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MAN AND NATURE 



CHAPTER I 

CURRENT PERPLEXITIES 

THE present time is one in which the prevailing mood is a 
feeling of impotent perplexity. We see ourselves drifting 
towards a war that hardly anyone desires-a war that, as 
we all know, must bring disaster to the great majority of 
mankind. But like a rabbit fascinated by a snake, we stare 
at the peril without knowing what to do to avert it. We tell 
each other horror stories of atom bombs and hydrogen 
bombs, of cities exterminated, of Russian hordes, of famine 
and ferocity everywhere. But although our reason tells us 
we ought to shudder at such a prospect, there is another 
part ofus that enjoys it, and so we have no firm will to avert 
misfortune, and there is a deep division in our souls between 
the sane and the insane parts. In quiet times the insane parts 
can slumber throughout the day and wake only at night. 
But in times like ours they invade our waking time as well, 
and all rational thinking becomes pale and divorced from 
the will. Our lives become balanced on a sharp edge of 
hypothesis-if there is to be a war one way of life is reason­
able; if not, another. To the great majority of mankind such 
a hypothetical existence is intolerably uncomfortable, and 
in practice they adopt one hypothesis or the other, but 
without complete conviction. A youth who finds scholastic 
education boring will say to himself: 'Why bother? I shall 
be killed in battle before long.' A young woman who might 
live constructively thinks to herself that she had better have 
a good time while she can since presently she will be raped 
by Russian soldiery until she dies. Parents wonder whether 
the sacrifices called for by their children's upbringing are 
worth while since they are likely to prove futile. Those who 
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are lucky enough to possess capital are apt to spend it on 
riotous living, since they foresee a catastrophic depreciation 
in which it would become worthless. In this way uncertainty 
baulks the impulse to every irksome effort, and generates a 
tone of frivolous misery mistakenly thought to be pleasure, 
which turns outward and becomes hatred of those who are 
felt to be its cause. Through this hatred it brings daily 
nearer the catastrophe which it dreads. The nations seem 
caught in a tragic fate, as though, like characters in a Greek 
drama, they were blinded by some offended god. Bewildered 
by mental fog, they march towards the precipice while they 
imagine that they are marching away from it. 

It must be said that the purely intellectual problems 
presented by the world of our day are exceedingly difficult. 
There is not only the great problem: can we defend our 
Western world without actual war? There are also problems 
in Asia and problems in Africa and problems in tropical 
America which cannot be solved within the framework of 
the traditional political ideas. There are those, it is true, 
who are quite certain that they can solve these problems by 
ancient methods. Consider MacArthur and his Republican 
supporters. So limited is his intelligence and his imagination 
that he is never puzzled for one moment. All we have to do 
is to go back to the days of the Opium War. After we have 
killed a sufficient number of millions of Chinese, the sur­
vivors among them will perceive our moral superiority and 
hail MacArthur as a saviour. But let us not be one-sided. 
Stalin, I should say, is equally simple-minded and equally 
out of date. He, too, believes that if his armies could occupy 
Britain and reduce us all to the economic level of Soviet 
peasants and the political level of convicts, we should hail 
him as a great deliverer and bless the day when we were 
freed from the shackles of democracy. One of the painful 
things about our time is that those who feel certainty are 
stupid, and those with any imagination and understanding 
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are filled with doubt and indecision. I do not think this is 
necessary. I think there is a view of man and his destiny and 
his present troubles which can give certainty and hope 
together with the completest understanding of the moods, 
the despairs, and the maddening doubts that beset modern 
men. It is my hope to set forth such an outlook in the 
following pages in a way that shall be convincing and over­
whelmingly encouraging, that shall enable men of goodwill 
to work with the same vigour which of late has been the 
monopoly of cruel bigots; to take away from our Western 
mentality the reproach that we have nothing to offer inspir­
ing the same firm conviction and the same solid body of 
belief as is offered by the disciples of the Kremlin. But I 
anticipate. And after this digression into hope I must return 
to the causes of its opposite, which have all too much sway 
in the reflections of thoughtful men. If we forget MacArthur 
and his simplicities, what are we to think about Asia? From 
the time of V asco da Gama until the Russo-Japanese war, 
the Western world did not think seriously about Asia. No 
doubt it was a picturesque continent, and amid our pro­
gressive schemes we enjoyed talking about the unchanging 
East. Philosophers with kindly contempt, and missionaries 
with reforming zeal, studied what we were pleased to call 
their superstitions. We enjoyed their military incompetence, 
and their incapacity to extract high wages. For all these 
reasons we rather liked them. We realized, of course, that 
the inhabitants of Asia did not all form one community. 
There were Mohammedans and Hindus and Buddhists, and 
it was our hope that they would continue to hate each other 
for ever. And on this ground the more enlightened among 
administrators deprecated the work of missionaries for fear 
lest it should diminish the virulence of 'superstition.' 

