Prefatory Note

It was originally suggested to me that | should write this little book
as a companion to the Bishop of Chichester’'s admirable Penguin volume
Christianity and World Order. I did not find it possible to follow his
method as closely as | should have wished; but as | have been unable to
supply so many quotations from official utterances of Church assemblies,
| take this opportunity of referring to the Reports of the Lambeth Confer-
ences of 1897, 1908 and 1920; to the relevant section of the Report of the
Oxford Conference of 1937; and to the Statement lately issued by the
Commission of the Churches for International Friendship and Social
Responsibility under the title Social Justice and Economic Reconstruc-
tion. Reference to these will show that the principles which | lay down
are not an expression of a purely personal point of view but represent the
main trend of Christian social teaching.

Apart from all those to whose writings | am indebted | want to
thank Miss Dorothy Howell-Thomas who typed the whole book; Profes-
sor R. H. Tawney and Miss Alice Lascelles, B.Sc.Econ., who read the
typescript and made many valuable suggestions, also Professor B. Mouat
Jones, Vice-Chancellor of Leeds University, Professor Henry Clay, and
Mr. J. M. Keynes who read the galley proofs and enabled me by their
comments to avoid some ambiguities and to improve the argument. It is
hardly necessary to add that no one of these has any responsibility for
what | say.
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This is a webedition of one of themost easily accessible works on
Christian social thought written in the 20th century. It goes without
saying that much that Temple said in the first years of the second world
war is now outdated. What is important is the way he is so clear in his
setting out of basic principles and concerns. We may not always agree,
but with the possible exception of Reinhold Niebuhr, it is the opinion of
this editor that Temple is the best guide to help us in approaching the
subject.

Note: In the original edition there was an appendix where Temple set out
his own personal ideas about what should be done in the Britain of his
day. It is this part of his work which has dated more than the other chap-
ters and for the sake of web storage it has not been reproduced in this
version. However, those interested in Temple’s biography rather than the

usefulness of his ideas for current debates should secure a paper copy for

the complete text of this work.

John Sandys-Wunsch
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who have had no personal knowledge of it are able to imagine the
whole— the crushing of a woman'’s pride in her home through the cease-
less and vain struggle against dirt and squalor; the nervous fret; the lack
of home comforts for the tired worker; the absence of any space for
children to play.

The bad conditions in slum quarters are not chiefly due to the
people living there. When they are moved to new housing estates, more
than half of them rise fully to the fresh opportunity, and three-quarters of
them make a reasonable use of it. The toleration of bad housing is a
wanton and callous cruelty.

Malnutrition is a direct result of poverty and ignorance. It produces
enfeebled bodies, embittered. minds and irritable spirits; thus it tells
against good citizenship and good fellowship. Children are the most
obvious sufferers, but those who have suffered in this way as children
seldom come later to full strength or to physical and spiritual stability. It
was found, when attempts were made to organize physical training
classes for the unemployed, that most of these could not take advantage
of the training offered; it made them too hungry.

Unemployment is the most hideous of our social evils, and has
lately seemed to have become established in a peculiarly vicious form.
We have long been acquainted with transitional, seasonal and cyclical
unemployment —in which catalogue the adjectives represent a crescendo
of evil; but now we have also to face long-term unemployment.

Transitional unemployment is no more than a period of inactivity
between the completion of one job and the beginning of the next. With a
reasonable scheme of Insurance it is no great evil, provided the period is
short. It does not sap away a man’s humanity.

Seasonal unemployment is necessarily incidental to some occupa-
tions in which, at certain seasons of the year, there is little work to be
done. The seasons are known and it is possible to make provision for
them. The Danes are the pioneers in this matter; it was part of the scheme
of the People’s High Schools that they should provide educational
courses for periods of seasonal unemployment. The courses provided—in
Danish history and literature and in the principles of co-operative farm-
ing—played a large part in securing for Denmark its high level of agricul-
tural prosperity. By these and other devices, with a sound Insurance
scheme, seasonal unemployment can be converted into valuable leisure.

Cyclical unemployment is a far more serious métfere history of
trade, since the Industrial Revolution and the introduction of power-
production has shown alternating periods of prosperity and depression,
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Chapter |
What Right has the Church to interfere?

THE claim of the Christian Church to make its voice heard in
matters of politics and economics is very widely resented, even by those
who are Christian in personal belief and in devotional practice. It is
commonly assumed that Religion is one department of life, like Art or
Science, and that it is playing the part of a busybody when it lays down
principles for the guidance of other departments, whether Art and Science
or Business and Politics. When a group of Bishops attempted to bring
Government, Coal-Owners and Miners together in a solution of the
disastrous Coal Strike of 1926, Mr. Baldwin, then Prime Minister, asked
how the Bishops would like it if he referred to the Iron and Steel Federa-
tion the revision of the Athanasian Creed, and this was acclaimed as a
legitimate score. Few people read much history. In an age when it is
tacitly assumed that the Church is concerned with anothcr world than
this, and in this with nothing but individual conduct as bearing on pros-
pects in that other world, hardly any one reads the history of the Church
in its exercise of political influence. It is assumed that the Church exer-
cises little influence and ought to exercise none; it is further assumed that
this assumption is selfevident and has always been made by reasonable
men. As a matter of fact it is entirely modern and extremely questionable.

Of course, it has a real foundation. No assumption is commonly
made without one. The foundation is twofold, and consists, first, in a
perfectly sound conviction that each main department of life is independ-
ent and autonomous as regards its own technique, and secondly that the
Church in the days of its power, and Christian theorists of a later time,
have often ignored this. Just as the theologians interfered with the au-
tonomy of Natural Science on its own ground in the case of Galileo so
they have at times interfered with action in the economic field where
technical as well as moral questions were involved. The attempts made
by Archbishop Laud to use the Star Chamber as a means of preventing
the oppression of the common people by “engrossing” corn or his eager-
ness to promote the work of the Commissions established to check
“enclosures”, illustrate this. Laud was petulant and arrogant; but he was a
friend of the poor with a genuine passion for justice, and a stalwart
opponent of that “progress” which enslaves them. He has been too
harshly judged. “If his vices made him intolerable to the most powerful
forces of his own age, his virtues were not of a kind to commend him to
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those of its successor, and history has been hardly more merciful to him
than were his political opponents.”

Laud was no innovator. He was a die-hard conservative. He was
trying to conserve the mediaeval tradition which the great Reformers did
not repudiate but rather tried to re-establish. Latimer was quite as much a
prophetic upholder of the old moral principles in political economy as a
reformer of ecclesiastical doctrine and worship. The control of the
Church in this field had never been fully effective, but its law was not a
dead lettef.Florence was the financial capital of mediaeval Europe; but
even at Florence the secular authorities fined bankers right and left in the
middle of the fourteenth century.” Two centuries later.”Archbishop
Grindal’s injunctions to the laity of the Province of York (1571) ex-
pressly emphasized the duty of presenting to the Ordinarv those who lend
and demand back more than the principal, whatever the guise under
which the transaction may be concealed.

It was not till after the Restoration that the Church in England
ceased to claim moral control in the field of business. Then there was a
rapid retreat upon the central citadel of religion, and during most of the
eighteenth century theology and the direct relation of the soul to God
were alone regarded as the Church’s concern. This could not last. John
Wesley had no intention of bringing the Church back into politics; but his
revival had that effect. The abolition of the slave trade and of slavery
itself were political projects; but they were carried through by
Evangelicals in the fervour of their Evangelical faith. It is reported of
Lord Melbourne, Queen Victoria’s first Prime Ministers that after hearing
an Evangelical preacher he remarked that, if religion was going to inter-
fere with the affairs of private life, things were come to a pretty pass; later
Prime Ministers have felt and said the same about the interference of
religion with the affairs of public life; but the interference steadily in-
creases and will increase.

It is interesting to note the stages of the recovery. First came the
long campaign for the abolition of the slave trade and emancipation of the
slaves. This was prompted by human sympathy and care for the individu-
als affected. It was shortly afterwards followed by the movement for the
reform of prisons associated at successive stages with the names of John
Howard and Elizabeth Fry. Still the concern was for individuals. Then
came the series of Factory Acts; and still the motive was concern for
individuals; but now, not only was the action taken political, but it was
such as affected the relations between employer and employed, and, to
that extent, the structure of society. While that series of Acts was being
passed, James Ludlow, soon to be followed by F. D. Maurice and Charles
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Kingsley, launched the Christian Social Movement, which subjected the
whole order of society to criticism in the light of Christian beliefs about
God and man. This was carried on by Westcott, Gore and Scott Holland
up to the eve of the Four Years’ War and into the period following it. Its
fullest expression, perhaps, was the Conference on Christian Politics,
Economics and Citizenship (Copec) held at Birmingham in 1924,

This rapid survey of history shows that the claim of the Church to-
day to be heard in relation to political and economic problems is no new
usurpation, but a reassertion of a right once universally admitted and
widely regarded. But it also shows that this right may be compromised by
injudicious exercise, especially when the “autonomy of technique” in the
various departments of life is ignored. Religion may rightly censure the
use of artistic talents for making money out of men’s baser tastes, but it
cannot lay down laws about perspective or the use of a paint-brush It may
insist that scientific enquiry be prompted by a pure love of truth and not
distorted (as in Nazi Germany by political considerations. It may declare
the proper relation of the economic to other activities of men, but it
cannot claim to know what will be the purely economic effect of particu-
lar proposals. It is, however, entitled to say that some economic gains
ought not to be sought because of the injuries involved to interests higher
than economic, and this principle of the subordination of the whole
economic sphere is not yet generally accepted. We all recognize that in
fact the exploitation of the poor, especially of workhouse children, in the
early days of power-factories was an abomination not to be excused by
any economic advantage thereby secured; but we fail to recognize that
such an admission in a particular instance carries with it the principle that
economics are properly subject to a noneconomic criterion.

The approach to the problem in our own time is to be made along
four distinct lines: (1) the claims of sympathy for those who suffer; (2)
the educational influence of the social and economic system, (3) the
challenge offered to our existing system in the name of justice; (4) the
duty of conformity to the “Natural Order” in which is to be found the
purpose of God.

() The suffering caused by existing evils makes a claim upon our
sympathy which the Christian heart and conscience cannot ignore. Before
the outbreak of war there were three main causes of widespread suffer-
ing— bad housing, malnutrition, and unemployment. The varied forms of
suffering which bad housing causes are easy to imagine in part, but few
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take our share in the great work, the fulfilment of God’s purpose in the
world and beyond it.

We know in outline what that is. God could make, and did make,
multitudes of things which always obey His law for them—suns and
planets, molecules and atoms, all that is studied in the “natural sciences”.
But He also made men and women, with hearts and wills that cannot be
coerced but can respond freely, in order that there might be a fellowship
of love answering the love with which He made them. But they used their
freedom for self seeking; so He came Himself to share our life and our
death, in order that He might show that love which prompted the activity
of creation in a form intelligible to men and women, the form of a human
life. Thereby He gathered together a fellowship of those who respond to
that appeal, to be at once the nucleus of the universal fellowship of love
and the chief means to its establishment. (All this is a paraphrase of the
Epistle to the Ephesians read from angle. St. Paul is there wheeling round
and round his theme, like an eagle in flight, and seeing it from many
angles; but the theme is the purpose of God in creation manifested in
Jesus the Messiah, accomplished through the Church.)

If we belong to the Church with such a purpose and hope as this, we
are obliged to ask concerning every field of human activity what is the
purpose of God for it. If we find this purpose it will be the true and proper
nature of that activity, and the relation of the various activities to one
another in the divine purpose will be the “Natural Order” of those activi-
ties. To bring them into that Order, if they have in fact departed from it,
must be one part of the task of the Church as the Body of Christ. If what
has true value as a means to an end beyond itself is in fact being sought as
an end in itself, the Church must rebuke this dislocation of the structure
of life and it possible point out the way of recovery. It is bound to “inter-
fere” because it is by vocation the agent of God’s purpose, outside the
scope of which no human interest or activity can fall.

Notes

1.R. H. Tawney,Religion and the Rise of Capitalispp. 170,

171.

2. lbid,, p. 237.

3. Ibid, p. 161.

4. A classical examination of Cyclical Fluctuation and its causes
was given by Sir William Beveridge in hHisnhemployment: a
Problem of Industrpublished in 1909.
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“boom” and “slump.” Before 1914 a “slump” caused suffering of appall-
ing intensity; charitable people organized soupkitchens and in other ways
tried to save families from hunger and despair. The special problem
caused by demobilization alike of soldiers and of munition-workers led to
the establishment of what is unfairly called “the dole,” apart from which a
revolution could hardly have been avoided. But still the volume of
suffering caused by cyclical unemployment is fearful; for the period of
inactivity is often long, so that the problem approximates to that of the
worst form of the trouble, which is of comparatively recent origin and is
now chronic.

This is long-term unemployment, which seems to be incurable
under our present system except by the drastic remedy of war. For a study
of this terrible social evil | must refer Men Without Worka survey
financed by the Pilgrim Trust and published by the Cambridge University
Press. The main points to notice are these:—

(a) The worst evil of such unemployment, whether due to cyclical or
to more permanent conditions, is its creating in the unemployed a sense
that they have fallen out of the common life. However much their physi-
cal needs may be supplied (and before the war this supply was in many
cases inadequate) the gravest part of the trouble remains; they are not
wanted’ That is the thing that has power to corrupt the soul of any man
not already far advanced in saintliness. Because the man has no opportu-
nity of service, he is turned in upon himself and becomes, according to
his temperament, a contented loafer or an embittered self-seeker. It has
not been sufficiently appreciated that this moral isolation is the heaviest
burden and most corrosive poison associated with unemployment: not
bodily hunger but social futility. Consequently it is no remedy to pay the
unemployed man as much as the employed; unless he has intellectual
interests with which to occupy his leisure and is able to turn these into a
means of service by study resulting in books or lectures, this will only
make him content with idleness; and we have enough people suffering
from that form of deadly sin (technically called Sloth) at the other end of
the social scale. Nothing will touch the real need except to enable the man
to do something which is needed by the community. For it is part of the
principle of personality that we should live for one another.

(b) Much depends on the history and experience of the particular
individuals concerned. A recent enquiry disclosed the disquieting fact
that in a town where long term unemployment was rife, the older men,
who had formerly had experience of lull employment, preferred to go
back to work even at a wage less than their unemployment benefit, while



the younger, who had never hat regular employment, preferred to be idle
“on the dole” even if they could earn a larger weekly sum. This doe not
mean that they were happy in idleness; most of then were conscious of
futility and frustration (though the would not use those words about it),
and they were bitter against a world which had no use for them and mad
no room for them; but they had a strong distaste for the drudgery of
regular work. They were degraded into a condition of universal dissatis-
faction.

