–16, secretary of state in 1921–25, and Chief Justice in 1930–41.


    228.1 Lord Northcliffe] Alfred Charles William Harmsworth, 1st Viscount Northcliffe (1865–1922), British newspaper and publishing magnate, owner of the London Times, 1908–22.


    228.3 Lord Robert Cecil] Edgar Algernon Robert Gascoyne-Cecil, Viscount Cecil of Chelwood (1864–1958), British statesman and an architect of the League of Nations.


    228.4–5 Senator Hiram Johnson] Hiram W. Johnson (1866–1945) was the Republican governor of California, 1911–17, and a Republican U.S. senator, 1917–45.


    228.20 Japanese Exclusion Act] See note 212.2–3.


    228.29 Count Sforza] The politician and writer Carlo Sforza (1872–1952) served as Italy’s foreign minister, 1920–21, 1947–51.


    230.27–28 recent Disarmament Conference] The League of Nations’ World Disarmament Conference was held in Geneva, 1932–34.


    236.36 Senator Vardaman of Mississippi] James Kimble Vardaman (1861–1930), Democratic governor of Mississippi, 1904–8, and U.S. senator, 1913–19.


    238.24 Reform Bill of 1832] This Act of Parliament extended the electoral franchise and redistributed seats in the House of Commons.


    240.15 John Hay] See note 223.23.


    240.15 labor riots of 1877] Violence accompanied the Great Railroad Strike of 1877, which began when West Virginia brakemen struck in reaction to a wage cut by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad and soon became a national labor uprising.


    242.11–12 Thorstein Veblen] American sociologist and economist (1857–1929), best known as the author of The Theory of the Leisure Class (1899).


    242.26–27 Clive Bell] English art critic (1881–1964), author of Art (1914), Since Cézanne (1922), Civilization (1928), and other books.


    244.33 Hampshire Riots of 1830] Several hundred persons, mostly farm laborers, sacked the workhouse in Selborne, Hampshire, on November 22, 1830, and the next day a larger group, including many people from Selborne, looted and damaged the nearby Headley workhouse (later known as Headley Grange). The disturbances were part of a larger wave of arson, machine-breaking, and rioting that began in Kent in August 1830 and spread across much of southern and eastern England.


    247.3 champion in Bryan] The populist American politician and lawyer William Jennings Bryan (1860–1925) ran for president as a Democrat in 1896, 1900, and 1908.


    247.5 Godkin] Edwin Lawrence Godkin (1831–1902) was the founder and editor of The Nation, 1865–1881, and editor-in-chief of the New York Evening Post (into which The Nation was merged), 1883–99.


    247.15 free coinage of silver in Bryan’s platform] The central plank in Bryan’s 1896 presidential platform was his proposal for expanding the monetary supply through the “free and unlimited coinage of silver.” Silver proponents advocated backing the currency with silver as well as gold, with their relative value fixed at a ratio of 16 to 1. Opponents of “free silver” denounced it as dangerously inflationary, since the market value of silver was well below the proposed 16-to-1 ratio, and harmful to American interests in international finance and trade, which were conducted on a gold basis.


    248.2 Brooks Adams] American historian (1848–1927), author of The Emancipation of Massachusetts (1887), The Gold Standard: An Historical Study (1894), The Law of Civilization and Decay (1895), and The Theory of Social Revolutions (1913).


    248.22–23 Altgeld, the anarchist] John Peter Altgeld (1847–1902), Democratic governor of Illinois, 1893–97, who in 1893 had pardoned the three surviving anarchists convicted of murder during the Haymarket riots in Chicago on May 4, 1886.


    248.23 Debs, the revolutionist] The labor leader Eugene V. Debs (1855–1926) in 1895 had served a six-month sentence for contempt of court for defying an injunction during the 1894 Pullman railroad strike.


    248.33 Joseph Choate] Joseph Hodges Choate (1832–1917), prominent American lawyer and diplomat.


    248.36–249.6 Oliver Wendell Holmes . . . burn us all up with,”] From The Poet at the Breakfast Table (1872) by the American poet, essayist, and physician Oliver Wendell Holmes (1809–1894).


    249.19–24 Manchester massacre of 1819 . . . oppressive sedition act] In St. Peter’s Fields near Manchester on August 16, 1819, eleven people were killed and hundreds injured when British cavalry charged a mass gathering demanding parliamentary reform. The incident soon became known as the “Peterloo Massacre.” In response Parliament passed the Six Acts, which restricted public assembly, increased penalties for sedition, expanded the government’s powers to search private property, and raised stamp duties on newspapers.


    250.32–33 troops to disperse the “bonus army” from Washington] In May 1931, thousands of unemployed World War I veterans began arriving in Washington, D.C., to demand the passage of the Patman Bonus Bill, which would authorize immediate payment of bonuses for war service that had been intended to accrue interest and be redeemable only in 1945. On July 28, eleven days after the defeat of the bill in the Senate, U.S. Army troops led by General Douglas MacArthur forcibly evacuated the protesters’ temporary camps near the Capitol and crossed the Anacostia River to drive the veterans out of their primary encampment, which became engulfed in a fire of unknown origin. The bonuses were later paid out under the terms of a law passed in 1936 over President Franklin Roosevelt’s veto.


    258.18 dictum of Lenin] From The State and Revolution (1917).


    258.32 conviction of Thomas Paine] In Common Sense (1776), Paine wrote: “Society is produced by our wants, and government by our wickedness.”


    261.2 Mill described as a “goody morality”] In “Thornton on Labour and Its Claims” (1869), also the source of the quotation from Mill that follows.


    265.35–266.1 From each . . . needs] Maxim quoted by Marx in Critique of the Gotha Program (1875); it was already a “famous saying” when cited by the French socialist Jean Joseph Louis Blanc (1811–1882) in The Organization of Labor (1839).


    267.5–11 “Pity for poverty . . . could not be.”] From the tract “No Compromise—No Political Trading” (1899) by the German socialist leader Wilhelm Liebknecht (1826–1900).


    274.25–27 Gandhi’s boycott of British cotton . . . Manchester] Gandhi’s civil disobedience campaign against British rule in India included a boycott of textiles from Lancashire, which devastated the British textile industry.


    278.9–15 Trotsky’s words . . . iron.”] From Terrorism and Communism (1920).


    285.33–34 Bruening or a Von Papen government] In the Weimar Republic the conservative politician Heinrich Brüning (1885–1970) was chancellor from March 1930 to May 1932, and Franz von Papen (1879–1969) from July to December 1932 (after which he became vice chancellor in Hitler’s regime).


    290.14–19 “When people have become . . . to his needs.’”] From Lenin, The State and Revolution.