The first country of Asia to cause misgivings in Europeans 
was Japan. At first, after Commodore Perry had opened the 
country to our curiosity, we admired the cherry blossom, 
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Bushido, and the chivalrous virtues of the Samurai. We 
liked the temples and the art, and our aesthetes imagined 
the Japanese to be kindred souls. But gradually a change 
came over the spirit of our dream. It may be seen in the 
works of Lafcadio Heam. At first he was enthusiastic about 
the Japanese, but his last book, Japan, an Interpretation, has 
begun to be aware of things slightly more serious than 
cherry blossom. The Japanese refused to stay put. They set 
to work to imitate the West, and in the measure in which 
they succeeded they inspired hatred in Wes tern minds. 

The Japanese for the moment encountered disaster; they 
mastered our brutalities, but not our suppleness. But they 
left to the rest of Asia a legacy of war-like rebellion against 
Western insolence. 'Western men of liberal outlook cannot 
but sympathize with the wish of Asia to be independent, but 
it would be a pity if this sympathy were to blind Western 
thought to certain matters of the gravest import. The 
Western world has achieved, not completely but to a con­
siderable extent, a way of life having certain merits that are 
new in human history. It has nearly eliminated poverty. It 
has cut down illness and death to a degree that a hundred 
years ago would have seemed fantastic. It has spread educa­
tion throughout the population, and it has achieved a quite 
new degree of harmony between freedom and order. These 
are not things which Asia, if it becomes quickly independent, 
can hope to achieve. \Ve, in the West, aware of the appalling 
poverty of South-East Asia, and convinced that this poverty 
is a propaganda weapon in the hands of the Russians, have 
begun to think for the first time that something ought to be 
done to raise the standard of life in these regions. But their 
habits and our beliefs between them make the task, for the 
present, a hopeless one. Every increase of production, instead 
of raising the standard of life, is quickly swallowed up by an 
increase in population. Eastern populations do not know 
how to prevent this, and Western bigots prevent those who 
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understand the problem from spreading the necessary infor­
mation. What is bad in the West is easily spread: our restless­
ness, our militarism, our fanaticism, and our ruthless belief 
in mechanism. But what is best in the West-the spirit of 
free inquiry, the understanding of the conditions of general 
prosperity, and emancipation from superstition-these 
things powerful forces in the West prevent the East from 
acquiring. So long as this continues, Eastern populations will 
remain on the verge of destitution, and in proportion as they 
become powerful, they will become destructive through 
envy. In this they will, of course, have the help of Russia, 
unless and until Russia is either defeated or liberalized. For 
these reasons, a wise policy towards Asia is still to seek. 

In Africa the same problems exist, though for the present 
they are less menacing. Everything done ·by European 
administrators to improve the lot of Africans is, at present, 
totally and utterly futile because of the growth of population. 
The Africans, not unnaturally, though now mistakenly, 
attribute their destitution to their exploitation by the white 
man. If they achieve freedom suddenly before they have 
men trained in administration and a habit of responsibility, 
such civilization as white men have brought to Africa will 
quickly disappear. It is no use for doctrinaire liberals to 
deny this; there is a standing proof in the island of Haiti. 