The only real cure for unemployment is employment —beginning
from the time when school-education: complete and continuing with no
longer intervals the can be appreciated as holiday, till strength begins to
fail. In other words we are challenged to find a social order which pro-
vides employment, steadily and generally, an our consciences should be
restive till we succeed. Christian sympathy demands this.

(2) What has been said about unemployment has already carried us
on to the second ground for the Church’s concern in social questions—
the education influence of the social and economic system in which men
live. This was first set forth by Plato in Books VI and IX of the Repubilic.
The social order at once e presses the sense of values active in the minds
of citizen and bends to reproduce the same sense of values in ea. new
generation. If the State is so ordered as to give are prominence to military
leaders, as Sparta was, as Prussia was, as Nazi Germany is, this must
represent the fact to the effective body of citizens, which may be a com-
pact minority, regards the military qualities as specially honourable or
specially important; and the system expressing that estimate impresses it
by perpetual suggestion upon every growing generation. So it is if wealth
receives conspicuous honour.

The Nazis take all young Germans into fthiger-Jugend andrain
them in the qualities admired and needed by the itdgizine We throw
most young Englishmen out into a world of fierce competition where
each has to stand on his own feet (which is good) and fight for his own
interest (which is bad), if he is not to be submerged. Our system is not
deliberately planned but it produces effects just the same. It offers a
perpetual suggestion in the direction of combative self-assertiveness. It is
recognized on all hands that the economic system is an educative influ-
ence, for good or ill, of immense potency. Marshall, the prince of ortho-
dox economists of the last generation, ranks it with the religion of a
country as the most formative influence in the moulding of a people’s
character. If so, then assuredly the Church must be concerned with it. For
a primary concern of the Church is to develop in men a Christian charac-
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ter. When it finds by its side an educative influence so powerful it is
bound to ask whether that influence is one tending to develop Christian
character, and if the answer is partly or wholly negative the Church must
do its utmost to secure a change in the economic system so that it may
find in that system an ally and not an enemy. How far this is the situation
in our country to-day we shall consider later. At present itis enough to
say that the Church cannot, without betraying its own trust, omit criticism
of the economic order, or fail to urge such action as may be prompted by
that criticism.

(3) The existing system is challenged on moral grounds. It is not
merely that some who “have not” are jealous of some who “have”. The
charge against our social system is one of in justice. ‘| he banner so
familiar in earlier unemployed or socialist processions—"Damn your
charity; we want justice’—vividly exposes the situation as it was seen by
its critics. If the present order is taken for granted or assumed to be
sacrosanct, charity from the more to the less fortunate would seem
virtuous and commendable; to those for whom the order itself is suspect
or worse, such charity is blood-money. Why should some be in the
position to dispense and others to need that kind of charity?

An infidel could ignore that challenge; for apart from faith in God
there is really nothing to be said for the notion of human equality. Men
do not seem to be equal in any respect, if we judge by available evidence.
But if all are children of one Father, then all. are equal heirs of a status in
comparison with which the apparent differences of quality and capacity
are unimportant; in the deepest and most important of all—their relation-
ship to God—all are equal. Why should some of God'’s children have full
opportunity to develop their capacities in freely-chosen occupations,
while others are confined to a stunted form of existence, enslaved to types
of labour which represent no personal choice but the sole opportunity
offered? The Christian cannot ignore a challenge in the name of justice.
He must either refuse it or, accepting it, devote himself to removal of the
stigma. The moral quality of the accusation brought against the economic
and social order involves the Church in “interference” on pain of betray-
ing the trust committed to it.

(4) For the commission given to the Church is that it carry out the
purpose of God. That is what is meant by the description of it as “the
Body of Christ”. It is to be the instrument or organ of His will, as His
fleshly Body was in the days of His earthly ministry. That body has many
functions to fulfil, and one of them is suffering. The members of the
Church do not, or should not, belong to it for what they can get in this
world or in any other world; they—we—should belong to it in order to
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for my country to gain power or wealth by those means? Is it “good” for a
country to gain the whole world and to lose its own soul If not, why not?
Must there not be some ordered system of principles which represents the
real eel “good”, and which is outraged by quell conduct, however patri-
otic its motive or however successful its accomplishment?

Itis here, as | contend, that the Church has to recover lost ground It
has in the past concerned itself very actively with these questions. It
developed what was for the needs of the period a very complete system of
principles by which those who were responsible for the public ordering of
life might be guided. For a variety of reasons, at which we shall glance in
the next chapter, this whole area of human activity was evacuated by the
Church. Yet duties recognized as incumbent cm the individual can
scarcely be performed unless the Church recovers this lost territory.

In this enterprise we shall be censured for departure from our own
contention that the Church is concerned with principles and not with
policy. For the framing, of policy, knowledge of contemporary facts, and
that power to estimate tendencies which comes only from specialist
study, are indispensable. But a statement of principles will carry us to
ground commonly left during the last three centuries to purely secular
forces it is bound to seem like an intrusion into practical politics, even
when it scrupulously stops short. And the line of demarcation is not very
clear. It may be possible to draw it with more definiteness when we have
reviewed the history v of the Chruch’s enterprise or lack of it in this
field, and have set out some of the principles concernec The aim, how-
ever is clear throughout. The Christian citizen is required in his civic
action (e.g. voting) to promote the best interest of his country, with a
Christian interpretation of the word “best”; the aim of any formulation of
Christian social principles is to provide that Christian interpretation or at
least the means of reaching it.

So we answer the question “How should the Church interfere” by
saying: In three ways- (i) its members must fulfil their moral responsibili-
ties and functions in a Christian spirit; (2) m®mbers must exercise
their purely civic rights in a Christian spirit; (3) it must itself supply them
with a systematic statement of principles to aid them in doing these two
things, and this will carry with it a denunciation of customs or institutions
in contemporary life and practice which offend against those principles.

There remains the question whether or not the Church should ever
interfere in a particular issue, such as, for example, an actual trade dispute
which has broken out. It can be answered with almost complete assurance
that the Church, acting officially, should stand aside. It has its own
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Chapter Il
How should the church interfere?

WHEN people talk about Church History they usually have in mind
a record of theological controversies, General or other Councils, and the
formulation of doctrines. All that is immensely important. But Church
History is a vastly bigger thing than that; it is the story of the impact
made by the Spirit of Christ upon the life of mankind.

The Church never gets credit for the greater part of what it does.
That does not very much matter, because credit (like merit in Lord
Melbourne’s dictum) is “only what one gentleman thinks of another
gentleman”, and Christians are warned not to concern themselves about
that> No doubt some people would attend more to the Church and there-
fore also to its Gospel if they knew all that it really does in the world; that
would be a gain as far as it goes; but each heart must know its need
before it finds the satisfaction of that need in Christ. It is not so much to
gain for the Church the credit and influence to which it is entitled that |
emphasize thenportance otlear thinking about the way in which the
Church does its work, but rather for the avoidance of confusion of
thought tending to calamitous results in practice.

Nine-tenths of the work of the Church in the world is done by
Christian people fufilling responsibilities and performing tasks which in
themselves are not part of the official system of the Church at all. For
example, the abolition of the Slave Trade and, later, of Slavery itself, was
carried through by Wilberforce and his friends in the inspiration of their
Christian faith and by means of appeal to the Christian principles pro-
fessed by their fellow-citizens. The far-reaching reform of our penal
system in the interval between the two wars has been effected by a group
of men who, being concerned with its administration, thought out the
guestion how, on Christian principles, a community ought to treat its own
offenders And apart from specific achievements like these there is the
pervasive sweetening of life and of all human relationship by those who
carry with them something of the Mind of Christ, received from Christian
upbringing, from prayer and meditation, and from communion. No
particular enterprises, nor all of them together, can compare in impor-
tance with the influence so exerted. To this extent they are justified who
say that the task of the Church in face of social problems is to make good
Christian men and women. That is by far its most important contribution.
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But (as | shall contend in a moment) it has others, less important and yet
for their own purpose indispensable.

Next to the work of the Church done through its members in ordi-
nary human relationships and in ordinary avocations, we may consider its
work done through its members in their capacity as citizens shaping the
political decisions which affect the national life and destiny. It is of
crucial importance that the Church acting corporately should not commit
itself to any particular policy. A policy always depends on technical
decisions concerning the actual relations of cause and effect in the politi-
cal and economic world; about these a Christian as such has no more
reliable judgment than an atheist, except so far as he should be more
immune to the temptations of self-interest. After the last war most Chris-
tian leaders in England strongly supported the principle of the League of
Nations. The Bishop of Gloucester always dissented from this, and now
holds that the League and its supporters are largely responsible for the
outbreak of this present war, because they lured men to rely upon a
security which in fact did not exist. It would be monstrous to suggest that
this sincerely held judgment on the actual process of history proves him
who holds it to be a less loyal or less whole-hearted Christian than the
Bishops with whom he disagreed. The Church must not corporately be
committed to either view. This refusal to adopt a particular policy is
partly a matter of prudence, for the policy may turn out to be mistaken, as
indeed every policy always turns out to have been less than perfectly
adapted to the situation, and the Church must not be involved in its
failure, still more is it a matter of justice, for even though a large majority
of Christians hold a particular view, the dissentient minority may well be
equally loyal to Christ and equally entitled to be recognized as loyal
members of His Church. At the end of this book | shall offer, in my
capacity as a Christian citizen, certain proposals for definite action which
would, in my private judgment conduce to a more Christian ordering of
society; but if any member of the Convocation of York should be so ill-
advised as to table a resolution that these proposals be adopted as a
political programme for the Church, | should in my capacity as Arch-
bishop resist that proposal with all my force, and should probably, as
President of the Convocation, rule it out of order. The Church is commit-
ted to the everlasting Gospel and to the Creeds which formulate it; it must
never commit itself to an ephemeral programme of detailed action.

But this repudiation of direct political action does not exhaust its
political responsibility. It must explicitly call upon its members to exer-
cise their citizenship in a Christian spirit. After the great Conference on
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Christian Politics, Economics and Citizenship (Copec), held in Birming-
ham in 1924, the Christian ratepayers of a London Borough approached
their Borough Council with a demand that their rates should be increased
in order that some very bad housing in the Borough might be improved.
When it became apparent, after the “economic blizzard”, that the Chan-
cellor of the Exchequer would, for the first time in several years, have a
surplus to dispose of, a great number of Christian income-tax payers
wrote to their Members of Parliament to urge that restoration of the
“cuts” in unemployment relief should take precedence of any reduction in
the rate of income-tax. There are frequently occasions when there is
opportunity for generous action in the political field; Christians should
take advantage of these and ought to be able to feel that they have the
support of the whole Church in doing so. To a considerable extent,
though not by any means completely, the Conservative and Labour
Parties represent the “haves” and the “have-nots” respectively. That is
politically unwholesome and ethically un-Christian The Church must
constantly press upon its members the only question they should ask
before casting their votes is the question— not What will best suit Nile?
but What will be best for the country? - and even then to take care that the
standarcl of “best” and “worst” is the Christian standard. For it is tragi-
cally easy to be even fanatically devoted to a purely pagan ideal for cure’s
nation; the Nazi movement has taught us that.

So far there is probably little dispute among Christians who have
given serious thought to the subject. It is recognized that Christian men
and women in the various walks of life should bring the spirit of Christ to
bear upon their work, as well as on their purely personal relationships and
it is recognized though perhaps not frequently enough asserted, that
Christians should vote in a Christian spirit at least to the extent of refer-
ring the public advantage to their own, and of subordinating the interest
of their own section of society to that of a section evidently in greater
need. But is this all? Is each individual Christian citizen to be left to work
out by his own unaided effort what is the good of the community to
which his own interest is to be subordinated? Can we, in face of the Nazi
combination of complete personal self-dedication with absolute national
egoism, still say it is no business of the Church to work out a scale of
values for the political field?

| am to do what is best for my country? Very well. There is an
opportunity to acquire for it additional wealth and power by merely
expropriating some small State whose citizens are happy in their inde-
pendence, or again by some successful diplomatic deception. Is it “good”
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have led to complications. Yet the primitive community supplies the

norm and standard. It is as different from what is ordinarily called com-
munism as anything can be; it is, indeed, its polar opposite. Modern
communism abolishes legal ownership by private persons; under it no
one has property to give away. What St. Peter said to Ananias shows that
the primitive Church recognized legal. ownership and laid on its mem-
bers no compulsion to forgo tHigle and his wife Sapphira had followed
the general movement up to a point; they sold their land, and gave part of
the price to the common fund, keeping back another part. But they
pretended that they were giving the whole, and that pretence, not the
retention of part of the property, was their crime. “Why bath Satan filled
thy heart to lie to the Holy Spirit and to keep back part of the price of the
land? Whilst it remained, did it not remain thine own? And after it was
sold, was it not in thy power?” This is a point of vital importance.
Psychologically and morally there is all the difference in the world
between voluntary and compulsory poverty, between a free sharing of
goods and a compulsory abolition of personal ownership. Psychologically
it is a fact that the spirit of adventure can only thrive on a basis of secu-
rity; morally, sacrifice is only possible where possession is admitted. To
renounce property is a conspicuously vivid act of personal freedom; to
have no property or to be forcibly deprived of it is a serious infringement
of personal freedom.

What now concerns us, however, is that from the very outset Chris-
tian faith found for itself social and economic expression. It did not at
that stage take the form of a set of principles for the guidance of the State:
the primitive Church was a handful of people quite unable to influence
the Jewish State, let alone the Roman Empire. But as the Church grew it
began to develop its own social philosophy. It could not fail to be influ-
enced by the Mosaic legislation, such as the Law of of Jubilee (Leviticus
xxv) which is a piece of land legislation of immense significance, and the
prohibition of usury (Leviticus xxv and Deuteronomy xxiii). The growth
of the Church led to the need for a statement of, social principles for the
guidance of its own members. while they were a considerable though
unrecognized and often persecuted minority, and later, when the Church
was recognized and became a factor of influence in public life, for the
guidance of the State.