    290.23 Foster] The radical labor organizer William Z. Foster (1881–1961) was chairman of the American Communist Party in 1929–34 and 1945–57, and its candidate for president in 1924, 1928, and 1932.


    296.9 Jaurès] Jean Jaurès (1859–1914) was cofounder of the French Socialist Party and a leader of the Socialists in the Chamber of Deputies.


    297.9 Stresemann] Gustav Stresemann (1878–1929), founder of the German People’s Party, was chancellor in the Weimar Republic, August–November 1923, and foreign minister, 1923–29.


    297.12–13 Bernstein . . . Kautsky] Eduard Bernstein (1850–1932), author of The Preconditions of Socialism and the Tasks of Social Democracy (1899), was a leading German advocate of a reformist, nonrevolutionary path to socialism; Karl Kautsky (1854–1938), a socialist theoretician, upheld orthodox Marxism and opposed Bernstein’s “revisionism.”


    297.16 Fabianism] The Fabian Society, founded in 1884, was a socialist movement favoring incremental rather than revolutionary change.


    297.26 Sidney Webb] Webb, an economist and social reformer (1859–1947), was a founding member of the Fabian Society.


    298.15 the election of 1931] In October 1931 MacDonald’s National Government won 554 seats out of 615 in the House of Commons, 470 of them going to the Conservatives; see note 145.25–31.


    298.29 the judgment of Mr. Webb] In Fabian Essays in Socialism (1889).


    299.33 a liberal statesman] The comment was made by the Liberal English parliamentarian Sir William Vernon Harcourt (1827–1904).


    299.40–300.4 the threat of political reprisals . . . interests] The confirmation of Republican appeals court judge John J. Parker (1885–1958) to the Supreme Court was defeated in the Senate, 41–39, in May 1930 after intense lobbying against him by organized labor and the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People.


    307.36 Paul Douglas] Douglas (1892–1976), in the cited book, argued for a third party positioned between the Democrats (too corrupt) and Republicans (too reactionary); he later served as a senator from Illinois, 1949–67 as a Democrat.


    307.38 Senator George Norris] Norris (1861–1944) was a Republican (until 1936) and then independent U.S. senator from Nebraska, 1913–43.


    311.11–15 apostasies . . . Noske] Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald and Chancellor of the Exchequer Philip Snowden were ousted from the Labour Party in 1931 (see note 145.25–31). Alexandre Millerand (1859–1943), René Viviani (1863–1925), and Aristide Briand (see note 146.23) broke with the orthodox Socialist Left in France by accepting “bourgeois” ministerial positions in various cabinets of the Third Republic. During the November Revolution in Germany at the end of World War I, Philipp Scheidemann (1865–1939), parliamentary leader of the majority wing of the German Social Democratic Party (SPD), declared a provisional republic on November 9, 1918, but this republic was opposed by a faction of more radical Socialists led by Karl Liebknecht (1871–1919), who declared their own “Free Socialist Republic.” The provisional republic’s defense minister, Gustav Noske (1868–1946), allied himself with the German army and led the suppression of a workers’ revolt in January 1919, in which Liebknecht and socialist leader Rosa Luxemburg (1871–1919) were assassinated by right-wing officers.


    323.13 Sacco-Vanzetti case] Nicola Sacco (1891–1927) and Bartolomeo Vanzetti (1888–1927) were anarchist Italian immigrants convicted of murder and armed robbery in Massachusetts in 1920 amid a storm of controversy about their case. They were executed in 1927 despite international protests that their guilt had not been proven.


    326.11 C. F. Andrews] Anglican priest, educator, and social reformer Charles Freer Andrews (1871–1940), a close associate of Gandhi, wrote books that include The Oppression of the Poor (1921), The Indian Problem (1922), and The True India: A Plea for Understanding (1939).


    326.22 doctrine of “ahimsa”] Nonviolence, from the Sanskrit word meaning “avoidance of harm.”


    329.17–18 second Round-table Conference] See note 143.15–18.


    331.24 Viceroy Lord Irwin] Edward Frederick Lindley Wood, 1st Earl of Halifax (1881–1959), was viceroy and governor-general of India, 1926–31, and later ambassador to the United States during World War II.


    331.39 Doukhobors] This pacifist, anticlerical, and iconoclastic sect originated in the Russian Empire, where its members were persecuted and subject to resettlement. When permitted to leave Russia at the end of the nineteenth century, most of the sect’s members immigrated to Canada.


    340.34 forgive seventy times seven] Matthew 18:22.


    341.8–9 declared Epictetus] In Enchiridion, 42, by the Stoic philosopher Epictetus (c. 55–135 C.E.).


    342.5–6 “With what measure . . . again.”] Matthew 7:2; Mark 4:24.


    350.19–20 “spiritual wickedness in high places.”] Ephesians 6:12.


    THE CHILDREN OF LIGHT AND THE CHILDREN OF DARKNESS


    369.2 physiocrats] A group of French economists including François Quesnay (1694–1774) and Pierre Samuel du Pont de Nemours (1739–1817), who believed that economic and social processes obeyed natural laws and that agriculture was the source of wealth.


    375.2 Mazzini] The journalist and political activist Giuseppe Mazzini (1805–1872) devoted most of his life to various insurrectionary efforts to overthrow the duchies, principalities, city-states, republics, and kingdoms in the Italian peninsula and unite Italy as a democratic republic.


    375.16 Fichte] The German idealist philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–1814), author of Addresses to the German Nation (1807–8).


    376.14–17 Herder believed . . . other.”] From Letters Toward the Advancement of Humanity (1793–97) by the philosopher, critic, and theologian Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744–1803), an important figure in the German Enlightenment, with influential ideas about the origins of nations.


    384.33–34 Frenchmen . . . Danzig] The Baltic port of Danzig (now Gdańsk, Poland) was made a free city under League of Nations supervision by the Treaty of Versailles in 1919; Poland was given free use of its port and railways and control of its foreign relations, while its internal affairs were conducted by a government elected by Danzig’s majority German population. Hitler demanded Danzig’s “return to the Reich” in October 1938. In France, the politician Marcel Déat (1894–1955), in an article entitled “Mourir pour Dantzig?” (“Die for Danzig?”) published May 4, 1939, argued for appeasement of Hitler: “To fight alongside our Polish friends for the common defense of our territories, of our property, of our liberties, this is a perspective that one can courageously envisage, if needed to help maintain the peace. But to die for Danzig, no!” Hitler annexed the city when the German army invaded Poland in September 1939.


    384.34–35 Englishmen, who wanted to know nothing about Czecho-Slovakia] Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain (1869–1940) agreed, in negotiations held in Munich on September 29–30, 1938, that the German-speaking Sudetenland region of Czechoslovakia could be annexed to Germany. Speaking on BBC radio just days before, he had remarked: “How horrible, fantastic, incredible it is, that we should be digging trenches and trying on gas-masks here, because of a quarrel in a faraway country between people of whom we know nothing.” When Germany occupied the remainder of Czechoslovakia in March 1939, Chamberlain abandoned his policy of appeasement and declared that Britain would defend Poland against aggression.