It must not be supposed that there is any essential stability 
in a civilized way of life. Consider the regions overrun by 
the Turks and contrast their condition under the Turks 
with what they were in Roman days. Over great parts of 
the earth's surface, similar misfortunes are not impossible in 
the near future. On the other hand it must be admitted that 
until we include birth-control in our African policies every 
increase in efficiency and honesty and scientific skill on the 
part of European administrators will only increase the sum 
of human misery. 

The population problem is similar in Central and South 
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America, but it docs not there have the same political 
importance. 

I have been speaking hitherto of public perplexities, but 
it is not these alone which trouble the Western mind. 
Traditional systems of dogma and traditional codes of con­
duct have not the hold that they formerly had. Men and 
women are often in genuine doubt as to what is right and 
what is wrong, and even as to whether right and wrong are 
anything more than ancient superstitions. When they try 
to decide such questions for themselves they find them too 
difficult. They cannot discover any clear purpose that they 
ought to pursue or any clear principle by which they should 
be guided. Stable societies may have principles that, to the 
outsider, seem absurd. But so long as the societies remain 
stable their principles are subjectively adequate. That is to 
say they are accepted by almost everybody unquestioningly, 
and they make the rules of conduct as clear and precise as 
those of the minuet or the heroic couplet. Modern life, in 
the West, is not at all like a minuet or a heroic couplet. It is 
like free verse which only the poet can distinguish from 
prose. Two great systems of dogma lie in wait for the modem 
man when his spirit is weary: I mean the system of Rome and 
the system of Moscow. Neither of these gives scope for the 
free mind, which is at once the glory and the torment of 
Western man. It is the torment only because of growing 
pains. The free man, full grown, shall be full of joy and 
vigour and mental health, but in the meantime he suffers. 

Not only publicly, but privately also, the world has need 
of ways of thinking and feeling which are adapted to what 
we know, to what we can believe, and what we feel ourselves 
compelled to disbelieve. There are ways of feeling that are 
traditional and that have all the prestige of the past and 
weighty authority, and that yet are not adapted to the world 
in which we live, where new techniques have made some 
new virtues necessary and some old virtues unnecessary. The 
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Hebrew prophets, surrounded by hostile nations, and 
determined that their race should not be assimilated by 
Gentile conquerors, developed a fierce doctine in which the 
leading conception was sin. The Gentiles sinned always and 
in all their ways, but the Jews, alas, were only too apt to fall 
into sin themselves. When they did so they were defeated in 
battle and had to weep by the waters of Babylon. It is this 
pattern which has inspired moralists ever since. The virtuous 
man has been conceived as one who, though continually 
surrounded by temptation, though passionately prompted to 
sin, nevertheless, by almost superhuman strength of will, 
succeeds in walking along the straight and narrow path, 
looking meanwhile disdainfully to the right and left at those 
inferior beings who have loitered to pluck flowers by the way. 
In this conception, virtue is difficult, negative, and arid. 
It is constrictive and suspicious of happiness. It is persuaded 
that our natural impulses are bad and that society can only 
be held together by means of rigid prohibitions. I do not 
wish to pretend that society can hold together if people 
murder and steal. What I do say ii-, that the kind of man whom 
I should wish to sec in the world is one who will have no 
impulse to murder, who will abstain from murder not because 
it is prohibited but because his thoughts and feelings carry 
him away from impulses of destruction. The whole concep­
tion of sin has, as it were, gone dead, so far, at least, as 
conscious thought and feeling are concerned. Most people 
have not thought out any other system of ethics, and have 
not, perhaps, theoretically rejected the old system. But it 
has lost its hold on them. They do not murder or steal as a 
rule, because it would not be to their interest to do so, but 
one cannot say as much for their obedience to the Seventh 
Commandment. They have, in fact, no wish to conform to 
the ancient pattern. The Publican thanks God that he is not 
as this Pharisee, and imagines that in so doing he has caught 
the point of the parable. It does not occur to him that feeling 
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superior is what is reprehended, and that whether it is the 
Publican or the Pharisee who feels superior is an unimportant 
detail. 