The fundamental Biblical principle is that the earth —land— belongs
to God; men enjoy the use of it, and this use may be so regulated as to
ensure to particular families both security in that enjoyment and exclusive
right to it. But this was to be so done as to ensure also that all members of
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witness to give., and if this were heeded, no dispute would arise. It is very
seldom that Christianity offers a solution of practical problems: what it

can do is to lift the parties to a level of thought and feeling at which the
problem disappears. In parts of South-Eastern Europe there are regions in
which different races and cultures are so intermingled that there is no,
hope of establishing justice among them so long as each asserts its claim
against the other. So long as that condition exists, the problem to which it
gives rise is insoluble. If, on the other hand, all could be brought to love
their neighbours as themselves, there would be no problem. It would not
be solved; it would be abolished.

So it was that our Lord refused to settle a dispute .about an inherit-
ance. One of two brothers had a griev ance; he thought he was not getting
the share due to him; so he came with the request: “Master, bid my
brother divide the inheritance with me.” But He refused to settle the
dispute-"Man, who made Me a judge or a divider over you?” Instead, He
tells them how to avoid having a dispute to settle: “Take heed, and keep
your selves from all covetousnédsor, of course, if there had been no
covetousness in either brother, there would have been no dispute.

But though the Church, and its agents acting in its name, cannot
undertake to give judgment between contending parties, they may, as
promoters of goodwill, try to bring the contending parties together. So
Bishop Westcott secured a settlement of a Durham coal-strike by plead-
ing with each side to recognize what was fair in the contention of the
other, till they came in fact to an agreement. No one questions the propri-
ety of the Bishop’s action in that case. Let me illustrate the principle
further by reference to the action of a group of Bishops, of whom | was
one, in 1926- the action which led to Lord Baldwin’s comment quoted
near the beginning of this book. The coal-strike, which had been the
occasion of the general strike, had lasted several months. These Bishops
decided to try to bring the parties together. They had no proposals of their
own to make that would have been to go beyond their province. But there
had been a Royal Commission and its recommendations had not been
adopted. We decided to see far the representatives of the Coal.Owners
and the esentatives of the Miners would be willing to come towards
agreement in acceptance of those recommendations. Both parties were
willing to meet us. At that date the Miners were ready to accept the
proposals of the Commission as a basis of negotiation; the Owners were
not. But as the Owners had at first been willing to do so if the Miners
would do so as well, it seemed right to report to the Prime Minister what
we had found. Our effort was a failure. It is arguable that nothing but
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success (such as Bishop Westcott achieved) justifies any intervention. My
plea is that it could hardly ever be right for the Church or ecclesiatical
persons as such to propose terms for the solution of a dispute, because
they lack the specialist knowledge required; it is certainly right for them
to urge the spirit and inethod of conciliation; and it very well may be
right for them to recall the parties to proposals made by competent
persons, such as a Royal Commission appointed for the purpose, with a
view to seeing whether or not these may supply the basis for a solution.

Yet even if such action is occasionally justified, the main task of the
Church must be to inculcate Christian principles and the power of the
Christian spirit.

Notes
1. “"How can ye believe which receive glory one of another, and the
glory that cometh from the only God ye seek not?” (St. John v. 1).

2. St. Luke xii, 15.
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Chapter 1l
Has the Church claimed to intervene before?

It is often suggested that the claim advanced in the last chapter is a
novel one, and that in making it the Church is straying outside its tradi-
tion and proper province. No doubt in the eighteenth century the Church
did confine itself almost entirely, to theology and piety. At all times these
are fundamental. Unless the Church has something to stand for, it has no
place of its own in the ordering of life, and becomes merely a group of
people who like or value their association with one another. All special
character in the Church comes from its Dogma - the divinely given truth
which it believes itself commissioned to proclaim; this is worked out in
its theology; so it is always necessary that dogma and theology should be
the basis of the Church’s life. Further no effect can be produced unless
individuals genuinely respond to this; and this response is faith and piety.
So what happened in the eighteenth century was a retirement so to speak,
upon the central citadel. Wearied with the controversies of the sixteenth
century, distraught by the religious wars of the seventeenth (of which our
Civil War was one), men fell back in their religious life upon what is
most central and fundamental. The spirit of man needed to recuperate; but
having regained freshness it sallied forth again, under the inspiration of
its central faith, in the Methodist movement, the Tractarian revival and
the Christian social enterprise.

Such recoveries always seem like sheer innovations to those who
are ignorant of History. To its it seems natural and proper that religion
should control personal conduct alike in its most open and in its most
intimate aspects; we have already seen what Lord Melbourne thought
about that claim to control private life; many feel much the same about its
determination to interfere with the affairs of public life. But this, too, is
nothing new. From the very outset Christian faith has intimately affected
social as well as personal conduct, and the main Christian tradition
carries with it a massive body of social teachings.

The primitive Church expressed its intimacy of inner fellowship by
a spontaneous community of goods. It was a small fellowship of persons
filled with the spirit of Christ and therefore with love for one another.

This expressed itself in a voluntary communism. But the whole character
and merit of this lay in its being volun tary. The disciples had posses-
sions, but did not reckon them as their own. This could not have lasted.
Even if the purity of the Church had been maintained, its extension would
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The Reformers on the Continent and the Puritans in England were
dealing with a new situation. There was a fresh and deepened sense of
individual responsibility which they regarded as spiritually sound, and of
which they became the prophets. All that heightened this they welcomed,
and among the rest they welcomed the free right to acquire and dispose of
property. They taught a high standard as regards the spending of it, and
for the first time made the keeping of accounts a religious duty. The more
conservative of the Reformers were forced to define their position over
against the extremer reforming sects, so that among the Thirty-nine
Articles of Religion. one, the thirty-eighth, declares that “the Riches and
Goods of Christians are not common as touching the right, title and
possession of the same, as certain Anabaptists do falsely boast.” Thus,
even where the Reformers agreed with the rnediaeval theologians, as they
very largely did, their emphasis tended to shift from the communal
restrictions upon private property to its exclusive rights and its moral
responsibilities. Profitable industry was presented as a duty so was
careful spending, thrifty provisions for the future, and charity to the poor
Wesley was true to this tradition in his threefold exhortation, “Gain all
you can; save all you can; give all you can.” He was very thorough about
the second and third. He denounced the notion that an increased income
justified an increased personal expenditure. “Perhaps you say you can
now afford the expense. This is the quintessence of nonsense. Who gave
you this addition your fortune, or (to speak properly) \dmtit to ? To
speak more properly still, who, lodged it for a time in your hands as His
stewards? ... Thiaffordingto rob God is the very cant of hel}.”

Such a declaration by the founder of’ Methodism in the eighteenth
century carries us back to the fourteenth, in which a Schooliman wrote:
“He who has enough to satisfy his wants and nevertheless ceaselessly
labours to acquire riches, either in order to obtain a higher social position,
or that subsequently he may have enough to live without labour, or that
his sons may become men of wealth and importance — all such are incited
by a damnable avarice, sensuality and prfdg.it no School man could
have said, “Gain all you can,” and it is hard to fit such an injunction into
the New Testament, which regards riches, not indeed as an actual evil,
but as a snare. Apart from this the actual conduct demanded by
Schoolmen and Reformers was riot very different. But the Reformers
made changes in the foundations which affected the whole structure. The
two main pillars of mediaeval theological economics were the doctrine of
the just Price and the Prohibition of Usury.

With the intricacies of the Just Price we are not now concerned.
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the community shared in the enjoyment of some portion. There was to be
no proletariat., There were thus to be rights of property, but they were
rights shared by all, and were subject to the overruling consideration that
God alone had ultimate ownership of the land, the families to whom it
was allotted being His stewards. The Law of jubilee, by which every fifty
years alienated land reverted to its proper family, so that the permanent
accumulation of a large estate in a single hand became impossible, rested
on this basic principle of divine ownership. In the days of the Kings we
find prophets denouncing such accumulations; so for example Isaiah
exclaims: “Woe unto them that join house to house, that lay field to field,
till there be no room, and ye be made to dwell alone in the midst of the
land” (Isaiah v. 8); and Micah: “Woe to them that devise iniquity and

work evil upon their beds! When the morning is light, they practice it,
because it is in the power of their hand. And they covet fields and seize
them and houses,and take them away; and they oppress a man and his
house, even a man and his heritage” (Micah ii. 1, 2). And the evil here
was not primarily economic, thought that may have been involved. The
evil was the denial of what Tertullian (c. 160-230) would call “fellowship
in property”— which seemed to him the natural .result of unity in mind

and spirit.

Of course the Mosaic legislation was designed for a community
dependent on its own land. We are not; today there is a world community
in economic matters though not yet in political matters. But in any case it
is for principles and not for precepts, that Christians turn to the Old
Testament.

The position which the Church reached before the conversion of
Constantine (312) brought fuller responsibilities is most plainly stated by
Lactantius. His basic conceptions are equality in the enjoyment of God'’s
bounty and (by consequence) the justice of a claim put forward by the
needy to share with those who have more than a sufficiency. He is still
writing for a Christian minority in the State, where unity of heart and
mind, with general. goodwill, is presumed.

The institution of property is regarded as rooted in sin; for if all men
loved God with all’ their hearts and their neighbours as themselves, they
would cheerfully labour for the common good and would take for them-
selves no more than their fair share. But men are sinful, so property-rights
are needed, not so much for the satisfaction of the rich as for the protec-
tion of the poor.

When we pass to the next period, in which Christians were not only
recognized but counted the Emperor among their number, we find a
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changed emphasis. They are. carrying a new responsibility. They have
lost much in intimacy of fellowship among themselves and all that
springs from this; they have gained in the power, and therefore the duty,
to influence the State. St. Ambrose (340-397) was a great officer of State
as well as a Bishop. He lays it down that “nature produced all things for
the common use of all men, and that nature produced the common right
of property, but usurpation the private right; or again that God wished the
earth to be the common possession of all men, to produce its fruits for all
men, but avarice created the rights of property.”

Yet this was not a foundation for communism. It did, indeed, mean
that if men were morally perfect — that is, altogether guided by justice and
love-there would be no private property. But men are not like that, and in
the world as it is the Fathers hold that private property is a legitimate
institution. It cannot claim the dignity of being a direct expression of the
Divine Will; but it is an expression of that Will in the conditions resulting
from men'’s failure to fulfil the Divine intention. Consequently there are
from the outset limitations upon the rights of property. It is, for example,
instructive and important that St. Ambrose regards almsgiving as an act
of justice rather than of mercy.

St. Augustine taught explicitly that private property is the creation
of the State and exists only in virtue of the State’s protection, But the
State, according to him, has its origin in the sinfulness of men, which
must be kept within bounds. So the State has a divine authority, yet was
instituted only because of men’s sin. This position is the same as that of
St. Ambrose, but rooted a little further back in social philosophy. Gratian,
who made the great compilation of Canon Law in the twelfth century,
takes this same position. Private property is lawful as an accommodation
to man’s sinful state.

In all these writers the influence of Stoic teaching can be traced.
When we come to the completest medieval statement- in St. Thomas
Aquinas- this influence is reinforced by that of Aristotle. Consequently
St. Thomas bases the State on the essentially social nature of man. Con-
sonantly with this he draws a distinction between property as a right of
administration and distributiofpotestas prociurandi et dispensandi)
which he holds to he lawful, and property as a right to exclusive use,
which he holds to be unlawfed.

His defence of the first is interestingly modern. Property of this sort
is, he says, “necessary to human life for three reasons. First, because
every man is more careful in administering what belongs to himself alone
than that which is common to many or to all; since each one would shirk
the labour and leave to another that which is the business of everybody,

22

as happens where there is a multitude of servants. Secondly, because
human affairs are conducted in more orderly fashion if each man is
charged with taking care of some particular thing himself, whereas there
would be confusion if every one were looking after everything indis-
criminately. Thirdly, because a more, peaceful state is ensured to man if
each one is contented with his own. Hence it is to be observed that
guarrels arise more frequently among those who possess something in
common and without division.”

But with regard to use or enjoyment St. Thomas says that man
ought not to possess external things as private but as common, so that he
readily shares them with others in their need. So clear is this to him, as to
Lactan. tius and Ambrose, that he expressly declares “theft” to be no sin
if it is committed to relieve genuineneed. Of course the need must be real
and urgent, and other means of meeting, it lacking; but then “it is lawful
for a man to succour his own need by means of another’s property, by
taking it either openly or secretly; nor is this properly speaking theft or
robbery.”

Itis thus evident that it is part of the common Christian tradition
from primitive times to the fullest development of mediaeval thought that
Christian faith should find expression in relation to economic questions.
It is further evident that in this tradition the rights of property, while
perfectly legitimate, are always an accommodation to human sin, are
subordinate to the general interest, and are a form of stewardship rather
thanof ultimate ownership In its whole social teaching,, the Church stood
on a firm Biblical foundation. The Reformers repudiated large parts of
the tradition in the desire to return from ecclesiastical to Biblical author-
ity; but in fact their position was in this respect less fully Biblical than
that of the mediaeval Church. They found their justifica tion of property
in the Eighth Commandment on the ground that a divine prohibition of
theft presupposes a divine sanction of property. So, of course, it does. But
the Puritan simplification of religious teaching, which in this field took
the form of an exclusive emphasis on the Decalogue, had the effect of
breaking up a tradition derived from Biblical teaching as a whole. That
teaching certainly included the reality and rightfulness of private prop-
erty; but it also contained provisions which made the actual rights of
property conditional rather than absolute. Yet the Reformers by no
means exempted ownership from moral responsibilities, and so influen-
tial a Puritan writer as Ames still held the view that “all things become
common in extreme necessity”. Baxter, however, inclines to the view that
the prohibition of theft is absolute, without enquiring what-morally-
constitutes theft.
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and Kingsley take the field. From their time onwards, the recovery has
been steady. It would be tedious to recount the deliverances of official
Church bodies which reflect the influence of those prophets and, in a later
generation, of Westcott, Gore and Scott Holland — whose names bring us
down to living memory and contemporary problems.

Enough has been said to show that there is an authentic tradition of
Christian social teaching. But like other parts of the Christian tradition, it
is a living thing, providing its vitality in the only way in which that can
be done — by showing a capacity to relate itself effectively to changing
conditions and circumstances. Accordingly our own presentation will nt
begin with ancient authorities but with a statement of first principles.

Notes:

LActs iv 32; v. 1-11 see especially 4 and 8.
2A. J. Carlyle inProperty: its Rights and Dutieedited by Bishop
Gore (Macmiillan, 1917).

3.Summa Theologiae 2-Q. 66.A2.

4. Summa Theologia®-2. Q. 66. A7.

>.Sermon 126. Quoted by H. G. WoodFroperty its Rights and
Duties p. 159.

6. Henry of Langenstein. quoted by TawneyRieligion and the Rise
Of CapitalismP. 35.

".A. J. Carlyle inProperty: its Rights and Dutiep, 100.