    391.39 William Graham Sumner] American sociologist (1840–1910) and proponent of Social Darwinism; the author of What Social Classes Owe to Each Other (1883) and Folkways (1906).


    393.34 Jacques Maritain] French Catholic theologian (1882–1973), author of The Rights of Man and Natural Law (1942).


    394.32 Alfred Whitehead] English mathematician and philosopher Alfred North Whitehead (1861–1947), author of Science in the Modern World (1925), The Function of Reason (1929), and many other books.


    400.11–12 “to me it is a small thing . . . Lord,”] Cf. 1 Corinthians 4:3–4.


    400.18–20 “Thou shalt love . . . thyself.”] Matthew 22:38–39; Mark 12:30–31; Luke 10:27.


    400.23 “We must obey God rather than man.”] Acts 5:29.


    401.24 the Fourth Ezra] One of the books of the Apocrypha.


    415.20 Ricardo] The English economist David Ricardo (1772–1823) was author of On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (1817).


    426.32–33 Tolerance is the virtue . . . Chesterton] This saying is usually attributed to the English writer G. K. Chesterton (1874–1936), sometimes in the form “Tolerance is the virtue of the man without convictions.”


    433.12–13 “after the inward man” . . . our mind.”] Romans 7:22–23.


    438.9–11 “Why callest thou . . . God.”] Matthew 19:17.


    440.22–23 “Are ye not as children of the Ethiopians unto me?”] Amos 9:7.


    440.29 “In Christ there is neither Jew nor Greek.”] Cf. Galatians 3:28 and Colossians 3:11.


    443.30–31 “to him who hath, shall be given.”] Cf. Mark 4:25.


    450.31 Field Marshal Smuts’] The military leader and statesman Jan Christian Smuts (1870–1950) was prime minister of South Africa, 1919–24, 1939–48.


    451.32–33 “If hopes . . . liars.”] Cf. poem beginning “Say not the struggle naught availeth” (1862) by the English poet Arthur Hugh Clough (1819–1861).


    454.14–17 “My primary purpose . . . half free”] See Lincoln’s public letter to Horace Greeley, August 22, 1862: “My paramount object in this struggle is to save the Union, and is not either to save or destroy slavery. If I could save the Union without freeing any slave I would do it, and if I could save it by freeing all the slaves I would do it; and if I could save it by freeing some and leaving others alone I would also do that.”


    THE IRONY OF AMERICAN HISTORY


    466.32–33 “the leap . . . realm of freedom.”] Friedrich Engels, Anti-Dühring (1877–78).


    471.1–4 Thoughts . . . BROWNING] From Robert Browning, “Rabbi Ben Ezra,” st. 25.


    474.8–11 “When this act . . . vanish away.”] From Anti-Dühring, as are the further quotations from Engels on this page and at 478.35–36.


    478.38–39 “master of the productive forces . . . appropriation.”] Marx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto (1848).


    479.17 Hamilton Fish Armstrong] American editor, journalist, and diplomatic advisor (1893–1973), first editor of the influential quarterly journal Foreign Affairs.


    480.9–16 “Power . . . party.”] John Adams, letter to Thomas Jefferson, February 2, 1816.


    481.8 John Cotton] Puritan clergyman (1584–1652) who immigrated to Massachusetts in 1633 and became one of the colony’s leading ministers.


    484.16–22 Here independent power . . . earth.] From “A Poem, on the Rising Glory of America” (1771), lines 428–33, 436–37. Philip Freneau (1752–1832) wrote this with his classmate Hugh Henry Brackenridge (1748–1816).


    490.37–38 safe for democracy”] In his address to Congress on April 2, 1917, asking for a declaration of war against Germany, President Woodrow Wilson declared, “The world must be made safe for democracy.”


    497.13 words of Priestley] From An Essay on the First Principles of Government (1768) by the English theologian, philosopher, and chemist Joseph Priestley (1733–1804).


    498.19–21 “led our forefathers . . . comforts of life.”] From Jefferson’s Second Inaugural Address, delivered March 4, 1805.


    498.34 declared Urian Oakes (1631–81)] From a 1677 sermon delivered by the Puritan teacher and Harvard College president.


    499.7–8 As Thomas Shepard (1605–49) put it] In his preface to A Defence of the Answer made unto the Nine Questions or Positions sent from New-England against the Reply thereto by Mr. John Ball (1648), a tract written with John Allin.


    500.40–501.1 “upon the evil . . . unjust”] Matthew 5:45.


    501.36–37 declared Calvin] The quotation is not from Calvin but from the English Calvinist Richard Younge (fl. 1640–70), in The Poores’ Advocate (1654).


    509.2 “Brother Ass”] This is what St. Francis of Assisi called his body.


    509.9 young American men in Korea] The war between North Korea, supported by China, and South Korea, supported by twenty-two nations in a UN coalition led by the United States, was widely interpreted in the West as a war between free and unfree peoples. It began in June 1950 and lasted until June 1953; Americans made up the large majority of troops fighting for South Korea.


    509.14–16 what Lincoln called . . . freedom.”] In his letter of November 21, 1864, to Lydia Bixby, a widow living in Boston, two of whose five sons had died fighting for the Union. (Lincoln had been misinformed that she had lost all five sons.) The letter reads “solemn pride,” not “solemn joy.”


    513.11–12 Condorcet, nor Comte] The French positivist philosopher Auguste Comte (1798–1857). See also note 167.31–34.


    514.15 a Congressman] Alexander Duncan (1788–1853), Democratic representative from Ohio, 1837–41, 1843–45.


    514.29–30 “the children of Israel . . . night.”] See Exodus 13:21–22.


    514.36–38 As Dr. Priestley put it . . . mankind.”] The statement was not written by Priestley but addressed to him in a letter from Thomas Jefferson, June 19, 1802.


    515.20–30 “God has not made us . . . world.”] From a speech to the U.S. Senate on January 9, 1900, in support of the annexation of the Philippines, by Albert Beveridge (1862–1927), Republican senator from Indiana, 1899–1911.


    516.32 Menschheitsnation] German: nation of humanity.


    518.21–23 “let not the wise man . . . strength.”] Jeremiah 9:23.


    519.38–520.1 “last best hope of mankind.”] Cf. Abraham Lincoln’s second annual message to Congress, December 1, 1862: “In giving freedom to the slave, we assure freedom to the free—honorable alike in what we give, and what we preserve. We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last best, hope of earth.” Thomas Jefferson had called the government of the United States “the world’s best hope” in his First Inaugural Address, March 4, 1801.