I should wish to persuade those to whom traditional 
morals have gone dead, and who yet feel the need of some 
serious purpose over and above momentary pleasure, that 
there is a way of thinking and feeling which is not difficult 
for those who have not been trained in its opposite, and 
which is not one of self-restraint, negation and condemnation. 
The good life, as I conceive it, is a happy life. I do not mean 
that if you are good you will be happy; I mean that if you 
are happy you will be good. Unhappiness is deeply implanted 
in the souls of most of us. How many people we all know 
who go through life apparently gay, and who yet are per­
petually in search of intoxication whether of the Bacchic 
kind or some other. The happy man does not desire intoxi­
cation. Nor docs he envy his neighbour and therefore hate 
him. He can live the life of impulse like a child, because 
happiness makes his impulses fruitful and not destructive. 
There are many men and women who imagine themselves 
emancipated from the shackles of ancient codes but who, in 
fact, are emancipated only in the upper layers of their minds. 
Below these layers lies the sense of guilt crouching like a 
wild beast waiting for moments of weakness or inattention, 
and growling venomous angers which rise to the surface in 
strange distorted forms. Such people have the worst of both 
worlds. The feeling of guilt makes real happiness impossible 
for them, but the conscious rejection of old codes of behaviour 
makes them act perpetually in ways that feed the maw of the 
ancient beast beneath. A way of life cannot be successful so 
long as it is a mere intellectual conviction. It must be 
deeply felt, deeply believed, dominant even in dreams. I do 
not think that the best kind of life is possible in our day for 
those who, below the level of consciousness, are still obsessed 
by the load of sin. It is obvious that there are things that had 
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better not be done, but I do not think the best way to avoid 
the doing of such things is to label them sin and represent 
them as almost irresistibly attractive. And so I should wish to 
offer to the world something scarcely to be called an ethic, 
at any rate in the old acceptation of that word, but something 
which, nonetheless, will save men from moral perplexity 
and from remorse and from condemnation of others. What 
I should put in the place of an ethic in the old sense is 
encouragement and opportunity for all the impulses that 
are creative and expansive. I should do everything possible 
to liberate men from fear, not only conscious fears, but the 
old imprisoned primeval terrors that we brought with us 
out of the jungle. I should make it clear, not merely as an 
intellectual proposition, but as something that the heart 
spontaneously believes, that it is not by making others 
suffer that we shall achieve our own happiness, but that 
happiness and the means to happiness depend upon harmony 
with other men. When all this is not only understood but 
deeply felt, it will be easy to live in a way that brings happi­
ness equally to ourselves and to others. If men could think 
and feel in this way, not only their personal problems, but 
all the problems of world politics, even the most abstruse and 
difficult, would melt away. Suddenly, as when the mist 
dissolves from a mountain top, the landscape would be 
visible and the way would be clear. It is only necessary to 
open the doors of our hearts and minds to let the imprisoned 
demons escape and the beauty of the world take possession. 
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CHAPTER II 

THREE KINDS OF CONFLICT 

IT is the nature of man to be in conflict with something. 
Some men arc victorious; others are defeated. Those who 
are defeated as a rule leave few or no descendants. It follows 
that the psychology which is transmitted tends to be that of 
victors, and that where there is a fifty-fifty chance of victory, 
optimism will cause the chance to be over-estimated. From 
the point of view of the survivors this is fortunate; the point 
of view of the vanquished is forgotten. 

The contests in which men are engaged are of three kinds-
they are conflicts of: 

( 1) Man and nature. 
( 2) Man and man. 
(3) Man and himself. 