8 Exodus xxii. 25; Leviticus xxv. 35-37; Deuteronomy xxiii. 19, 20

°® Tawney inReligion and the Rise of Capitalispp. 128 129.

10 1n theCommunist Manifest@uoted by Tawney, op. cit. p. 269.
The human aspects of the Industrial Revolution may, he studied in such
novels asnheritanceandManholdby Miss Phyllis Bentley. andhe
Crowthers of Bankdary Mr. Thomas Armstrong.
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What is, important for our argument is the fact that this principle was
stated as part of a complete theology. Its interpretation and application to
practice varied from one century to another, partly as circumstances
altered, partly as men gained a fuller insight into the economic process.
The principle itself is clear-that the price of an article should be fixed on
moral grounds with due regard to cost of material and labour and to
reasonable profit; the vendor is not entitled merely to ask the utmost that
the purchaser will pay. Above all, he must on no account charge more
because the buyer’'s need is great. The fullest statement of it was worked
out by St. Antonino of Florence in the fifteenth century; he recognized

the actual pressures of the market and allowed much elasticity in applica-
tion of the principle; but the principle stood firm-there is a price which it

is reasonable and right to charge, and to take more, however willing
purchasers may be to pay, is avarice. We find this still held by the early
Calvinists, but the relaxation of the ban on usury led to the collapse of the
whole system. At this point there was what looked like a sharp reversal of
doctrine. To this vital but far from simple topic we now turn.

The Mosaic Law forbade usury. But (i) what was chiefly in mind in
that primitve community was the exploitation of the needy; “the lending
of business capital on terms offering good chances of repayment was not
in question” (2) The Mosaic prohibition of usury only affects loans to a
brother Israelite; within Israel the prohibition was absolute, but between
an Israelite and a Gentile it was permittéthcidentally, it was this last
consideration, coupled with the prohibition of usury to Christians and the
exclusion of Jews from many occupations, which turned the Jews into the
moneylenders of Europe.)

Now the Church was always in difficulties about this prohibition.
What it was quite clear about was the sinfulness of avarice- In the condi-
tions of any period before about 1300 A.D. a suitable rough and ready
test was to ask whether the principal was safe; if it was, interest ought not
to be charged. To share profits as partners in an enterprise was legitimate;
to share profits where risks also had to be shared was legitimate. But to
make barren money breed by merely lending it at interest. without risk of
its loss was not legitimate. The system of debentures is of all things the
most opposed to earlier mediaeval teaching.

This reflects the circumstances of the time rather than any perma-
nent principle. The theories of value varied as the centuries passed, and
St. Antonino of Florence represents a half-way stage between St. Thomas
and Calvin.

25



Luther, a peasant, was conservative in politics and in, social ethics.
He condemned the practice of all usury as loudly as any Schoolman.
Calvin was a townsman, vividly aware of the economic virtues. He did
not hold that to get rich was proof of wickedness; he did not condemn the
accumulation of riches, but only the use of them for indulgence or osten-
tation. His condonation of usury is indeed most cautiously hedged about
so as to exclude all exploitation of real need; it was said of him that
“Calvin deals with usurie as the apothecarie doth with poison.” But that
he was ready to deal with it at all was the decisive matter. He set the door
ajar; the pressure of economic progress would throw it wide open, unless
principles for its regulation were worked out to take the place of the
discarded principle of prohibition. But in the turmoil of those turbulent
times this was never done. So Calvin had unwittingly opened the way for
the coining of Economic Man.

That was not Calvin’s intention, and the practice of early Calvin-
ists shows that they had no toleration for “get-rich quick” devices, as we
may see from the records of the Pilgrim Fathers and the early history of
Massachusetts.

“Consider the case of Mr. Robert Keatie. His of

fence, by general consent, was black. He kept a shop in Boston, in
which he took ‘in some ... above 6d. in the shilling profit; in some above
8d.; and in some small things above two for one’; and this, though he was
‘an ancient professor of the gospel, a man of eminent parts, wealthy and
having but one child, having come over for conscience’ sake and for the
advancement of the gospel.” The scandal was terrible. Profiteers were
unpopular- ‘the cry of the country was great against oppression’- and the
grave elders reflected that a reputation for greed would injure the infant
community, lying as it did ‘under the curious observation of all Churches
and civil States in the world.’ In spite of all, the magistrates were dis-
posed to be lenient. There was no positive law in force limiting profits; it
was not easy to determine what profits were fair; the sin of charging what
the market could stand was not peculiar to Mr. Keane; and, after all, the
law of God required no more than double restitution. So they treated him
mercifully, and fined him only £200.”

None the less, the door was ajar, and the pressure of life would open
it so widely, that Calvinism which began as a system of regimentation,
where economic activity was subject to severe moral restraint, became
ultimatelythe mainspring of unrestricted enterprise and competition. Its
profound and essential individualism overthrew its relatively superficial
authoritarianism. This process had already gone far by the date of the
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English Civil War. Archbishop Laud owed much of his unpopularity with
the section of society then represented in Parliament to his vigorous
action, often high-handed, in checking the robbery of the poor by the
encroachment of landlords and the “enclosing” of common lands.He
stood for the older social ethics of a peasant civilization. The Puritans had
their strength in the towns with their expanding business enterprise,
among whom “Gain all you can” was a commendable precept even when
“Give all you can”, which alone can justify it, was honoured more, than it
was obeyed.

The Reformers never intended to produce such a monster as the
Economic Man of the last hundred and fifty years; the Puritans were
austere in their demands for self-denial in respect of most things which
money can buy. But their fundamental individualism, which brought a
fuller sense of personal responsibility to God, also at the same time
undermined the appreciation of wealth as essentially social and therefore
subject at all points to control in the interest of society as a whole.

Consequently, when the great opportunities for making wealth
arrived, there was much religious teaching to encourage enterprise in that
direction, and no accepted traditional body of doctrine to relate the new
enterprise to the old faith. This goes far to account for the paralysis of the
Church in face of the Industrial Revolution. First in iron works, then in
spinning and weaving, the new industry was developed very largely by
adherents of Puritanism. As the fierce energy of their faith in God de-
clined, there was nothing left to restrain the competition for wealth, while
there was a moral deposit of approbation for its accumulation. Karl Marx
is not far wrong in his famous declarafibtinat “the bourgeoisie, wher-
ever it got the upper hand, put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic
relations, pitilessly tore asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to
his ‘natural superiors’ and left remaining no other bond between man
man than naked self-interest and callous cash payment.”

There was nearly a century during which the social withess of the
Church was almost unheard. There were parish priests who fought for the
people’s rights -men like Comber, who was splendid par as Rector of
Kirkby Moorside from 1760 to 1810, and resisted the Enclosure Acts,
founded schools, and in a variety of practical ways stood up for the
oppressed. Greatest of all was Hook, Vicar of Leeds from 1837 to 1859.
who both set the type or ideal for the modern Town Parson and steadily
championed the cause of the common people. But these were individual
stalwarts, mainly concentrating attention on particular evils. For the
revival of Christian social doctrine we have to wait till Ludlow, Maurice
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Moreover, there is the desperate difficulty of getting there. When | read
any description of an Ideal State and think how we are to begin trans-
forming our own, society into that, | am reminded of the Englishman in
Ireland who asked the way to Roscommon. “Is it Roscommon you want
to go to?” said the Irishman. “Yes,” said the Englishman; “that’'s why |
asked the Way.” “Well,” said the Irishman, “if | wanted to go to Roscom-
mon, | wouldn't be starting from here.”

But though Christianity supplies no ideal in this sense, it supplies
something of far more value-namely, principles on which we can begin to
act in every possible situation. To the consideration of these we now turn.

1. God and His Purpose

All Christian thinking, and Christian thinking about society no less
than any other, must begin not with man but with God. The fundamental
conviction is that God is the creator of the world which could not begin
or continue except by His will. The world is not necessary to God in the
sense in which God is necessary to the world; for if them were no God,
there would be no world; but if there were no world, God would he just
what He isonly (presumably) about to make the world. For He is impelled
to make the world by His love; as Plato saw He is far removed from envy
and wishes to share out His blessedness. The world is not necessary to;
God as the object of His love, for He has that within Himself in the
relations of the Persons of the Blessed Trinity; but it results from His
love; creation is a kind of overflow of the divine love. In making the
world He brought into existence vast numbers of things which always
have to’ obey His law for them, and do so; He did this in order and
electrons; these have no choice but to obey. But He also made creatures-
men and. women-who could disobey His law for them, and do so; He did
this in order that among His creatures there might be some who gave Him
a free obedience and answered His love with theirs. This involved the
risk, amounting to a moral certainty, that they would take the self-centred
outlook upon life, and then, partly by imitation and partly in self-defence,
become hardened in selfishness, till society was a welter of competing
selfishness instead of being a fellowship of love. That is what happened.
To win them out of this, He came on earth and lived out the divine love in
a human life and death. He is increasingly drawing men to Himself by the
love thus shown. Lord Acton, who knew more history than any other
Englishman of the last generation, deliberately declared: “The action of
Christ who is risen on mankind whom He redeemed fails, but increases.”
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Chapter IV
Christian Social Principles

(A) Primary

The method of the Church’s impact upon society at large should be
twofold. The Church must announce Christian principles and point out
where the existing social order at any time is in conflict with them. It
must then pass on to Christian citizens, acting in their civic capacity, the
task of re-shaping the existing order in closer conformity to the princi-
ples. For at this point technical knowledge may be required and judg-
ments of practical expediency are always required. If a bridge is to be
built, the Church may remind the engineer that it is his obligation to
provide a really safe bridge; but it is not entitled to tell him whether, in
fact, his design meets this requirement; a particular theologian may also
be a competent engineer, and, if he is, his judgment on this point is
entitled to attention; but this is altogether because he is a competent
engineer and his theological equipment has nothing whatever to do with
it. In just the same way the Church may tell the politician what ends the
social order should promote; but it must leave to the politician the devis-
ing of the precise means to those ends.

This is a point of first-rate importance, and is frequently misunder-
stood. If Christianity is true at all it is a truth of universal application; all
things should be done in the Christian spirit and in accordance with
Christian principles. “Then,” say some, “produce your Christian solution
for unemployment.” But there neither is nor could be such a thing.
Christian faith does not by itself enable its adherent to foresee how a vast
multitude of people, each one partly selfish and partly generous, and an
intricate economic mechanism, will in fact be affected by a particular
economic or political innovation “social credit,” for example. “In that
case,” says the reformer — or, quite equally, the upholder sfahes quo
— "keep off the turf. By your own confession you are out of place here.”
But this time the Church must say “No; | cannot tell you what is the
remedy; but | can tell you that a society of which unemployment (in
peace time) is a chronic feature is a diseased society, and that if you are
not doing all you can to find and administer the remedy, ‘you are guilty
before God.” Sometimes the Church can go further than this and point to
features in the social structure itself which are bound to be sources of
social evil because they contradict the principles of the Gospel.

So the Church is likely to be attacked from both sides if it does its
duty. It will be told that it has become “political” when in fact it has been
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careful only to state principles and point to breaches of them and it will
be told by advocates of particular policies that it is futile because it does
not support these. If it is faithful to its commission it will ignore both sets
of complaints, and continue so far as it can to influence all citizens and
permeate all parties.

Before going on to state in outline the chief principles of Christian
social doctrine, it may be wise, in the prevailing. temper of our age, to
add a further word of caution. For it is sometimes supposed that what the
Church has to do is to sketch a perfect social order and urge men to
establish it. But it is very difficult to know what a “perfect social order”
means. Is it the order that would work best if we were all perfect? Or is it
the order that would work best in a world of men and women such as we
actually are? If it is the former, it certainly ought not to be established; we
should wreck it in a fortnight. If it is the latter, there is no reason for
expecting the Church to know what it is.

Here we are dealing with what is at this moment the least popular
part of traditional Christianity: the doctrine of Original Sin. No doubt this
has often been put forward in ways which men to-day find peculiar
difficulty in accepting. It would be quite out of place to deal with the
whole topic here. Quite enough for our present purpose may be expressed
as follows. When we open our eyes as babies we see the world stretching
out around us; we are in the middle of it; all proportions and perspectives
in what we see are determined by the relation — distance, height, and so
forth-of the various visible objects to ourselves. This will remain true of
our bodily vision as long as we live. | am the centre of the world | see.
where the horizon is depends on where | stand. Now just the same thing
is true at first of our mental and. spiritual vision. Some things hurt us; we
hope they will not happen again; we call them bad. Some things please
its; we hope they will happen again; we call them good, Our standard of
value is the way things affect ourselves So each of us takes his place in
the centre of his own world. But | am not the centre of the world, or the
standard of reference as between good and bad; | am not, and God is. In
other words, from the beginning | put myself in God’s place. This is my
original sin. | was doing it before | could speak, and everyone else has
been doing it from early infancy. | am not “guilty” on this account be-
cause | could not help it. Butlam in a state, from birth, in which | shall
bring disaster on myself and everyone affected by my conduct unless |
can escape from it. Education may make my self-centredness less disas-
trous by widening my horizon of interest; so far it is like the climbing of
a tower, which widens the horizon for physical vision while leaving me
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still the centre and standard of reference. Education may do more than
this if it succeeds in winning me into devotion to truth or to beauty; that
devotion may effect a partial deliverance from self-centredness. But
complete deliverance can be effected only by the winning of my whole
heart’s devotion, the total allegiance of my will-and this only the Divine
Love disclosed by Christ in His Life and Death cart do.

The political problem is concerned with men as they are, not with
men as they ought to be. Part of the task is so to order life as to lead them
nearer to what they ought to be; but to assume that they are already this
will involve certain failure and disaster. It is not contended that men are
utterly bad, or that they are more bad than good. What is contended is that
they are not perfectly good, and that even their goodness is infected with
a quality-self-centredness which partly vitiates it, and exposes them to
temptations so far as they achieve either freedom or; power., This does
not mean that freedom or power should be denied to them; on the con-
trary, it is ,fundamental to the Christian position that men should have
freedom even though they abuse it; but it is also to be recognized that
they certainly will abuse it except so far as they are won by devotion to
truth or to beauty to that selfless outlook, which is only perfectly estab-
lished in men by love which arises in them in answer to the redemptive
love of God.