    520.4 not “bowed their knees to Baal”] 1 Kings 19:18.


    522.23 Professor Gordon Allport] Psychologist, Harvard professor (1897–1967), author of Personality: A Psychological Interpretation (1937) and The Individual and His Religion (1950).


    529.36–37 “liberty broadened down from precedent to precedent”] Cf. “You Ask Me Why, Tho’ Ill at Ease” (c. 1833, pub. 1842) by the poet Alfred Tennyson (1809–1892), who described England as “A land of settled government, / A land of just and old renown, / Where Freedom slowly broadens down / From precedent to precedent.”


    531.28–29 Thomas Hobbes termed . . . dignity”] Cf. Leviathan (1651), part 2, ch. 17.


    535.26–27 “Mr. Dooley,” . . . returns.”] The Chicago journalist Peter Finley Dunne (1867–1936) featured his fictional character “Mr. Dooley,” an Irish immigrant saloonkeeper who comments on the news of the day, in newspaper columns and books such as Mr. Dooley in Peace and War (1898), Mr. Dooley’s Philosophy (1900), and Dissertations by Mr. Dooley (1906). “Mr. Dooley Reviews Supreme Court Decisions” (1901) contains the quip, “No matther whether th’ constitution follows th’ flag or not, th’ supreme coort follows th’ iliction returns.”


    535.35 Supreme Court decision declared] Adair v. United States (1908) as summarized in Coppage v. Kansas (1915), the source for the quotation that follows.


    543.21–22 what Toynbee defined as the “internal proletariat”] In A Study of History (12 vols., 1934–1961), by the English historian Arnold Toynbee (1889–1975).


    548.37–38 Bevanites . . . “One Way Only”] Aneurin Bevan (1897–1960), founder of the National Health Service (NHS) in the postwar Attlee government, led a left-wing faction of the Labour Party. In April 1951 he resigned from the cabinet to protest the decision by Hugh Gaitskell, chancellor of the exchequer, to charge fees in the NHS for dentures and eyeglasses in order to help pay for the cost of the Korean War. Bevan and the two ministers who resigned with him, Harold Wilson and John Freeman, signed the introduction to the pamphlet One Way Only: A Socialist Analysis of the Present World Crisis, published in July 1951; the pamphlet itself was drafted by the Labour MPs Jennie Lee (who was married to Bevan) and Michael Foot.


    550.13–14 Michael Foster] English philosopher and Oxford professor (1903–1959) who wrote frequently about Christianity and science, and served as chairman of the Student Christian Movement in Britain.


    558.19 the Biblical parable] Matthew 25:14–30.


    564.1–2 “to give each man his due”] A definition of justice given by Aristotle in Rhetoric, book 1, ch. 9.


    564.8 “judges in their own case”] See John Locke, Second Treatise of Civil Government (1690), ch. 2, sec. 13.


    565.26–27 “looks before . . . what is not.”] Cf. Percy Bysshe Shelley, “To a Skylark” (1819), lines 86–87.


    571.14–15 “decent respect for the opinions of mankind”] From the first sentence of the Declaration of Independence.


    575.16–17 “pride cometh before the fall”] Cf. Proverbs 16:18: “Pride goeth before destruction, and an haughty spirit before a fall.”


    580.7 “withheld from the wise,” . . . babes.”] Matthew 11:25.


    580.9–10 “rich fool” is excoriated] In the parable, Luke 12:13–21.


    580.17–18 “transvaluation of values” as Nietzsche charged] In The Antichrist (1895).


    580.21–23 “the stone . . . corner.”] Psalms 118:22, invoked by Jesus in Matthew 21:42, Mark 12:10, and Luke 20:17.


    580.32–33 “who resisteth the proud . . . humble.”] Proverbs 3:34.


    582.11–12 “How hardly will those . . . heaven,”] Matthew 19:23, Mark 10:23, Luke 18:24.


    584.33–34 “defying . . . (Bertrand Russell)] Cf. the final line of Russell’s essay “A Free Man’s Worship” (1903).


    587.2–14 Tolstoi . . . brave leader.”] War and Peace (1865–69), book 9, ch. 11.


    587.23–25 “Both sides,” he declared . . . fully.”] Cf. Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address, March 4, 1865. The quotations that follow are also taken from this speech.


    WRITINGS ON CURRENT EVENTS 1928–1967


    596.32–34 “If meat . . . forevermore.”] 1 Corinthians 8:13.


    601.34 Kerensky] Alexander Kerensky (1881–1970) was minister of justice in the Russian Provisional Government, March–May 1917, then minister of war in May and premier in July, serving in both positions until the Bolsheviks overthrew the government on October 25 (November 7, N.S.), 1917.


    603.17–18 recent declaration on foreign policy] A speech to the Reichstag on May 17, 1933.


    606.6–7 the strikers . . . dead and wounded] As many as four hundred thousand textile workers joined a nationwide strike, September 1–22, 1934, called by United Textile Workers vice-president Francis J. Gorman. Fifteen people were killed in clashes when strikers were confronted by state militias and private guards.


    607.3 Howard Kester] Preacher and activist (1904–1977), organizer of the biracial Southern Tenants Farmers’ Union; Niebuhr wrote the foreword to his book Revolt Among the Sharecroppers (1936).


    610.5–6 that led by the Italian priest, Don Sturzo] The Partito Popolare Italiano (Italian People’s Party), 1919–26, founded and led until 1923 by the priest, social philosopher, and politician Luigi Sturzo (1871–1959), who was exiled in 1924 after refusing to support Mussolini.


    611.1 the Saar plebiscite] The heavily industrialized Saar region, occupied and administered by England and France under a League of Nations mandate since 1920, voted overwhelmingly to rejoin Germany in a plebiscite of January 30, 1935.


    614.5–7 the periodic trials . . . “purge of the purgers.”] In public trials in Moscow in August 1936, January 1937, and March 1938, prominent Soviet leaders—including Grigory Zinoviev (1883–1936), Lev Kamenev (1883–1936), Nikolai Bukharin (1888–1938), and Genrikh Yagoda (1891–1938), head of the NKVD (People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs) in 1934–36—were convicted on false charges of treasonously conspiring with the exiled Leon Trotsky (1879–1940) to overthrow Josef Stalin and his regime. In 1937–38 a massive purge was carried out on Stalin’s orders, in which at least 680,000 people were executed and 1.5 million were sent to prison or forced labor camps. Also more than 3,000 NKVD officers were executed in a purge of the state’s security forces under the direction of Nikolai Yezhov (1895–1940), head of the NKVD in 1936–38, who was himself later arrested and executed on charges that he had conspired to kill Stalin.


    615.9 declares Marx] In The Poverty of Philosophy (1847).