These conflicts are very different in their character, and 
with the history of man their relative importance is con­
tinually changing. The methods by which the conflicts are 
conducted are completely different. Conflict with nature is 
conducted by physical science and technical skill. Conflict 
with man is conducted by politics and war. The inner con­
flict which rages in an individual soul has been dealt with 
hitherto by religion. There are now those who say that they 
can deal with it scientifically by the methods of psycho­
analysis, but I doubt whether these methods unsupple­
mented can supply all that is needed. 

Of these three kinds of contest, the contest with physical 
nature is in a sense the most fundamental, since victory in 
this contest is essential to survival. Men who perish in a 
glacial epoch or when hitherto fertile regions dry up or when 
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earthquakes engulf whole valleys have lost their contest with 
physical nature; so have all those who die in famines and 
pestilences. Every victory over physical nature makes pos­
sible an increase in the numbers of the human species and 
has usually been used mainly to this end. 

But in proportion as man masters his environment his 
relations to his fellow-men assume increasing importance, 
partly because the technique of mastery over nature involves 
social groups more coherent than those of the most primitive 
men, and partly because in proportion as the winning of 
daily bread becomes easier, a greater amount of energy can 
be set aside for the killing of enemies. 

There comes, however, a moment in human evolution 
when, owing to the growth of technique, men can become 
richer through agreement with previous competitors than 
through extermination of enemies. When this stage is 
reached what may be called the, demands of technique 
require a cessation, or at least mitigation, of the conflicts of 
man with man. When this stage is reached (it is, in fact, the 
stage which mankind has reached at the present moment) 
the conflicts that most need to be resolved are the conflicts 
of man with himself. The long ages of the other two kinds of 
conflict have moulded human nature to a pattern formerly 
appropriate, but now technically obsolete. The ages of 
external warfare reflected themselves in an internal war in 
the soul. In this internal war in the soul, one part labelled 
the other 'sin,' and determined to vanquish it. But the 
victory was never so complete as in external conflicts, and 
after every defeat sin would again rear its ugly head. This 
unending warfare within, which was originally a reflection 
of the warfare without, now became, on the contrary, a 
source of the warfare without. Sin is only part of my nature, 
but it is the whole nature of my enemies. So at least the old­
fashioned moralist believes. And therefore the soul which is 
not at peace with itself cannot be at peace with the world, 
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and external wars have to continue in order to hide from 
individual men that the real war is within. For these reasons 
the war of man with himself is that which at the end of human 
evolution assumes supreme importance. 

Each kind of war should end in harmony. The conflict of 
man with physical nature is turned into a harmony in pro­
portion as man learns the secrets of nature, and thereby 
becomes able to co-operate with her. The conflict of man 
with man serves a purpose so long as there is no possibility 
of adequate food-supply for all. But when the conquest of 
nature has secured the possibility of nourishment for every­
body, and when the growth of technique has made large-scale 
co-operation profitable, the conflict of man with man 
becomes an anachronism, and should end in a political and 
economic unification such as is sought by the advocates of 
world government. By this means an external harmony of 
man with man can be established, but it will not be a stable 
harmony until men have achieved a genuine harmony 
within themselves, and have ceased to regard a part of 
themselves as an enemy to be vanquished. This, in a nutshell, 
is the history of man-past, present, and (I hope) future. In 
subsequent chapters I shall endeavour to fill in this bare 
outline. 
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CHAPTER III 

MASTERY OVER PHYSICAL NATURE 

MAN has had an existence which is long in relation to 
historical time, but short in relation to geological epochs. It 
is thought that he has existed for about a million years. 
There are those (for example, Einstein) who think that he 
has very likely run his course, and that within comparatively 
few years he will have succeeded in exterminating himself 
with superb scientific skill. For my part, I find it hard to take 
this extreme view, but if we are to avoid such a gloomy con­
clusion to the history of our species, it is as well that we 
should learn to take account of the demands of man as man, 
rather than of this or that group of men. For it is man as 
man that is now threatened by his own inability to think of 
the species as a whole. Man by the mastery of nature has 
emerged gradually into a degree of liberty for which he 
seems as yet insufficiently adult. I think that if he is to be 
persuaded to abstain from suicide, it is as well that he should 
remember the bright promise of his youth and gradual 
progress, which is now in danger of an abrupt end. 