In any period worth considering, and probably to the end of earthly
history, statesmen will themselves be men, and will be dealing with men,
who abuse freedom and power. Now the most fundamental requirement
of any political and economic system is not that it shall express love,
though that is desirable, nor that it shall express justice, though that is the
first ethical demand to be made upon it, but that it shall supply some
reasonable measure of security against murder, robbery and starvation. If
it can be said with real probability that a proposed scheme would in fact,
men being what they are, fail to provide that security, that scheme is
doomed. Christians have some clues to the understanding of human
nature which may enable them to make a more accurate estimate than
others of these points. But they will not, if they are true to their own
tradition, approach the question with rosy-tinted spectacles. Its assertion
of Original Sin should make the Church intensely realistic, and conspicu-
ously free from Utopianism.

There is no such thing as a Christian social ideal, to which we
should conform our actual society as closely as possible. We may notice,
incidentally, about any such ideals from Plato’s Republic onwards, that
no one really wants to live in the ideal state as depicted by anyone else.
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Notes:

LIf any reader wishes to know how | should try to establish this
contention, | must refer him to my boblature, Man and God
(Macmillan), PP. 356-403 and 511-520.

2 Lectures on Modern Histony. 12.

3.Ephesians i. 10

4 2 Corinthians iv. 6; iii. 18.

°.Galatians iii.24.
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2 But this task of drawing all men to Himsethe divine purpose to “sum
up all things in Christ,® will not be effected till the end of history; and
the. fellowship of love which it is the divine plan to establish cannot
come into - being in its completeness within history at all, for it must be
more than a fellowship of contemporaries. The Kingdom of God is a
reality here and now, but can be perfect only in the eternal order.

2. Man: his Dignity, Tragedy and Destiny

The fundamental facts about man are two: he is made “in the image
of God” and this image is, so to speak, stamped upon an animal nature.
Between these two there is constant tension resulting in perpetual trag-
edy.

The dignity of man is that he is the child of God, capable of com-
munion with God, the object of the Love of God-—such love as is dis-
played on the Cross-and destined for eternal fellowship with God. His
true value is not what he is worth in himself or to his earthly state, but
what he is worth to God; and that worth is bestowed on him by the utterly
gratuitous Love of God.

All his life should be conducted and ordered with this dignity in
view. The State must not treat him as having value only so far as he
serves its ends, as Totalitarian States do; the State exists for its citizens,
not the citizens for the State. But neither must a man treat himself, or
conduct his life, as if he were himself the centre of his own value; he is
not his own end; his value is his worth to God and his end is “to glorify
God and enjoy Him for ever.”

As a child of God, man is a member of a family, the family, of God.
This in complete development and expression is nothing less than man-
kind. But the inherently social and indeed “familial” character of man
finds its first expression in the human family. This is the initial form of
man’s social life, and its preservation and security is the first principle of
social welfare. On one side the family is a biological fact; children are
born utterly dependent and need the care of both parents.

But it is far more than biological. Other animals car for their
young; but when the voting are mature, the family connexion ceases.
Among human beings the family tie lasts through life: what begins as a
biological necessity becomes a spiritual possession. To ignore the family,
as much in the organization of contemporary life ignores it, is to injure
both citizens and society.

There are wider social units which are also necessary with some of
these we shall be concerned later, but on] one is natural in a way at all
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resembling that in which the family is natural - and then in markedly less
degree The nation as we know it is a product of long history but its
origins in the clan and the tribe give it the same relation as the family to
the individual. And it is a product of historical development, not a delib-
erately manufactured structure. Every civilized. man or woman is horn a
member of a nation as well as of a family These nations have developed
various cultural types, and the world is the richer for that variety.

Each individual is born into a family and a nation. In his maturity he
is very largely what these have made him The family is so deeply
grounded in nature and the nation in history that anyone who believes in
God as Creator and as Providence is bound to regard both as part of the
divine plan for human life. Their claims have to be adjusted to one
another, and so have the claims of the several families within each nation
and of the several nations in the family of mankind. But any ordering of
society which impairs or destroys the stability of the family stands
condemned on that account alone; and any ordering of international life
which obliterates the freedom of the several nations to develop their own
cultural traditions is also condemned. The aim within the nation must be
to create a harmony of stable and economically secure family units; the
aim in the world as a whole must he to create a harmony of spiritually
independent nations which recognize one another as reciprocally supple-
mentary parts of a richly harmonious fellowship. Such a harmony would
be the earthly counterpart and “first fruits” (as St. Paul might call it) of
the perfected Kingdom of God. It would supply the school, training the
citizens of that Kingdom -of which the full life cannot be known under
earthly conditions, for it is a fellowship of the servants of God in all
generations alike with Him and with one another.

It is the tragedy of man that lie conceives such a state of affairs and
knows it for the only satisfaction of his nature, yet so conducts his life as
to frustrate all hope, of attaining that satisfaction. It is not only that his
spirit and reason have as yet established but little control over the animal
part of his nature; it is his spirit which is depraved, his reason which is
perverted. His self-centredness infects his idealism because it distorts all
his perspectives. So far as his reason acts in purely intellectual ways it
may be trustworthy: 2 + 2 = 4: that really is true; it is not the best ap-
proximation that can be expected of sinful man; it is an exact apprehen-
sion of absolute truth. Within what is capable of mathematical treatment
man has this grasp of truth. But it carries us only a little way. It helps its
to make and manipulate aeroplanes; it does not hell) its to use them
always and only for the benefit of mankind. All science is morally neu-
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tral. When we come to human relationships, to friendship, to falling in
love - and out of it again-to social organization or to political construc-
tion, we enter on a sphere of life where reason is very fallible. Self-
interest is always exercising its disturbing influence, not less (though
more nobly) when it is being forcibly repudiated than when it is accepted
as the guide of conduct.

Anyhow, we all know that Politics is largely a contention between
different groups of self-interest - e.g. the Haves and the Have-nots. It may
be the function of the Church to lead people to a purely distinterested
virtue (though this is at least debatable) ; a statesman who supposes that
mass of citizens can be governed without appeal to their self-interest is
living in dreamland and is a public menace. The art of Government in fact
is the art of so ordering life that self-interest prompts what justice de-
mands. Thus it is enacted that thieves should be sent to prison; but the
object of the law is not to imprison thieves, but to make men reflect that
even if they are not honest it is still prudent to behave honestly.

Yet these expedients are not purely prudential, and though the cynic
finds plenty of material for his mallicious wit, the real truth about man
eludes his grasp. Man is self-centered; but he always carries with him
abundant proof’ that this is not the real truth of his nature. He has to his
credit both capacities and achieve it-tents that could never be derived
from self-interest. The image of God - the image of holiness and love-is
still there, though defaced; it. is the source of his aspirations; it is even -
through its defacement- the occasion of his perversity. It is capable of’
response to the Divine Image in its perfection if ever this can be pre-
sented to it. This is the glory of the Gospel. It enables man to see “the
light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,”
and so “with unveiled face, reflecting as a mirror the glory of the Lord,”
man may be “trans formed into the same image from glory, to gfory.”

That is man’s destiny. And his social life, so far as it is deliberately
planned, should be ordered with that destiny in view. He must be treated
as what he actually is, but always with a view to what in God’s purpose
he is destined to become. For the law, and the social order, is our school-
master to bring its to Christ.
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as its watchword Liberty, Equality and Fraternity, degenerated into a
struggle between, Liberty and Equality wherein Fraternity was smothered
and Liberty was judicially murdered. For the isolated citizen cannot
effectively be free over against the State except at the cost of anarchy.

Liberty is actual in the various cultural and commercial and local
associations that men. form. In each of these a man can feel that he counts
for something and that others depend on him as he on them. The State
which would serve and guard Liberty will foster all such groupings,
giving them freedom to guide their own activities provided these fall
within the general order of the communal life and do not injure the
freedom of other similar associations. Thus the State becomes the Com-
munity of Communities - or rather the administrative organ of that
Community-and there is much to be said for the contention that its
representative institutions should be so designed as to represent the
various groupings of men rather than (or as well as) individuals. To some
extent our Parliamentary system does this, with its differentiation of
boroughs and shires, and probably Parliament should not go further in
this direction. But there is much to be said for the establishment of
subordinate functional Councils with powers of action in their several
provinces subject to Parliamentary veto-a real Board of Education, for
example; an up-to-date Board of Trade which would actually meet! — and
above all an Industrial Council with effective powers. To this last we
shall return.

In any case the Christian conception of men as members in the
family of God forbids the notion that Freedom may be used for self-
interest. It is justified only when it expresses itself through fellowship;
and a free society must be so organized as to make this effectual; in other
words it must be rich in sectional groupings or fellowships within the
harmony of the whole.

It is impossible to lay excessive emphasis on this point. Pope Leo
X111 gave great prominence to it in the Encyclical Rerum Novarum; its
prominence there was pointed out with strong approval by Pope Pius XI
in Quadragesimo Anno; and the profound importance of it has lately been
pointed out again by the distinguished French Jesuit, * Jacques Maritain.
In his recent book, Scholasticism and Politics, he draws a valuable
distinction, between Personality and Individuality; of course every person
is an individual; but his individuality is what marks him off from others;
it is a principle of division; whereas personality is social, and only in his
social relationships can a man be a person. Indeed, for the completeness
of personality, there is needed the relationship to both God and neigh-
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Chapter V
Christian Social Principles
(B) Derivative

1. Freedom

THE primary principle of Christian Ethics and Christian Politics
must be respect for every person simply as a person. If each man and
woman is a child of God, whom God loves and for whom Christ died,
then there is in each a worth absolutely independent of all usefulness to
society. The person is primary, not the society; the State exists for the
citizen, not the citizen for the State. The first aim of social progress must
be to give the fullest possible scope for the exercise of all powers and
gualities which are distinctively personal; and of these the most funda-
mental is deliberate choice.

Consequently society must be so arranged as to give to every citizen
the maximum opportunity for making deliberate choices and the best
possible training for the use of that opportunity. In other words, one of
our first considerations will be the widest possible extension of personal
responsibility., it is the responsible exercise of deliberate choice which
most fully expresses personality and best deserves the great name of
freedom.

Freedom is the goal of politics. To establish and secure true freedom
is the primary object of all right political action. For it is in and through
his freedom that a man makes fully real his personality - the quality of
one made in the image of God.

Freedom is the goal of politics. To establish and secure is often
superficially understood. It has been said that to those who have enough
of this world’s goods the claim to freedom means “Leave us alone,”
while to those who have not enough it means “Give us a chance.” This
important difference of interpretation rests on a single understanding of
freedom as absence of compulsion or restraint. But if that is all the word
means, freedom and futility are likely to be so frequently combined as to
seem inseparable. For nothing is so futile as the unhampered satisfaction
of sporadic impulses; that is the sort of existence which leads through
freedom to suicide. Freedom so far as it is a treasure must be freedom for
something as well as freedom from something. It must be the actual
ability to form and’ carry out a purpose. This implies discipline-at first
external discipline to check the wayward impulses before there is a,-real
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purpose in life to control them, and afterwards a self-discipline directed
to the fulfilment of the purpose of life when formed. Freedom, in short, is
self-control, self-determination, self-direction. To train citizens in the
capacity for freedom and to give them scope for free action is the su-
preme end of all trite politics.

But man is a self-centred creature. He can be trusted. to abuse his
freedom. Even so far as he wins self-control, he will control himself in
his own interest: not entirely; he is not merely bad; but he is not alto-
gether good, and any fraction of self-centredness will involve the conse-
guence that his purpose conflicts to some extent with that of his neigh-
bour. So there must be the restraint of law, as long as men have any
selfishness left in them. Law exists to preserve and extend real freedom.
First, it exists to prevent the selfishness of A from destroying the freedom
of B. If 1 am left untouched when 1 knock my neighbours on the head,
their freedom to go about their duties and their pleasures may be greatly
diminished. But the law which restrains any occasional homicidal im-
pulse that 1 may have, by threatening penalties sufficiently disagreeable
to make the indulgence of it seem to be not good enough, also protects
my purpose of good fellowship against being violated by that same
impulse. In such a case the restraint of the law increases the true freedom
of all concerned.

(This book is about Social Order and not about conversion or the
power of the grace of God, But for the avoidance of confusion | must here
remark that no Christian supposes that any one can reach perfect freedom
except through perfect faith-that is, a complete personal response to the
love of God. Only the love of God working upon his conscience, heart
and will can set him free from the self-centredness which otherwise will
vitiate both his own life and his contribution to the life of society. This is
never completely accomplished, in all probability, for any one at all in
this life, certainly not for many; therefore we cannot hope to see the
Kingdom of God established in its perfection in this mortal life. That
belongs to eternity; but if it is our eternal goal, we have to do all we can
to make of history a movement in that direction.

Before passing on it is worth while to notice how absolute was
Christ’s respect for the freedom of personal choice. He would neither
bribe nor coerce men to become followers. Judas must be allowed to
betray Him if he is so determined. Not even to save a man from that will
the Lord override his freedom. For on freedom all spiritual life utterly
depends. It is astonishing arid terrifying that the Church has so often
failed to understand this. Blindness to it is, as some of its think, the
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conspicuous defect of Rome to this day, leading to a never repudiated
belief in persecution and to a spontaneous sympathy with authoritarian
regimes. But to use, in the name of Christ, any other means of persuasion
than spiritual appeal and rational coherence is to betray His first principle
of action.)

2. Social Fellowship

No man is fitted for an isolated life; every one has needs which lie
cannot supply for himself; but he needs not only what his neighbours
contribute to the equipment of his life but. their actual selves as the
complement of his own. Alan is naturally and incurably social.

Recent political theories have given ostensible emphasis to this
truth and have then, as a rule, gone far to ignore it. Certainly our social
organization largely ignores it. For this social nature of man is fundamen-
tal to his being. 1 am not first some one on my own account who happens
to be the child of my parents, a citizen oi Great Britain, and so forth. If
you take all these social relationships away, there is nothing left. A man
is talking nonsense if he says: “Well, if 1 had been the son of some one
else . .. etc.” He is his parents’ son; what he is supposing is not that he
should he someone else’s son, but that he should not exist and someone
else should exist instead. By our mutual influence we actually constitute
one another as what we &féis mutual influence finds its first field of
activity in the family; it finds other fields later in school, college, Trade
Union, professional association, city, county, nation, Church.

Now actual liberty is the freedom which men enjoy in these various
social units. But most political theories confine attention to the individual
and the State as organ of the national community; they tend to ignore the
intermediate groupings. But that makes any understanding of actual
liberty impossible; for it exists for the most part in and through those
intermediate groups-the family, the Church or congregation, the guild, the
Trade Union, the school, the university, the Mutual Improvement Soci-
ety. (Only in the nineteenth century could English people devise such a
title as the last or consent to belong to a society so named; but the thing
which that name quite accurately describes is very common and very
beneficial.)