    615.13–21 “We do not expect . . . subjection.”] Lenin, Toward the Seizure of Power, vol. 2 (1932).


    617.20 the dissenter who is in Mexico] Trotsky lived in exile in Mexico City from 1937 until his assassination by an NKVD agent on August 20, 1940.


    618.24–26 “All power corrupts . . . absolutely.”] From a letter, April 3, 1887, from the Catholic philosopher John Dalberg-Acton, 1st Baron Acton (1834–1902), to Mandell Creighton.


    619.22–23 quick resignation from the party] See Chronology, 1940.


    620.7 said a farmer to William James] See William James, “The Importance of Individuals,” in The Will to Believe and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy (1897): “An unlearned carpenter of my acquaintance once said in my hearing: ‘There is very little difference between one man and another; but what little there is, is very important.’”


    620.20–21 the interests of Chamberlain and the venality of M. Bonnet] Chamberlain (see note 384.34–35) and Georges-Etienne Bonnet (1889–1973), French foreign minister, 1938–39, opposed going to war with Germany over Czechoslovakia and supported the international agreement signed in Munich.


    620.25–26 German break-through at Sedan] On May 13, 1940, German armored forces broke through the French positions along the Meuse River at Sedan in northeastern France after rapidly advancing through the Ardennes forest in southern Belgium.


    620.37 man with an umbrella] Chamberlain was closely identified in the popular press with the umbrella he brought with him to Munich.


    621.23–26 Aldous Huxley dreams in Hollywood . . . pseudo-Buddhistic mysticism] The English novelist Aldous Huxley (1894–1963) immigrated to the United States in 1937, declaring that “Europe is no place for a pacifist,” and worked as a screenwriter in Hollywood; mysticism is prominent in his writings from Eyeless in Gaza (1936) on.


    622.27 J. B. S. Haldane] English geneticist, biochemist, and evolutionary biologist (1892–1964).


    625.20–21 Thyssen could not defy the national authority] The German iron and steel manufacturing magnate Fritz Thyssen (1873–1951) was an early financial supporter of the Nazi Party and a party member since 1931, but he came to oppose Hitler’s policies and went into exile in Switzerland in 1939. A year later he was captured in France and handed over to the Nazis, who imprisoned him for the rest of the war.


    625.30 Bevin’s] The Labour Party leader Ernest Bevin (1881–1951), general secretary of the Transport and General Workers’ Union, 1922–40, was Minister of Labour and National Service in Churchill’s wartime coalition government, 1940–45.


    629.11 the Finnish front] Finland joined Germany in its invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, hoping to regain territory it had lost to the Soviets in November 1939–March 1940.


    630.2 the occupation of Crete] The Germans began an airborne invasion of Crete on May 20, 1941, and took the island on June 1 after intense fighting against Greek, British, New Zealand, and Australian forces.


    630.31 spiritual resistance of the Norwegians] Germany invaded Norway, a neutral country, on April 9, 1940. King Haakon VII and his government went into exile in London on June 7 and ordered the remaining Norwegian troops fighting in the north to cease resistance. The government-in-exile continued its allegiance to the Allies, while the fascist Vidkun Quisling found little popular support for his efforts in Oslo to have the government collaborate with the German occupiers.


    631.27 Mr. Hoover] Herbert Hoover (1874–1964), U.S. president, 1929–33.


    631.27 Lindbergh] The aviator Charles Lindbergh (1902–1974) was an outspoken supporter of the America First Committee, founded in September 1940, which opposed having the United States enter the war.


    632.1 Nazi-Soviet pact] The non-aggression pact between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, signed in Moscow on August 23, 1939 (containing a secret protocol partitioning Poland, the Baltic states, Finland, and Romania), was abrogated on June 22, 1941, when German forces invaded the Soviet Union.


    632.25–26 “a law in my members . . . mind.”] Romans 7:23.


    635.38 Conscription Act] The Selective Service and Training Act of 1940, signed on September 16, established the first peacetime draft in U.S. history.


    641.38–39 spurlos versenkt] German: sunk without a trace. The phrase became famous in September 1917, when the State Department made public two secret cables decrypted by the British in which the German chargé d’affaires in Buenos Aires, Count Karl von Luxburg (1872–1956), recommended that ships from Argentina, a neutral country, be “sunk without a trace” during their transatlantic crossings to and from Allied ports.


    642.7 as it is by Albert Jay Nock] In “The Jewish Problem in America,” a two-part essay in The Atlantic, June and July 1941, by the libertarian social critic Albert Jay Nock (1870–1945).


    645.14–15 Lebensraum] German: living space.


    645.39–646.6 “that whole peoples . . . attained.”] From a speech by Louis D. Brandeis (1856–1941), later a Supreme Court justice, delivered at Faneuil Hall, Boston, July 5, 1915. The quotation that follows is from his speech to the Conference of Eastern Council of Reform Rabbis, April 25, 1915.


    656.5 Confessional Synod] Anti-Nazi pastors formed the Confessing Church (Bekennende Kirche) in 1934.


    657.4 “Discipleship”] The Cost of Discipleship (1937).


    657.9 the Bishop of Chichester] The Anglican leader George Bell (1883–1958) was bishop of Chichester, 1929–58.


    657.19 Dr. Coffin of Union Seminary] The Presbyterian clergyman and educator Henry Sloane Coffin Sr. (1877–1954) was president of Union Theological Seminary, 1926–45.


    658.11 June, 1944] The last of several unsuccessful attempts to achieve this coup failed on July 20, 1944.


    658.21 Adam von Tropp] Adam von Trott zu Solz (1909–1944).


    658.24–27 Martin Niemoeller . . . since his liberation] The Lutheran pastor and theologian Martin Niemöller (1892–1984), a leader of the Confessing Church, was arrested by the Nazis in 1937 and imprisoned in various concentration camps. He was liberated by American troops in May 1945.


    660.3–4 André Siegfried . . . coming of age] In America Comes of Age: A French Analysis (1927) by the geographer and political commentator André Siegfried (1875–1959).


    661.16–17 present accord . . . United Nations Charter] The UN Charter was signed in San Francisco on June 21, 1945.


    662.9–10 ex-Justice Owen Roberts and Clarence Streit] Owen Roberts (1875–1955), an associate justice of the Supreme Court, 1930–1945, and the journalist Clarence Streit (1896–1986) were advocates for the Atlantic Union, a federation of Western democracies proposed in Streit’s book Union Now (1939) as an alternative to global organizations such as the United Nations.


    663.17 Emery Reves] Hungarian-born publisher (1904–1981), an advocate of world federalism, especially in his book The Anatomy of Peace (1945).