The early history of our remote ancestors is somewhat 
conjectural. They contained no Herodotus, anxious to give 
us information. What we know, we know from scanty 
remains, discovered by chance and interpreted by conjec­
ture. What is to be said is therefore doubtful. But it is 
tedious to emphasize this doubt at every moment, and I 
shall therefore allow myself a certain degree of imaginative 
freedom in guessing at the life of our earliest human ancestors 
and their proximate progenitors. 

Man, it would seem, has descended from arboreal apes. 
They lived a happy life in tropical forests, eating coconuts 
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when they were hungry, and throwing them at each other 
when they were not. They were perpetually occupied in 
gymnastics, and acquired an agility which to us is truly 
astonishing. But after some millions of years of this arboreal 
paradise, their numbers increased to the point where the 
supply of coconuts was no longer adequate. The population 
problem set in, and was dealt with in two different ways: 
those who lived in the middle of the forest learnt to throw 
coconuts with such accuracy as to disable adversaries, whose 
consequent death relieved the pressure of population, but 
those who lived on the edge of the forest found another 
method: they looked out over the fields and discovered that 
they yielded delicious fruits of various kinds quite as pleasant 
as coconuts, and gradually they came down from the trees 
and spent more and more time in the open on the ground. 
This had advantages and disadvantages : the obvious advan­
tage was that it opened to them large territories previously 
inaccessible; the other advantage, which in the long run 
proved the more important one, was that since they did not 
need their arms and hands for climbing, they had the free 
use of them as tools. They soon discovered that if you live 
on the ground it is easy to pick up stones, which are more 
effective missiles than coconuts. They even came to know 
that stones with sharp edges are preferable to those that are 
more rounded. And so when later armies of arboreal apes 
tried to imitate their pioneering predecessors, they were met 
with volleys of sharp stones, to which they had no adequate 
reply, and the terrestrial apes won great victories by superi­
ority in munitions. All this happened some ten million years 
ago, but I will not pretend to know the date exactly. For 
nine million years, or thereabouts, these terrestrial apes 
gradually extended their territory; whereas the arboreal 
apes had sought safety by superiority in gymnastics, the 
terrestrial apes scored most by intelligence. They discovered, 
for instance, that you could open an oyster shell with a stone, 
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and the succulent result was the first prize for scholastic 
eminence. In the course of some nine million years, the 
brains of some of these apes gradually increased to the point 
which allows present-day anthropologists to classify them as 
human, or very nearly so. 

Our first human ancestors were a very rare species. They 
lived under precarious conditions, exposed to the rigours of 
the weather, to the hostility of wild beasts, and to all the 
dangers of famine that could be caused by drought. They 
possessed no weapons, they probably had not mastered the 
use of fire, and if they had language of any sort it must have 
consisted of no more than a few cries. Their one weapon in 
the struggle for existence was intelligence, and intelligence 
at first was very far from being so powerful a weapon as it 
has become. The biological usefulness of intelligence con­
sists largely in the possibility of transmitting experience. An 
animal may learn from another animal what it actually sees 
done, but it cannot learn through narrative; a man, when he 
has acquired language, can do so, and therefore the intelli­
gence of each individual can become the property of the 
whole tribe, and each generation can hand on to the next 
a multitude of skills which would be beyond the power of 
any animal species to transmit. Animals do, it is true, 
educate their young up to a point; I have watched a father 
and mother sea-gull teach a young sea-gull how to dive, 
and the young sea-gull displayed just the same kind of 
shrinking timidity as a human child would have displayed. 
But it is only very simple things that animals can teach in 
this way, whereas men, by virtue of speech, can transmit 
anything that they know themselves. And so it happened 
that when our ancestors had reached a certain point in the 
development of intelligence, intelligence became, to genera­
tion after generation, an increasingly important factor of 
survival. It is true that for a long time it was inadequate for 
its purpose; many races of men died out; of the fossil men 
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that anthropologists have discovered, only a small minority 
are thought to have been our ancestors. The rest were 
unsuccessful poor relations who gradually perished through 
ill luck or insufficient adaptability. But throughout the five 
hundred thousand years that came after the emergence of 
the first man, natural selection was at work, and the size of 
human brains gradually increased. About five hundred 
thousand years ago, nature seems ( according to some 
authorities) to have decided that enough had been done in 
this way, and since then we have not grown any more 
intelligent. \Ve learn more, it is true; we go to school; we 
go into work-shops; we go into Government offices and 
study statistics. But it seems that (if these authorities are to 
be believed) the best men of five hundred thousand years 
ago, if they had been caught young and sent to school in a 
modern country, would have done just as well as modern 
children do. What they lacked was what is acquired, not 
what is congenital. 