It is the common failing of revolutionary politics to ignore or
attempt to destroy these lesser associations. They are nearly always the
product of historical growth and do not quite fit any. theoretical pattern.
So the revolutionary, who is of necessity a theorist, is impatient of them.
It was largely for this reason that the great French Revolution, which took
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devotion and more strenuous effort. But we can abd should check these
keener, narrow loyalties by recognizing the prior claim of the wider. So a
man rightly does his best for the welfare of his own family, but must
never serve his family in ways that injure the nation. A man rightly does
his best for his country, but must never serve his country in ways that
injure mankind.

Of course, this apparent collision of claims will not arise so far as he
accepts in its completeness the Christian standard of values; for in that
scale of values service itself, even at cost of real sacrifice, is highest. But
no man can in fact apply this exacting code, and it is of the utmost impor-
tance that w recognize this inability and the reasons for it.

A man cannot regulate his service of his family and of his country
by the Christian scale of values in its purity, first because he does not
effectively accept it for himself, and secondly because his family and
country do not accept it. Nothing is so offensive as a man who applies a
higher standard to other people than to him. self. If a man says to his
children: “I might have given you an expensive education, but decided
that it would be better for you to go to the freely provided State school
because my Christian principles teach me that wealth ought not to confer
privilege,” he must show in his whole life that he sets no store by the
advantages, which money can buy; otherwise he will only be stingy and
his account of his conduct will be hypocrisy, or (as we call it nowadays)
“rationalization”. Now no one does accept the Christian standard for
himself; that Jesus of Nazareth did so is preciselywhat constitutes the gulf
between Him and all other men. Only a perfect Christian can follow the
purely Christian way of life; and so far as an imperfect Christian-i.e. any
Christian who actually exists-forces himself to a line of conduct which
his own character does not support, it will have bad effects on both him
and his neighbours: on him, because it will be an assertion of self-will
and must root him more firmly than ever in his own self as centre of his
life, that is in his Original Sin; and on others, because lie will appear as a
Pharisee and a prig, and will alienate people from the standard by which
he is self-righteously guiding this part of his conduct.

(I am finding it very hard to write this book about Christianity and
the Social Order without bringing in everything else. Here 1 will content
myself withone recollection. When a man asked St. Augustine, “What
must 1 do to be saved?” he answered, “Love God and do what you like-
because, of course, if he loved God he would like and could do the right
thing, and if he did not love God he could not do it however rnuch he *
tried.)
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bours. The richer his personal relationships, the more fully personal he
will be.

This point has great political importance; for these relationships
exist in the whole network of communities, associations and fellowships.
Itis in these that the real wealth of human jife consists. If then it is the
function of the State to promote human well-being; it must foster these
many groupings of its citizens.

But modern democracy, though more in its continental than in its
British forms, was cradled in “rationalism” with its concepts of the
particular and the universal; it was from Rousseau onwards calamitously
insensitive to spiritual and cultural affinities. So it has been impatient of
these intermediate groupings, and has moved towards “individualisim” or
“collectivism,” as if there were no third alternative. But it seems scarcely
too much to say that neither individualism nor collectivism is compatible
with a truly Christian understanding of man or of life.

In the course of the French Revolution we watch a struggle between
a rationalistic and individualist Liberty on the one side and a mechanical
and therefore materialist Equality on the other. (The third member of the
trio — Fraternity — was not engaged in this conflict, and found its chief
expression in the unity so useful for fighting those who were not of the
brotherhood.) In the end both Liberty and Equality were suppressed by
the triumphant Absolutism of Napoleon.

The English history of Freedom is different from this continental
movement towards Liberty such as we have described. Freedom here-as
in Holland-has its origin chiefly in the claim of Dissenters from the
Established Church to worship God as their consciences might direct. It
was rooted in faith. Hence the great Dutch social philosophy has more
than any other laid stress upon the State as the Community of communi-
ties?

A democracy which is to be Christian must be a democracy of
persons, not only of individuals. It must not only but tolerate but encour-
age minor communities as at the expression and the arena of personal
freedom; and its structure must be such as to serve this end. This is the
partial justification of Fascism which has made its triumphs possible. It
sins far more deeply against true freedom than it support it; yet in the
materialist and mechanistic quality of the democratic movement from
Rousseau to Karl Marx and his communist disciples, it had real justifica-
tion for reacting against them.

It is impossible to say how much we owe in our own country to the
schooling in democratic habits provided, first by the old Trade Guilds,
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then, when the fellowship of trade had been broken up by the release of
individualist acquisitiveness, by the Trade Unions, and ever since the
seventeenth century by the dissenting congregations. Many of our most
effective Labour leaders learned their art of public speech as local preach-
ers; and the self-government of the local Chapel has been a fruitful school
of demaocratic procedure. Our “Left Wing” has by no means always
maintained this close association of democratic principle with conscien-
tious worship of God! But the historical root is there. And the British
tradition of freedom has probably more of the element which consists of
the claim to obey God rather than men and less of the element of mere
self-assertiveness than has the democratic tradition in most other coun-
tries. The element of self assertiveness is morally bad and politically
disastrous; a freedom based upon it is only an opportunity for selfish ness
and will decline through anarchy to disruption of the State; the claim to
obey God rather than men is a source both of moral strength, for it in-
spires devotion to duty, and of political stability, for such freedom may
only be used in the service of the whole fellowship.

3. Service

The combination of Freedom and Fellowship as principles of social
life issues in the obligation of Service. No one doubts this in so far as it
concerns the individual. Whatever our practice may be, we all give lip-
servite to this principle.

Its application to the individual is pretty clear. It affects him in two
main ways — as regards work and leisure. In England we have depended a
great deal on voluntary service given in leisure hours. We want a great
deal more of it; and we have a right to expect more than we get from the
Christan Churches. Yet it is certain that a very large proportion of the
day-to-day drudgery of social service is done by Christian men and
women in the inspiration of their Christian faith. We want more of them:
but the greater part of what is done at all is done by Christian folk.

What is less often recognized in practice is the obligation to make of
the occupation, by which a man or woman earns a living, a sphere of
service. This may be done in two ways. So * me young people have the
opportunity to choose the kind of work by which they will earn their
living. To make that choice on selfish grounds is probably the greatest
single sin that any young person can commit, for it is the deliberate
withdrawal from allegiance to God to the greatest part of time and
strength. This does not mean that no attention is to be paid to inclinations.
Inclination is often a true guide to vocation: for we like doing what we
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can do well, and we shall give our best service by giving scope to our
own aptitudes and talents. But a young man who is led by his inclination
to take up teaching or business or what ever it may be, must none the less
make his choice be cause in that field he can give his own best service.
This will enormously affect the spirit in which he does his work and his
dealings with the other people engaged in iit or with whom it brings him
into contact. Let no one say that this has no application to modern busi-
ness: there are many men engaged in business to-day, and leaders of
industry on the largest scale, who entered on their work in this spirit of
service and have maintained that spirit in the conduct cif their business.

But there are many for whom there seems to be little choice; life
offers one opening and no more; or they have to take what the Labour
Exchange can suggest. For them it is harder to find in daily work a true
vocation; but it is not impossible. Circumstances as well as inclination
may be the channel through which God'’s call comes to a man. And His
call is sometimes to self-sacrifice as well as to self-fulfilment. (No doubt
self-sacrifice is in the end the truest self-fulfilment, as Christianity alone
of religions or ethical systems teaches. And this explains how it may
happen that the God of love calls men to self-sacrifice.) It is possible to
accept the one job available, however distasteful and dreary, as God’s call
to me; and then | shall enter on it in the spirit of service

.Of course, this does not justify an order of society which offers to
many men only such forms of livelihood as require a miracle of grace to
appear as forms of true vocation. But we must recognize that the source
of my vocation is in God and not in me. it is His call to me. And when it
is said that we need to create or restore a sense of vocation in relation to
all the activities of men, it does not mean chiefly that every individual
should be able to find there his self-expression or self-fulfilment other-
wise than by self-sacrifice. But it does mean, first that he should do his
work, interesting or dreary, “as unto the Lord”, and secondly that the
alternatives presented be such as’shall not make this insuperably difficult
apart from a true miracle of grace.

It is not only individuals who must, if Christianity is the truth, guide
their policy or career by the principles of service; all groupings of men
must do the same. The rule here should be that we use our wider loyalties
to check the narrower. A man is a member of his family, of his nation,
and of mankind. It is very seldom that any one can render a service
directly to mankind as a whole. We serve mankind by serving those parts
of it with which we are closely connected. And our narrower loyalties are
likely to be more intense than the wider, and therefore call out more
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with determination to accept the award of that tribunal. At least that puts
the two parties on a level, and is to that extent in accord with the com-
mand, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.”

But as Love can find expression only through justice, so justice is
incapable of any definition which renders it applicable to actual circum-
stances by any rule of thumb. Perhaps the old formula that justice con-
sists in rendering to every one his due is as good as any, though readers of
Plato’s Republic will recall the curious results which skilful dialectic can
extract from it. But what is due to a man? How do we judge? In time of
war the cost of living rises; there is a demand for a rise in wages to meet
this. How do we decide whether that demand is just, and if it is how great
the rise should be? We try to apply the principle of equality of sacrifice;
but how do we measure sacrifice One man may lose without feeling it a
sum of which the loss would be crippling to another. And numerical
proportion, though better than numerical equality, is still unsatisfactory.
There seems no way except to put the problem before a fair-minded man
who is able to see all round the question, and then trust his judgment,
which will be one of feeling-of course, the feeling of a disciplined mind-
rather than of calculation.

These two great principles then-Love and justice must be rather
regulative of our application of other principles than taken as immediate
guides to social policy. But they must constantly be borne in mind as
checks upon policy. As we must use our wider loyalties to check the
narrower, so we must use these highest principles of all to check our
application of the lower. Freedom must not be pursued in ways which
offend against Love, nor must service, or fellowship in any instance
promoted, in ways that offend against Justice.

In earlier times, Christian thinkers made great use of the notion of
Natural Law. They did not mean by this a generalization from a large
number of observed phenomena, which is what a modern scientist means;
they meant the proper function of a human activity as apprehended by a
consideration of its own nature. In practice, the Natural Order or Natural
Law is discovered partly by observing the generally accepted standards of
judgment and partly by consideration of the proper functions of whatever
is the subject of enquiry. This is a task for human reason; but so far as
reason enables us to reach the truth about anything in its own essence and
in its relationships, it enables us to see it as it is in the mind of God. Thus
it is a Natural, not a Supernatural, Order with which we are concerned;
but as God is the Creator, this Natural Order is His order and its law is
His law.
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But it is not only his own defect of Christianity that a man must
consider. He must not force its standard on others who are as yet unwill-
ing or unable to receive it; for it is of the essence of spiritual faith that it
be freely accepted. If a man applies in the training of his children stand-
ards not generally accepted in their circle, and fails to bring the children
themselves to accept them, the result is likely to be an alienation of the
children, both from their father and from his standards.

That is one obvious illustration of the difficulty presented by the
claim that Christian standards should regulate our conduct. Of course
they should, but they must first regulate our souls; and even then they are
to be followed in that way — and in that way only — which will, in fact,
secure a result truly expressive of them.

We see then why a man cannot without more ado take as his guide
for the treatment of his fellows the Christian standard that service to the
point of self-sacrifice is our truest. welfare. Let hirn live by that as far as
he can; and let him invite others to join him in that enterprise; but let him
not force that standard on his fellows, and least of all on those dependent
on hirn. They will always have the opportunity to act on it if they are so
minded.

The general rule in such matters must be very general indeed, and
gives little help beyond an indication of the direction in which we must
move. A man must chiefly serve his own most immediate community,
accepting as the standard of its welfare that which its members are ready
to accept (though trying, it rnay be, to lead them nearer to a fully Chris-
tian view), but always checking this narrower service by the wider
claims, so that in.serving the smaller community he never injures the
larger.

But as a member of each small group-with a voice in determining
its conduct and policy-e.g. as a Christian Trade Unionist or Managing
Director, or as the Governor of a School - he will do all he can to secure
that his own group accepts for itself the rinciple of service and sets its
course in the way that willTenefit not only its own members in their own
self-interest, but also the larger community in which this group is a part.

Freedom, Fellowship, Service-these are the three principles of a
Christian social order, derived from, the still more fundamental. Christian
postulates that Man is a child of God and is destined for a life of eternal
fellowship with Him.
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Notes:

1. Of course each must be something on his own account to start the
whole process of mutual determination. The vice of Determinism is that
it ignores this platitude. It says truly, that in a complex -ABC- Ais A
because of B and C, B is B because of A and C, C is C because of A and
B. But if that is all that can be said we have the spectacle of nothing at
kill differentiating itself into this variegated universe by the inter-action
of its non-existent parts. Which is absurd. Q.E.D. But though something
must be there before mutual determination begins, it remains true that
what actually exists is in its essence a product of this process of determi-
nation. Each child that is born brings something quite new into the world;
God there creates a new thing, the parents acting for the Creator and
therefore being said to “procreate”. The child is not a mere resultant of
his parents’ family history. But neither is he anything at all apart from it.

2 Althasius, the inspirer of Gierke, is the great name here. His dates
are 1557-1638, so that he was a contemporary of the more famous
Grotius (1583-1643) who used the same idea in his effort to supply a firm
foundation for International Law. See my Christianity and the State
(Macmillan).
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Chapter VI
The Natural Order and the Priority of Principles

One of our great needs is some general system of thought or map of
the intellectual world by which we may be helped to judge which of
several principles should prevail when it is impossible to give full expres-
sion to all Incidentally, it may be worth while to observe that our duty in
this field is seldom to adopt one principle and see it through. Controver-
sialists often demand this in the name of logic or of consistency. But the
first requirement of a sane logic is that we should consider what princi-
ples are involved and how we may do the fullest justice to them all. Thus,
if we say that we stand for equality of opportunity, some one is almost
sure to say, “Very well; but do be consistent and abolish the family.” Of
course it is true that so long as children are brought up in their own
families, they will not have equal opportunities, for some families will
stimulate and others will suffocate their intellectual or other interests. But
equality of opportunity is only one among several principles that should
find expression in the training of young citizens; and the real problem is
to ascertain, as far as may be, all the principles and then combine them as
fully as possible.