    665.4–5 Will the British loan agreement pass?] Many members of Congress were skeptical about a proposed loan of $3.75 billion from the United States to the United Kingdom negotiated in Washington from September–December 1945 by the British economist John Maynard Keynes (1883–1946). The bill funding the agreement was passed by the Senate, 46–34, in May and by the House of Representatives, 219–155, in July 1946.


    666.5–6 Ed Murrow] The American radio and television journalist Edward R. Murrow (1908–1965).


    666.20–21 Supreme Court decision on segregation] Brown v. Board of Education (1954).


    666.21–22 censure of Senator McCarthy] On December 2, 1954, Republican U.S. senator Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin (1908–1957) was censured by sixty-seven senators who judged that, in his quest to discover Communist sympathizers in the U.S. government and armed forces, he had “acted contrary to senatorial ethics and tended to bring the Senate into dishonor and disrepute.”


    666.23–25 vetoed war measures . . . Formosa Straits] President Eisenhower had rejected proposals in the spring of 1954 for the United States to launch air strikes against the Viet Minh forces besieging the French garrison at Dien Bien Phu. In September 1954 the People’s Republic of China began shelling Quemoy, an island in the Formosa (Taiwan) Strait occupied by the Chinese Nationalists. Eisenhower resisted calls by Senator William Knowland, the Republican majority leader, to blockade the Chinese coast, choosing instead to sign a defense pact with the Chinese Nationalist regime in December 1954 that committed the United States to the defense of Formosa.


    667.37 Ferrero] The Italian historian and novelist Guglielmo Ferrero (1871–1942), whose books include Peace and War (1933) and The Principles of Power (1942).


    671.16–17 flexible price-support program] The Agricultural Act of 1954 changed the terms of federal subsidies for farm commodities, bringing them more in line with market demand.


    672.12–13 nominate both Willkie and Dewey] The politician, lawyer, and business executive Wendell Willkie (1892–1944) was the Republican candidate for president in 1940; New York governor Thomas E. Dewey (1902–1971) was the party’s candidate in 1944 and 1948.


    672.24 the Bricker Amendment] A proposed constitutional amendment introduced by John Bricker (1893–1986), a Republican senator from Ohio, would have limited the power of the executive branch to enter into international treaties; a modified version of this amendment narrowly failed to meet the required two-thirds majority in a Senate vote on February 26, 1954.


    673.2 offshore islands] Quemoy and Matsu (see note 666.22–24). After Congress passed a resolution on January 29, 1955, authorizing the president to defend the islands, the Eisenhower administration warned the Chinese Communists in March that an attack on Quemoy and Matsu could result in the use of tactical nuclear weapons by the United States. The Communists halted their shelling of the islands on May 1, 1955. (The dispute over the islands flared up later with another bombardment by Communist China, August 23–October 6, 1958.)


    676.11 “American dilemma”] An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (1944) was an influential book by the Swedish economist and social scientist Gunnar Myrdal (1898–1987).


    676.12 Hodding Carter, a Southern editor] Carter (1907–1972) was editor and publisher of the Delta Democrat-Times in Greenville, Mississippi, and one of the few journalists in the South in the 1950s and 1960s who supported progressive, integrationist goals.


    676.17 in Faulkner’s phrase, “off balance”] William Faulkner said, in an interview with The Reporter published on March 22, 1956: “Our position is wrong and untenable but it is not wise to keep an emotional people off balance.”


    676.29–31 “For if you love . . . the same?”] Matthew 5:46.


    681.25–26 he lectured Israel . . . Gaza strip] Eisenhower demanded that Israel withdraw completely from Sharm el-Sheikh in the southern Sinai Peninsula and the Gaza Strip, territories it had seized during its invasion of the Sinai, October 29–November 5, 1956. The Israelis had attacked Egypt in a joint military action with Great Britain and France that was planned in secret after the Suez Canal was nationalized in July 1956 by Egyptian president Gamal Abdel Nasser.


    682.3 troops to guard the integrity of Lebanon?] Following the overthrow of the pro-Western monarchy in Iraq on July 14, 1958, Eisenhower ordered U.S. Marines to land in Lebanon on July 15 as a demonstration of support for President Camille Chamoun (1900–1987), who had previously accused Egypt and Syria of trying to overthrow him. American forces were withdrawn from Lebanon on October 25, 1958.


    683.19 Hobbes’ “war of all against all,”] From the preface to De Cive (On the Citizen, 1642).


    685.33 Strom Thurmond] Thurmond (1902–2003) was governor of South Carolina, 1947–51; senator from South Carolina, 1954–2003; and 1948 presidential nominee of the segregationist States’ Rights Democratic Party. Thurmond changed his party affiliation from Democratic to Republican in September 1964.


    685.39 The two Republican candidates] Goldwater and the Republican vice-presidential nominee, William E. Miller (1914–1983), U.S. congressman from New York, 1951–65.


    686.27 ADA] Americans for Democratic Action, which Niebuhr helped to found (see Chronology, 1947).


    687.10 Bobby Baker and Walter Jenkins cases] Bobby Baker (b. 1928) was a close aide to Lyndon Johnson when Johnson was Senate majority leader. He resigned on October 7, 1963, after being accused of corrupt dealings with defense contractors, and was convicted of fraud and tax-evasion charges in 1967. Walter Jenkins (1918–1985), another top Johnson aide, resigned on October 14, 1964, a week after he and another man were arrested on disorderly conduct charges in the bathroom of a YMCA in Washington, D.C.


    688.1 Telegram to Martin Luther King] Niebuhr had been asked to join King’s Selma to Montgomery march in support of voting rights, March 21–25, 1965.


    689.3–4 “an honorable peace”] Phrase that President Johnson used in his 1967 State of the Union address and on other occasions.


    689.6–7 General Westmoreland] William C. Westmoreland (1914–2005) was commander of U.S. forces in Vietnam, 1964–68.


    689.27–30 Geneva conference . . . plebiscite] The “Final Declaration” of the international conference on Indochina, held in Geneva in May–July 1954, called for national elections to be held throughout Vietnam in July 1956, but the United States and the State of Vietnam refused to associate themselves with the resolution. In July 1955, South Vietnamese premier Ngo Dinh Diem declared that South Vietnam was not bound by the Geneva agreements.


    689.38–690.1 former ambassador, Mr. Lodge] Henry Cabot Lodge Jr. (1902–1985) was ambassador to South Vietnam, August 1963–June 1964 and August 1965–April 1967.


    691.39 Cardinal Spellman] Francis Spellman (1889–1967), Roman Catholic archbishop of New York, 1939–67.


    692.3 Marshal Ky] Nguyễn Cao Kỳ (1930–2011), prime minister of South Vietnam, 1965–67.


    SERMONS AND LECTURES ON FAITH AND BELIEF


    710.37–38 “Are ye not . . . Lord,”] Amos 9:7.


    711.1–2 second Isaiah] See note 15.16–17.