The life of these early men had advantages and dis­
advantage~ as compared with the life of civilized men in 
our own day. They were not over-crowded; they could roam 
for months without fear of meeting a stranger; physical 
necessity compelled them to take enough exercise, so that 
their livers were seldom out of order; they lived in small 
tribes of about a hundred individuals where everybody 
knew everybody, and where on the whole there was friend­
ship within the tribe. Occasionally, no doubt, they would 
find themselves in conflict with another tribe, the van­
quished would be exterminated, and the victors would 
annex their territory with the feeling that battle was great 
fun. But probably at first such battles were rare, because 
human beings were few. 

The chief worry was as to food-supply. It is estimated that 
each individual at that time required at least two square 
miles for his subsistence, and even with two square miles at 
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his disposal he would often be hungry, and not infrequently 
die for lack of nourishment. 

Gradually, however, man emerged from these precarious 
conditions. Perhaps the first stage was the invention of 
primitive weapons, which enabled him to kill animals for 
food. Nobody knows at what stage men acquired the use of 
fire; perhaps it came late, perhaps early; whenever it did 
come it must have been a great boon. It enabled them to 
keep wild beasts at a distance; it enabled them to be warm 
at night, and at last, perhaps by accident, they discovered 
that it could be used for cooking. 

The origin of language is also completely obscure. No 
doubt it began very gradually. Animals have a few cries 
that serve as signals, but even the highest apes, although 
anatomically they should be capable of speech, have not 
been found able to pronounce words, even with the most 
intensive professorial instruction. The superior brain of man 
is apparently a necessity for the mastering of speech. When 
man became sufficiently intelligent, we must suppose that he 
gradually increased the number of cries for different pur­
poses. It was a great day when he discovered that speech 
could be used for narrative. There are those who think that 
in this respect picture language preceded oral language. A 
man could draw a picture on the wall of his cave to show in 
which direction he had gone, or what prey he hoped to 
catch. Probably picture language and oral language devel­
oped side by side. On the whole I am inclined to think that 
language has been the most important single factor in the 
development of man. 

Two important stages came not so Jong before the dawn 
of written history. The first was the domestication ofanimals; 
the second was agriculture. Agriculture, which began in the 
river valleys of Egypt and Mesopotamia, was a step in 
human progress to which subsequently there was nothing 
comparable until our own machine age. Agriculture made 
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possible an immense increase in the numbers of the human 
species in the regions where it could be successfully practised, 
but at first these regions were few. These were, in fact, only 
those in which nature fertilized the soil after each harvest. 
Agriculture met with violent resistance, analogous to that 
which our Ruskins and Samuel Butlers offered to machines. 
Pastoral nomads considered themselves vastly superior to 
the tame folk who stayed in one place and were enslaved to 
the soil. But although the nomads repeatedly won military 
victories, the physical comforts which the upper classes 
derived from agricultural serfs always prevailed in the end, 
and the area of agriculture gradually increased. Even now 
this process is not at an end, but what remains for it to 
achieve is no longer very important. 