It is possible that my discussion of Christian social principles in the
last two chapters may be criticized for omitting the two most important of
all-justice and Love. But these are principles of another order. They have
their place in this field chiefly as regulating those which 1 have already
described. It is axiomatic that Love should be the predominant Christian
impulse, and that the primary form of Love in social organization is
Justice. No doubt this latter truth is sometimes ignored by those who
wish to apply Love, so to speak, wholesale and direct. But it is hard to see
how this works out. Imagine a Trade Union Committee negotiating with
an Employers’ Federation in an industrial crisis on the verge of a strike or
lock-out. This Committee is to be actuated by love. Oh, yes, by all
means-but towards whom? Are they to love the workers or the employ-
ers? Of course-both. But then that will not help them much to determine
what terms ought to be either proposed or accepted. The fact is that these
problems arise only so far as perfect love is not operative. That is a reason
why both sides should confess their sin, but still the problem is unsolved.
Love, in fact, finds its primary expression through justice-which in the
field of industrial disputes means in practice that each side should state its
own case as strongly as it can before the most impartial tribunal available,
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Chapter VII
The Task Before us

So far we have been occupied with general considerations, trying, to
ascertain what are the principles that should guide us in handling the
social and economic problems of our time. Those problems were urgent
enough before the war; the war has vastly increased their urgency. When
it is over, the interest on the National Debt will be a heavy burden and a
serious drain on our resources, and there will be the need to reconstruct
the devastated areas of many towns with all the adjustment of rights,
vested interests and social welfare which any planning must involve. The
structure of life as we knew it before the war has already been profoundly
modified. How far do we want to restore it if we can? In what respects is
it desirable that it should be changed in its inner principle?

One of the most widely read books of recent years has been Peter
Drucker’'sThe End of Economic Maft may be argued that he exagger-
ates the extent to which human life had come, by the beginning of the
twentieth century, to be dominated by economic considerations. But it is
not open to dispute that these occupied a greater place in the ordering of
life and the shaping of individual ambitions than in any previous period.
The immense possibilities opened up by the application of ..power”-
water, steam, electricity-to industrial production so fascinated men that
they ceased to ask what was the purpose of this vast mass of production.
It tended to be an end in itself. It was no longer subordinated to the
general scheme of a complete human life in which it should be a part.

Let us test this by some of the principles by which the Christian
tradition would lead us to direct human life.

(i) The Family as the Primary Social Unit.- If this principle is
admitted some results immediately follow. A community committed to
this principle would see that there were houses available for all citizens,
within their means, in which a family could be brought up in health and
happiness, in the unity of family life and in the decency and dignity
proper to human beings who are the children of God. But the supply of
houses, as of other commodities, was until very lately left to private
enterprise, and the entrepreneur carried out his functions not with a
primary regard to the needs of the people but with a view to the profit
which he could make. He is not to be blamed for this; there is nothing
wrong about profits as such, and the private builder or firm cannot carry
on at all unless there results a profit to supply a livelihood. But the result
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Thus, in the economic field, the reason why goods are produced is
that men may satisfy their needs by consurning those goods. Production
by its own natural law exists for consumption. If, then, a system comes
into being in which production is yegulated more by the profit obtainable
for the producer than by the needs of the consumer, that system is defying
the Natural Law or Natural Order.

There is nothing wrong about profits as such. It has always been
recognized that both the producer and the trader are entitled to a profit as
their own means of livelihood, which they have earned by their service to
the community. Further, there can be no profit except so far as the needs
of consumers are being met. But it is possible none the less for these two
to get into the wrong order, so that the consumer is treated, not as the
person whose interest is the true end of the whole process, but only as an
indispensable condition of success in an essentially profit-seeking enter-
prise.

Now if the economic process is isolated, this may not make much
difference. It is quite conceivable that a system which falls under censure
for its breach of the “Natural Order” should none the less be extremely
effective in providing a high standard of life for a very large number of
people. Whether or not our existing form of Capitalism in Great Britain.
offends against “Natural Law”, it has certainly given to the mass of the
people a higher standard of life-a larger enjoyment of material goods-than
any previous system. Moreover, it seems nearly certain that no other
system would have developed so rapidly or so far the new, powers
conferred by modern science. If we treat the economic activity of man as
ail independent sphere, to be judged only by its own canons of effective-
ness in the production and distribution of goods, criticism based on any
conception of a Natural Order or Natural Law will seem very academic
and remote.

No doubt there are signs that the system may be about to fail at the
point of distribution; we shall return to that in the next chapter when we
use our general understanding of Social Order as a critique by which to
estimate our own social order. And if it be true that the system is moving
by the development of its own inherent logic towards its own breakdown,
that will he strong evidence both that there is a Natural Order and that our
system in part violates it.

But the believer in Natural Order has another shot in his locker. For
he refuses to admit that the economic activity of man may be thus iso-
lated and judged by its own canons alone. Certainly there is a real techni-
cal autononiv in this as in every other department, and neither theology
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nor ethics can determine the probable economic effects of any proposed
economic reform - as for example whether in a given instance the imposi-
tion of a tariff will raise prices. In the region of causes and effects, eco-
nomic science is autonomous. But according to Natural Law the eco-
nomic process is not an end in itself; it and all its parts are primarily a
means to something that is much more than economic — the life of man.

Now man is a child of God, destined for eternal fellowship with
Him, though a sinfulchild who in many ways frustrates his own destiny.
Further, as children of God, men and women are members of one family,
and their true development is that of an ever richer personal experience in
an ever wider and deeper fellowship. If, then, an economic system is
abundantly effective in producing and distributing material goods, but
creates or intensifies divisions and hostilities between men, that system is
condemned, not on economic but on moral grounds; not because it fails
to deliver the goods, but because it is a source of wrong personal relation-
ships.

The old conception of Natural Law has lost much of its appeal for
us through the fact that it was worked out in special relation to a feudal
and peasant society The forms of that society are vanished; but it embod-
ied some important principles, of which perhaps the chief is the close
association of status, and of wealth as conferring status, with social
function. Each man had his place in the scheme — whether this was the
bare security (with very little freedom) of the serf, or the power enjoyed
by the baron in virtue of service rendered or liable to be claimed. There
was no recognition of irresponsible power, such as may now be wielded
by the inheritor of great wealth, either in land or in industrial sHaBes.
the basic, principles were concealed behind their temporary applications,
so when urban civilization began to rival the old peasant type and then to
supersede it, and when under its pressure Calvin granted a qualified
indulgence to usury, the old principles were rapidly forgotten, and we are
now faced with the difficulty of reasserting them in a world developed in
almost complete independence of them.

It is wholesome to go back to this conception of Natural Law
because it holds together two aspects of truth which it is not easy to hold
in combination - the ideal and the practical. We tend to follow one or
other of two lines: either we start from a purely ideal conception, and then
we bleat fatuously about Love; or else we start from the world as it is
with the hope of remedying an abuse here or there, and then we have no
general direction or criterion of progress. The conception of Natural Law
will help us to frame a conception of the right or ideal relation between
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the various activities of inert and of the men engaged in them. For consid-
eration of the status of an activity in the light of its social function keeps
both the ideal and the practical full in view.

Thus we shall recognize at once and fully both the truth that pro-
duction exists for consumption, and the other truth that unless he makes
a profit the producer cannot survive. (There may be commodities which
it is desirable on social grounds to provide at cost price or even less; if
so, the State should subsidize them, whether it takes over the ownership
of them or not. It might be profitable to the community as a whole to
supply trans port of certain kinds of goods at a very low rate — e.g. per-
ishable fruits in their season. But some one must pay; if it is the whole
community that gains, the whole com munity should pay.) Now it is
always true that eonditio sine qua nois more indispensable to an
undertaking than its goal. If there is no profit for the producer, pro-
duction will cease, whereas it can still go on even though the interest of
the consumer is comparatively little regarded. Even if all production were
taken over by the State, it would still be true that it would have as a
whole to earn a profit, though loss on one department could be set off by
gains in others. So we get this general position: for economic production
there must be profits, there ought to be regard for the consumer’s inter-
est, and it is wrong to sacrifice that interest to the increase of profits
above a reasonable figure. So it is with regard to the relation of the
economic to the cultural life of man. The economic is the more indispen-
sable; if men starve they can neither write poetry nor enjoy it. Yet the
economic exists to subserve the cultural. The whole equipment of life
with food, houses, clothes, furniture and so forth is for the sake of the
personal life, the family life, the cultural development, the human fellow-
ship which is thus made possible. That which is only a means is indispen-
sable; the true end of life can be forgone; yet the means remains means
and the end remains end; and the means (industry, commerce, etc.), is to
be judged by its success in promoting or facilitating the true ends of
human life-religion, art, science, and above all, happy human relation-
ships. In the same way we must relate together freedom and order. Order
is to, be valued as the basis of freedom; only in a well ordered society are
the members of society really free. If the roads are beset by highwaymen
we are not free to travel. Freedom is a finer thing than order,

Note:

1 Readers of Th€rowthers of Bankdamwill recall the conduct of
the senior branch of that family.

51



vidual as a child of God, we must see that from infancy to full maturity
every child is set in such a social context as will best develop all the
powers which God has given him. To provide such an opportunity, not
for a favoured few but for all children, is an urgent national duty. To fail
here on the ground of the large expenditure required would be a national
sin.

(3) The Principle of Fellowship. — Our discussion of the former
principle has already led us up to fellowship, which is at once an inherent
need of human nature and the means through which the best things
possible to men are realized. We have so far spoken of the school, and
especially the secondary school, as the fellowship in which the individual
can be brought to fullest maturity. We now turn to the other aspect of the
same truth in order to insist that this maturity itself includes growth in
fellowship. The development of individual gifts under a predominant
motive of self-seeking is an injury both. to the individual and to the
society. Plato saw this perfectly clearly. It was only those who had been
moulded by his moral training who would in his ideal Republic be
allowed to receive higher intellectual equipment. In other words, if a man
is going to be a knave, it is desirable both for society and for himself that
he should also be a fool. To quicken the wits of those who will afterwards
use them to prey upon their neighbours is an evident injury to society, but
is a still greater injury to them. In the past our State System paid little
attention to this aspect of the matter. When education was first made
universal this was done by the erection of great buildings, of which
Charles Masterman truly said that they “proclaim by the very audacity of
their ferocious ugliness the advantages of State-given education.” They
were, in fact, mere boxes of class-rooms. The whole suggestion was that
children must be educated all together because it was too expensive to
educate them separately. Again, each child was free to leave on its birth-
day at the school-leaving age, irrespective of the stage reached in the life,
of the schooal; it might be after, the first week of a term. No account was
taken of the life of the school as itself a living community. The teachers
have been steadily correcting this for a long time past and have done
wonders, considering the difficulties confronting them. Now for a good
many years the Authorities have also begun to see the real perspectives in
this matter, and some are taking pains to make school buildings not only
commodious but beautiful, and are, in many ways encouraging the
school’s corporate life. There is still room for a great deal of development
in this direction, but our feet are set on the right way.

But there is one great division in our educational scheme. The so-
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has been horrible overcrowding and all the horror of slums. It is not the
builders who are to blame; it is the public. We ought to have felt a re-
sponsibility in the matter, and most of us felt none. Now at any rate we
must secure a public opinion which will lay it upon Government as a
primary obligation to see that the housing necessary to healthy family life
is available for all citizens. Great strides were taken before the war broke
out; but the goal is not yet reached.

Family life involves some leisure which the members of the family
may spend together. In these days hours of work are seldom excessive,
unless the occupation is so monotonous that for this reason the period
spent in it should be reduced. But it seldom appears as though the unity
of the family were one of the considerations kept in mind in the planning
of a “shift” system; it cannot be claimed that in this matter it should be
decisive, but it ought not to be forgotten as it would seem very often to be
in industry today.

There must be some periods of greater and fuller opportunity for
united family enjoyment than leisure on working-days can give, or even
that Sunday which can be so precious in the life of any family. Holidays
have a great part of their meaning and value in. the fact that they give this
fuller opportunity; but it will be less than it should be if there is anxiety
about the money. Either wages should be high enough to enable a man to
put by what he will need for full and free enjoyment with his wife and
children during the holiday, or payment must be continued throughout.
The latter is the right principle, for a holiday ought not to be regarded as a
time away from industry but.. as a time of recuperation for better service,
so that industry itself is interested to promote it; holidays with pay should
be a universally accepted principle.

Real extravagance is always wrong. But to splash about a little on
holiday is thoroughly right. It is not only permissible; it is a duty.

But even though payment is continued through holidays it must be
sufficient at other times to ensure the possibility of a good upbringing for
the children. Here there is a real difficulty. The care of his children is a
man’s natural responsibility. Yet it is difficult to say that every man, even
though unmarried, should be paid at a rate needed by another man who
has six children. The economic case for Family Allowances seems
unanswerable. Of course they must be paid by the State, not the industry-
for if the industry has to meet this charge it will tend to employ unmar-
ried or childless men.

At present there is urgent need to attend to this matter, for many
children are under-nourished. But that theme connects with our next
principle as well as with the family.
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(2) The Sanctity of PersonalityOur established order of life
recognizes the sanctity of personality in many ways. We have freedom of
thought and speech in England land, at least in the sense of absence of
legal restrictions upon them, such as has seldom been achieved in any
nation. We have freedom Within the law and equality before the law-
except so far as the cost or litigation may interfere with this equality. But
in one great department of life the principle receives scanty recognition.
When the new industry began, about a. century and a half ago, the pio-
neers showed little respect for the personality of those who earned their
living by working in factories and mills. They were often called “hands”;
and a hand is by nature a “living tool’ which is the classical definition of
a slave. The worst horrors of the early factories have been abolished, but
the wage earners are not yet fully recognized as persons. For the supreme
mark of a person is that he order his life by his own deliberate choice; and
the “workers” usually have no voice in the control of the industry whose
requirements determine so large a part of their lives. How such a voice is
to be found for them, and when, are questions for the expert to answer,
but industry will not be free from the charge of neglecting this principle
until in some form labour shares at least equally with capital in the
control of industry.

But our regard for this principle must carry us further back than this.
The foundation of personal life is the body and its powers. Respect for
the sacredness of personality in all citizens will lead us to demand that no
child shall he condemned to grow to maturity with faculties stunted by
malnutrition or by lack of opportunities for full development. We have
made great progress in these matters, but there is need for very much
more. Sir John Orr declared a very few years ago that “the diet, of nearly
one half of the population is deficient for health.” And if children suffer
from malnutrition, so do adolescents from lack of appropriate outdoor
exercise for the development of their physique. The loss from these two
causes is not only physical; an undernourished and under-developed body
is likely to house an -irritable, querulous and defensive soul. We have
begun to attend to these two matters; but we had long neglected them,
and now our attention to them is no more than languid.