    711.28–29 “Lord, how manifold . . . all.”] Psalms 104:24.


    711.32–39 “For a thousand years . . . countenance.”] Psalms 90:4, 8.


    713.11–15 Holbach . . . praises of the human race.”] From The System of Nature (1770), vol. 2, by the German-born French Enlightenment philosopher Paul Henri Thiry, Baron d’Holbach (1723–1789).


    713.23–25 “nature . . . (J. S. Mill)] Cf. John Stuart Mill’s essay “Nature,” written in the 1850s and published posthumously in 1874.


    714.19 Huxley’s famous Romanes lecture] The English biologist and evolutionist Thomas Henry Huxley (1825–1895) was known as “Darwin’s bulldog” for his espousal of evolutionary theory, notably in this lecture.


    715.26–27 Joseph Wood Krutch] American essayist and critic (1893–1970), author of The Modern Temper (1929), The Desert Year (1952), and The Measure of Man (1954).


    716.26 words of Max Eastman] From a review by Max Eastman (1883–1969) of G. D. H. Cole’s What Marx Really Meant published in The Nation, May 23, 1934. Eastman had been editor of the socialist magazines The Masses, 1912–17, and The Liberator, 1918–22, and had translated Trotsky’s writings.


    718.36–37 one five-year plan . . . two or three] In the Soviet Union the first of Stalin’s Five-Year Plans, which called for rapid industrialization and the forced collectivization of agriculture, was instituted in 1928, followed by successive Five-Year Plans begun in 1933 and 1938.


    720.24–25 the modern J. Middleton Murry] The English critic John Middleton Murry (1889–1957), author of The Evolution of an Intellectual (1920), The Problem of Style (1922), D. H. Lawrence (1930), and many other books.


    720.28–29 “Though he slay me yet will I trust him.”] Job 13:15.


    721.29–30 “The Lord hath given . . . Lord.”] Job 1:21.


    721.31–32 “Praised be my Lord . . . escapeth.”] Words that St. Francis is said to have added to the closing of his “Canticle to the Sun” (1224) shortly before his death.


    722.10 “partial evil is universal good”] Cf. Alexander Pope, “An Essay on Man” (1733–34), Epistle 1, l. 292.


    725.31 Siberian exile in 1905] Punishment for involvement in the revolutionary civil unrest that swept the Russian Empire in 1905.


    730.35 Oxford Conference on Church and Community in 1937] The World Conference on Church, Community, and the State, an international gathering of Protestant denominations held in Oxford, England, July 12–26, 1937.


    732.14–15 Blut und Boden] German: Blood and Soil, a late nineteenth-century German ideology that favored so-called Aryans who lived on the land. Hitler made this a central element of Nazi doctrine.


    733.4–5 “Father, give me . . . me.”] Luke 15:12.


    733.31–32 “the wise, the mighty and the noble”] 1 Corinthians 1:26.


    734.30–31 “God resisteth the proud and giveth grace to the humble.”] Cf. Proverbs 3:34.


    735.12–13 “not many mighty . . . called.”] 1 Corinthians 1:26.


    735.24–25 “For we are consumed . . . troubled.”] Psalms 90:7.


    735.34–35 “our dwelling place . . . were made,”] Psalms 90:1–2.


    737.5 as Thomas Hobbes observed] In the dedication to De Cive, alluding to the Latin maxim from Asinaria (195 B.C.E.) by the Roman playwright Plautus: “Lupus est homo homini.”


    740.2 “Credo ut intelligam”] Latin: I believe that I may understand, an axiom formulated by St. Anselm of Canterbury (c. 1033–1109).


    740.31 “What is truth?”] John 18:38.


    740.33 “I am the truth.”] Cf. John 14:6.


    743.7–8 “separate the precious from the vile”] Jeremiah 15:19.


    745.30 “suffering servant”] The “righteous servant” described in Isaiah 53 who will “justify many” and “bear their iniquities,” often identified with Christ by Christian theologians.


    750.8 “American century”] Phrase coined by American magazine publisher and editor Henry Luce (1898–1967) in the title of his essay “The American Century,” published in Life magazine, February 17, 1941.


    750.19 Marshal Pétain] Philippe Pétain (1856–1951), a celebrated general who was appointed premier just before the fall of France in June 1940; he led the government, headquartered in Vichy, that collaborated with the Germans throughout the war. In 1945 he was tried and convicted of treason.


    752.15–17 “Search me, O God . . . everlasting”] Psalms 139:23.


    754.16–17 “We must obey God rather than man.”] Acts 5:29.


    754.21–22 “I know nothing . . . justified.”] 1 Corinthians 4:4.


    758.6 deus absconditus] Latin: hidden God, an important concept in Christian, and notably Lutheran, theology.


    761.27–34 “are fearfully and wonderfully made . . . attain unto it.”] Psalms 139:4–5.


    762.23 Weltschmerz] Melancholy, world-weariness; literally “world-pain” in German.


    762.36–37 “It is he . . . ourselves.”] Psalms 100:3.


    763.1 “He that judgeth me is the Lord.”] 1 Corinthians 4:4.


    765.21–22 Kierkegaard . . . “sin posits itself.”] In The Concept of Anxiety (1844) by the Danish philosopher and theologian Søren Kierkegaard (1813–1855).


    765.23–24 Pascal . . . mystery to himself.”] In Pensées, 434, by the French philosopher Blaise Pascal (1623–1662).


    766.6 “bring their years to an end . . . told.”] Psalms 90:9.


    766.30–31 “for we are consumed by thine anger . . . troubled.”] Psalms 90:7.


    766.39 “the forgiveness of sin and life everlasting.”] Cf. the closing lines of the Apostles’ Creed.


    767.9–10 “We are perplexed, but not unto despair.”] 2 Corinthians 4:8.


    767.22–24 “persuaded that neither life nor death . . . Lord.”] Cf. Romans 8:38–39.


    768.26–27 “Whom therefore ye ignorantly worship . . . you.”] Acts 17:23.


    771.2 Joachim of Flores] Or Joachim of Fiore (c. 1130–c. 1201), a Cistercian mystic whose theories about history were for some time very influential.


    773.34 Prince Kropotkin] Prince Peter Alexeyevich Kropotkin (1842–1921), a Russian social philosopher and a leading advocate of anarchism.


    773.38 W. K. Clifford] The English mathematician William Kingdom Clifford (1845–1879).


    774.26–28 Rousseau’s dictum . . . chains] See the opening of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s The Social Contract (1762): “Man is born free, and everywhere he is in chains.”


    776.11–12 “parliament of man and federation of the world.”] See Tennyson’s “Locksley Hall” (1842), which envisions a future when “the war-drum throbb’d no longer, and the battle-flags were furl’d / In the Parliament of man, the Federation of the world.”


    779.27 “cultural lag”] Term coined by the American sociologist William Fielding Ogburn (1886–1959): “The strain that exists between two correlated parts of culture that change at unequal rate of speed may be interpreted as a lag in the part that is changing at the slower rate” (Social Change, 1922).


    782.37 Deus Absconditus] See note 758.6.


    794.31–32 Berdyaev’s The Russian Idea] A book (1946) by Nikolai Berdyaev (1874–1948), a Russian-born political philosopher and religious thinker, exiled to France in 1922 by the Bolshevik regime.


    795.36 Dilthey’s] Wilhelm Dilthey (1833–1911) was a German philosopher and historian who emphasized the historical relativism of all philosophical systems.


    796.6 Karl Mannheim’s] Mannheim (1893–1947), a Hungarian-born sociologist, was the author of Ideology and Utopia (1929) and Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning (1950).


    796.12 Maurice Mandelbaum] Philosopher (1908–1987) whose books include The Problem of Historical Knowledge: An Answer to Relativism (1938), The Phenomenology of Moral Experience (1955), and History, Man, and Reason (1971).


    800.2–3 “The sting of death,” . . . sin.”] 1 Corinthians 15:56.


    800.32 Ritschl] The German Protestant theologian Albrecht Ritschl (1822–1889) was author of Justification and Reconciliation (3 vols., 1870–74).


    802.7–9 Kierkegaard . . . “before God man is always in the wrong”] Cf. the final section of Kierkegaard’s Either/Or: A Fragment of Life (1843).


    811.22–24 “death for the right cause . . . groans of defeat,”] From Tennyson’s “Vastness” (1885).


    818.9 “worldly wisdom”] 2 Corinthians 1:12.


    820.12–13 “publicans and sinners”] A phrase occurring several times in Matthew, Mark, and Luke.


    827.20 “final enemy,” declares St. Paul] 1 Corinthians 15:26.


    829.8–9 “perform virtuous acts by reason of some outward cause.”] Cf. Summa Theologica (1273), part 1 of part 2, question 107.


    830.17 D’arcy’s] A book by the British Jesuit Martin D’Arcy (1888–1976).


    831.22 Brunner] The Swiss Protestant Emil Brunner (1889–1966) was a leading Neo-Orthodox theologian.


    832.7–8 Luther asserts . . . simul justus et peccator] Luther wrote that man is “simultaneously righteous and a sinner” in his 1535 Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians.


    835.5 “counsels of perfection”] The values of poverty, chastity, and obedience.


    835.27–28 “which follow . . . (Maritain)] From The Rights of Man and Natural Law by Jacques Maritain (see note 393.34); see also Niebuhr’s discussion at 400.29–39.


    839.2 Nygren] The Swedish theologian and Lutheran bishop Anders Nygren (1890–1978), author of Agape and Eros (2 vols., 1930–36).


    840.22–23 Berdyaev, “the morality beyond morality”] See The Destiny of Man (1931).


    842.9 Buber’s] The German-Jewish philosopher and theologian Martin Buber (1878–1965), author of I and Thou (1923).


    843.35 Vladimir Solovyov] The Russian philosopher, mystic, and poet (1853–1900).


    844.14 Jean Guitton] French philosopher and theologian (1901–1999), author of Pascal and Leibniz (1950) and Modern Thought and Catholicism (8 vols., 1930–55).


    849.15 murders in the Katyn forests in Poland] In April 1943 the German government announced the discovery of a mass grave in the Katyn Forest near Smolensk, Russia, containing the bodies of more than four thousand Polish officers captured by the Soviets in 1939; it accused the Soviet Union of having executed the officers in 1940. The Soviets responded by claiming that Nazis had killed the men after the German army captured Smolensk in the summer of 1941. In 1989 the Gorbachev government acknowledged that fifteen thousand Polish officers, including the victims of the Katyn Forest massacre, were shot by the Soviet secret police in 1940; in 1992 Russian president Boris Yeltsin made public the order, signed by Stalin and five other members of the Politburo in March 1940, that had called for their execution.


    849.36 Jacob Burckhardt] Swiss cultural historian (1818–1897), the author of The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (1860), The History of the Renaissance in Italy (1867), and the lectures delivered from 1868 to 1871 that were published posthumously as Reflections on World History.


    850.37–38 said Mr. Churchill . . . Darlan] In Their Finest Hour (1949), vol. 2 of Churchill’s six-volume history The Second World War (1948–53), he wrote of French admiral Jean-Louis-Xavier-François Darlan (1881–1942), premier of the collaborationist Vichy regime, February 1941–April 1942. In November 1942 when Allied forces invaded Morocco and Algeria, Darlan was in Algiers, where he agreed to abandon the Vichy regime and serve as high commissioner of French North Africa, but a young French monarchist assassinated him on December 24, 1942.


    858.7 thymos] Greek thumos, here meaning spirit or soul.


    862.18–19 “They turn aside the needy at the gate,”] Amos 5:12.


    862.20 “the spoil of the poor is in their houses.”] Cf. Isaiah 3:14.


    864.17 “laid the foundations of the earth”] Psalms 102:25.


    864.21 Einmaligkeit] German: particularity.


    864.33–35 prophets “that make you vain . . . Lord.”] Jeremiah 23:16.


    865.17 “sharper than a two-edged sword”] Cf. Hebrews 4:12.


    866.29–30 Franz Rosenzweig] The German-Jewish philosopher, theologian, and translator Franz Rosenzweig (1886–1929) was the author of The Star of Redemption (1921).


    868.9 Dr. Visser ’t Hooft] The Dutch Reformed clergyman and Protestant ecumenical leader Willem Visser ’t Hooft (1900–1985) was founder and first general-secretary of the World Council of Churches.


    868.10–11 Schimpfwort] German: swear word.


    868.21 Stockholm and Oxford conferences] The Universal Christian Conference on Life and Work, an ecumenical meeting in Stockholm, August 19–30, 1925; Oxford Conference of 1937, see note 730.35.


    873.33–34 “God hath made the wrath of man to praise him.”] Cf. Psalms 76:10.


    874.20–21 Justus et Peccotor simul] See note 832.7–8.


    874.29 Sam Rutherford, “measured out ounce by ounce.”] Cf. Lex, Rex (1644) by the Scottish theologian Samuel Rutherford (c. 1600–1661), writing of the relationship between the king and the people, who “measure out, by ounce weights, so much royal power, no more and no less.”


    874.38–39 St. Paul’s admonition in Romans 13] To subject themselves to the governing authorities.


    877.25–26 Professor Butterfield has defined] In Christianity, Diplomacy and War (1953) by English historian Herbert Butterfield (1900–1979).


    878.22–23 “look for a city . . . God.”] Hebrews 11:10.
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