At this point also our whole educational system comes under
condemnation as defective and inadequate.

In the present connexion the chief evils of our educational system
seem to be two: the size of classes in many elementary schools, and the
age at which school education for most boys and girls comes to an end.

The excessive size of classes makes impossible any proper attention
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to individuals. The teacher has to spend a great amount of ingenuity and
skill in retaining the attention of the whole crowd, and it is only. rarely

that the children can be set to work by themselves while the teacher takes
them one by one correcting mistakes and offering suggestions. Plainly
such a method fails to do justice to the individuality of the various

children. In other words, it fails to apply in this sphere our principle of the
sacredness of individual personality. One of the reforms for which we
must make the most urgent demand, as soon as the war is over, is the still
further reduction of the size of classes in elementary schools.

The main ground for the raising of the school age is often obscured
by other considerations which are important in their place, but are essen-
tially secondary. nor This main ground is the necessity of providing a
social life or community in which the individual may feel that he has a
real share and for which he may feel some genuine responsibility. If a
child is thrown out into the world at fourteen or even fifteen with nothing
to which lie may belong between him and the national community or
even his city or county, that is too large a body for him to realize in it
anything like living membership. He needs a society of people about his
own age, in the activities of which he may take a share equal to that of
any other member, so that it may reasonably claim his loyalty, and he
may have the sense of being wanted in it. Nothing else will draw out from
him the latent possibilities of his nature. At present this need is supplied
by voluntary organizations, sometimes in an admirable manner, to a
small proportion of the young population.. But it appears that go per cent
of young people between fourteen and twenty have no connection with
any such organization, and in any case the organizations can only operate
in the leisure time of the boys and girls. Of course it is true that if the
school-age is to be raised, we need a far more varied type of education,
and for a great many, probably the large majority, this ought to consist
much more in various forms of manual activity than in the extraction of
information from printed books; there might be a system of apprentice-
ship to various industries, especially agriculture, under the supervision of
the Local Education Authority and its officers. But there is no, chance of
our developing this varied curriculum, or training teachers to handle it,
until the thing begins to be done. We must start with inadequate equip-
ment and then make it more adequate as we go on. When once it is
granted that the main need of the young citizen is a living fellowship of
other young citizens within which the greater part of his time shall be
spent, criticisms of the available forms of curriculum become irrelevant
to the main issue. If we are going to show a real respect for each indi-
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Marx and Engels; it was first announced as a fact by Adam Smith. Noth-
ing can securely end it except the acquisition by labour of a share in the
control of industry. Capital gets its dividends; Labour gets its wages
There is no reason why Capital should also get control and Labour have
no share in it, except that hitherto Capital had education and Labour had
not; but that defect in the equipment of Labour is well on the way to
being remedied.

A great evil afflicting many in modern industry is that the work
required of them is so ‘monotonous and engages so few human faculties
that it is hard for a roan to find in it any real vocation. It is true that there
is often some misunderstanding here. People sometimes speak as if
finding a vocation in one’s work were the same thing as finding in it self-
expression or self-fulfilment; but God’s calling or vocation for us may
very well be to self-sacrifice; and for a perfect saint it might be possible
to perform the most wearisome and monotonous task “as unto God”
because it was his contribution to human welfare. But to ask any ordinary
man so to regard monotonous drudgery occupying the whole of a work-
ing day is sheer mockery. He cannot so regard it; and if so, the conditions
of his work are making it impossible for him to worship in any full sense.
For worship is the offer of our whole being and life - therefore very
prominently our work-to God; and no one but an already perfect saint
could sincerely offer that sort of work to God.

When Moses observed the conditions in which Israelites were
working in Egypt he did not say: “Your surroundings are drab and your
work dreary., you shall have a specially beautiful Church to lift your
thoughts above these mundane cares to heaven”; he said: “We can’t
worship God here; we must, get away from it.”

The worst evil afflicting the working-class in England is insecurity;
they live under the terrible menace of unemployment. And in our own
time a new and horrible evil has appeared — long-term unemployment on
a considerable scale. Unemployment is a corrosive poison. It saps both
physical and moral strength. The worst effect of it, especially now that
the community takes some care of its unemployed members, is not the
physical want, but the moral disaster of not being wanted. This brings
most misery to the mature man who has been in regular work for many
years and relies on it as the framework of his life; but it does most harm
to the young man who never forms habits of regular work at all.

Now it is no part of the duty of a Christian as such to draw plans of
a reformed society. But it is part of his duty to know and proclaim Chris-
tian principles, to denounce as evil what contravenes them, and to insist
that these evils should he remedied. Further, it is his duty to judge how
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called Public Schools, which have held the corporate tradition strongly
throughout their long history, have been inaccessible to the poorer chil-
dren. This was probably inevitable in a period when education as a whole
had become a perquisite of the wealthier section of society. It is on the
way to being a shocking anomaly as education is made available to the
whole community. That what is generally felt to be the best form of
education should be reserved to those whose parents are able to pay
expensive fees, or expensive preparatory school education with a view to
the winning of scholarships, makes a cleavage in the educational and
social life of the country as a whole, which is itself destructive of the best
fellowship. The time is ripe for a development by which it should be
possible for children from every kind of home to conic into any kind of
school provided that they are qualified by mental, physical and personal
talents. The test must not be purely intellectual. We have overstressed the
intellectual element in recent educational developments, and the competi-
tive examination system has tendered to favour many who have been
most industrious and capable brains, but sacrifice to the development of
these all other gifts and aptitudes. We need fully balanced people of well
developed bodies and wide personal contacts and interests, as well as
qguickened imagination and disciplined intelligence; but it is possible to
devise tests of these qualities, and admission to the best types of school
should in future depend upon the combination of such tests.

If, however, this great stress is to be laid upon the corporate life of
the school, it becomes of great importance to secure that the corporate life
itself is healthy. It seems that there are here only two alternatives-for the
mere existence of the corporate life excludes the possibility of pure
individualism. This strong corporate life will act as a mould forcing all
who share in it toconform to one pattern, unless it is known and felt to be
a preparation for something larger than itself. The “Public Schools” are
often criticized for suppressing individuality; the criticism, when ex-
pressed at all, is usually exaggerated, but it has some foundation in fact.
These schools do impart a genuinely public spirit, but do this with some-
thing of that class-reference which is inherent in their present character as
based on: financial privilege. If they are felt to be rooted in the whole
“nation rather than in one section of it, this criticism will lose its rel-
evance.

But the Nazi schools — especially those terrible institutions for the
training of party leaders — have an intensly strong corporate life, and this
is known and felt to be dedicated to something beyond themselves; and
nowhere is individuality so ruthlessly suppressed. It follows that the
further object which the school is known to serve must be of such a kind
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as to foster individual. development on the one hand and world-fellow-
ship on the other; it must offer an allegiance which calls forth instead of
suppressing individuality and creates bonds of union with all fellow-
citizens and with citizens of all. other nations. There is only one candidate
for this double function: it is Christianity. We must then take steps to
secure that the corporate life of the schools is Christian.

This means much more than the inclusion of Christian doctrine in
the curriculum, though without this the goal could not be reached. There
must be regular corporate worship, and the atmosphere of the school must
be as far as possible Christian. Service of the community must he the
chief title to honour; and the school community itself should undertake
such forms of service as are practicable to the wider community in which
it is situated or to the less fortunate members thereof. The periods of
Christian instruction and worship should be felt-unconsciously if not
consciously-as bringing to a focus what is the spirit of the whole school-
community; and to that end the life of the school should be so planned
that Christian teaching and worship is indeed its focus.

We are dealing with Christianity and Social Order and cannot
discuss Education in all its aspects. But we are not training children
according to their own true nature or in relation to their true environment
unless we are training them to trust in God. in their own nature they are
God’s children, destined for eternal fellowship with Him; and their
environment exists at three levels — the subhuman, studied in the Natural
Sciences; the human, studied in the Humanities; and the super-human,
studied in Divinity. The school must provide for all three.

What a school can accomplish is very little, unless it is working in
alliance with the stronger influences of the home and of society at large.
How far does the ordering of social life as we know it express and incul-
cate this principle of Fellowship?

To a great extent it does. As compared with some other countries or
with our own at other times, we find in the British people a magnificent
unity. In many parts of the countryside, especially where the old families
have kept their estates and live among the people, there is often a genuine
social fellowship, and a real personal equality on the basis of an accepted
differentiation of function. For example, | treasure the memory of the
elderly farmer on the Garrowby estate who, meeting Lord Halifax for the
first time after he had become Foreign Secretary, patted him on the arm
and said “Ye've made a good start; keep it oop.” And in the industrial
world, especially in family firms, there is sometimes a real and admirable
fellowship of employer and employed. | remember, for example, the
Works Committee of an engineering firm in Manchester at which an
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operative said: “Well, if there’s no particular business today, Mr. Chair-
man, I've got a question to ask.. What about this ‘ere Predestination” To
which the Chairman replied: “I should like notice of that question, and
I'll ask the Bishop”- which explains how | came into it.

Yet allowing for all this, the breaches in our fellowship are pretty
serious. Our snobbery as a nation is, | suppose, without parallel; it is
worst in suburbia; but it is bad in most parts of society and at every level,
and our educational methods tend to intensify it. In the world of industry
as a whole, despite admirable exceptions, the division between Labour,
Management and Capital is very wide and deep. At this point, however,
we should take note of a new factor in the situation which is full of hope.
“Management” is fast becoming a profession, with its own standards and
its own objectives. Its primary interest is not dividends for the sharehold-
ers, but efficiency of service. Profits are for it not so much a source of
income - for managers receive a fixed salary which is part of the cost of
production-but an index of efficiency. The sympathy of managers is
usually with Labour, though the terms of their appointment tend to class
them with Capital. Some adjustment at this pointmight have very great
results.

The existing system has many triumphs to its credit,it has raised the
standard of life for the common people to a level never reached before.
The life of the “working people” is for the most part neither impover-
ished, nor over-burdensome, nor lacking in interest. But it suffers from
one great lack, from one common evil, and from one terrible menace. The
great lack is the absence of any voice in the control or direction of the
concern to which most of the waking hours of the day are given. Till this
can be remedied there will be one most important respect in which the
working class is shut out from a vitally important expression of personal-
ity. Men have fought and died for a voice in making the laws which they
are to obey; that is the essence of political liberty. But the government of
the firm for which he works affects a man’s life more closely than the
Government of his State; yet in it he has no part except so far as he may
threaten to hold up the process by withdrawing his labour and that of his
fellow-workers in a strike. In many businesses’ nowadays the workers are
often consulted, especially about regulations affecting hours and condi-
tions of work. So far, so good; but this is done as a favour and not as a
matter of secured right. The cause of freedom will not be established till
political freedom is fulfilled in economic freedom.

Moreover, until this is done, the breach in the fellowship - of which
the class-war is the ultimate expression — must remain. It is important to
remember that the class-war was not first proclaimed as a crusade by
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far particular evils are symptoms of a disease deeper than themselves, anc
if that seems to be so to ask how far the whole existing order is contrary
to the Natural Order.

It seems clear that such evils as we have mentioned cannot be due tc
mere lack of goodwill. For there is an abundance of goodwill. Some
deeper cause must be sought. So we are led to ask how far it is true that
our existing order corresponds to the Natural Order. How far, for exam-
ple, is it true that the primary concern of those who control production is
so to direct it that all engaged in it find in their activity a truly human life,
and that the needs of the public are met? How often are these questions
discussed at boards of directors? Is it not evident that the primary concern
is for profits out of which dividends may be paid to shareholders? Of
course there must be profits; without them the industry must close down,
workers fall into unemployment and shareholders lose their capital. Also,
of course, it is only through supplying the needs of consumers that the
producers can make those necessary profits. But the consumer ought not
to come in only or chiefly as a means to the interest of the producer; his
interest ought to be paramount. For in the Natural Order consumption is
the end of production.

As | write it is frequently reported that so soon as the price of a
commodity is fixed by the Ministry of Food, it disappears from the
market. Why?

To many it appears evident that we have allowed the making of
profits, which is necessary as a means to the continuance of the industry,
to get into the first place which properly belongs to the supply of human
needsthe true end of industry. We have inverted the “Natural Order”.
Instead of finance existing to facilitate production and production exist-
ing to supply needs, the supply of needs is made the means to profitable
production; and production itself is controlled as much as it is facilitated
by finance.

If that is true, it is the duty of Christians to become aware of it and
to demand a remedy. It cannot he said that it is their duty as Christians to
know what the remedy is, for this involves many technical matters. But
they are entitled to call upon the Government to set before itself the
following objectives and pursue them as steadily and rapidly as opportu-
nity, permits:

1. Every child should find itself a member of a family housed with
decency and dignity, so that it may grow up as a member of that basic
community in a happy fellowship unspoilt by underfeeding or over-
crowding, by dirty and drab surroundings or by mechanical monotony of
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environment.

2. Every child should have the opportunity of aneducation till years
of maturity, so planned as to allow for his peculiar aptitudes and make
possible their full development. -This education should throughout be
inspired by faith in God and find its focus in worship.

3. Every citizen should be secure in possession of such income as
will enable him to maintain a home and bring up children in such condi-
tions as are described in paragraph 1 above.

4. Every citizen should have a voice in the conduct of the business
or industry which is carried on by means of his labour, and the satisfac-
tion of knowing that his labour is directed to the well-being of the com-
munity.

5. Every citizen should have sufficient daily leisure, with two days
of rest in seven, and, if an employee, an annual holiday with pay, to
enable him to enjoy a full personal life with such interests and activities
as his tasks and talents may direct.

6. Every citizen should have assured liberty ‘in the forms of free-
dom of worship, of speech, of assembly, and of association for special
purposes.

As a background to these six points we need to insist on the princi-
ple laid down by the four religious leaders in their Foundations of Peace
(The TimesDecember 21st, 1940) :-"The resources of the earth should
be used as God’s gifts to the whole human race, and used with due
consideration for the needs of the present and future generations.”

Utopian? Only in the sense that we cannot have it all tomorrow.
But we can setourselves steadly to advance towards that six-fold objec-
tive. It can all be summed up in a phrage: aim of a Christian social
order is the fullest possible development of individual personality in the
widest and deepest possible fellowship.

This book is about Christianity and the Social Order, not about
Evangelism. But | should give a false impression of my own convictions
if 1 did not here add that there is no hope of establishing a more Christian
social order except through the labour and sacrifice of those in whom the
Spirit of Christ is active, and that the first necessity for progress is more
and better Christians taking full responsibility as citizens for the political,
social and economic system under which they and their fellows live.

62