The only other fundamental technical advance that 
preceded the emergence of man into recorded history was 
the invention of writing. Writing, like spoken language, 
developed gradually. lt developed out of pictures, but as 
soon as it had reached a certain stage, it made possible the 
keeping of records and the transmission of information to 
people who were not present when the information was 
given. 

These successive inventions and discoveries-fire, speech, 
weapons, domestic animals, agriculture, and writing-made 
possible the existence of civilized communities. They sup­
plied the whole fundamental apparatus upon which civilized 
man subsisted for a very long time. From about 3000 B.c. 
until less than two hundred years ago there was no technical 
advance comparable to these. During this long period man 
had time to become accustomed to his technique, and to 
develop the beliefs and political organizations appropriate 
to it. There was, of course, an immense extension in the 
area of civilized life. At first it had been confined to the 
Nile, the Euphrates, the Tigris, and the Indus, but at the 
end of the period in question it covered much the greater 
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part of the habitable globe. I do not mean to suggest that 
there was no technical progress during this long time; there 
was progress-there were even two inventions of very great 
importance, namely gunpowder and the mariner's compass­
but neither of these can be compared in their revolutionary 
power to such things as speech and writing and agriculture. 

Towards the end of the eighteenth century, man entered 
upon a new phase, involving a change as fundamental as 
that involved in the adoption of agriculture; I mean, of 
course, machine production and the application of science to 
industry. Physical science, one may say, has existed as a 
powerful element in culture for about 350 years. Machine 
production has existed for about half that time. During the 
period since its invention it has shown itself to be a revolu­
tionary force of quite amazing intensity. As yet this has been 
almost solely operative in man's relation to nature, but by 
revolutionizing man's relation to nature, it has destroyed 
the old equilibrium that existed in man's relation to other 
men and to himself. The revolutions that it demands in 
these two provinces are still to seek, and it is the fact that 
they are still to seek which is the main cause of the present 
troubles of the world. 

The specially human activities which distinguish man 
from other animals all depend upon the lessening of his 
bondage to physical nature. So long as he had to spend all 
his time in food-gathering, he could not devote much of his 
energy to war or politics or theology or science. These 
things are offshoots of the productivity of labour; they 
depend upon the excess of one man's production over one 
man's consumption of food. The greater this excess becomes, 
the more possible it becomes for a man to devote himself to 
politics and war and culture and such luxuries. 

Increase in agricultural productivity can be used in two 
ways: it can be used to increase the share of each, or it can 
be used to increase the number of those who share. In 
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general, except in Western countries in quite recent years, 
increase in the productivity of labour has been devoted 
mainly to increase of numbers. If, like the behaviourists, we 
were to judge man's desires by what he does, we should infer 
that the thing he desires most ardently is an increase of the 
population of the world. In early times, as we saw, one person 
to every two square miles was as much as the land would 
support, and that only where it had considerable natural 
fertility. England at the present day supports a population 
of about 750 per square mile, that is to say, fifteen hundred 
times as many as it could support before human skills had 
been invented. This, of course, depends mainly upon 
industry, not upon agriculture, but if we take India and 
Pakistan, which are mainly agricultural, we find a popu­
lation of 274 per square mile. These, as we know, are for 
the most part very near the lowest level at which life can be 
supported; that is to say, the inhabitants of India and 
Pakistan have chosen to employ the techniques of civilization 
almost entirely for the purpose of increase of population, to 
the exclusion of increase of happiness and culture. Although 
this has been the general rule throughout the world until 
quite recent times, there has been some slight overflow into 
other kinds of progress. It has been possible, in the period 
before machine production developed, to set apart a certain 
portion of the population for other purposes than for the 
production of food. There have been aristocracies and 
priests; there have been armies and navies; there have even 
been philosophers and artists, though they were too few to 
appear in statistical tables. Pharaoh and Nebuchadnezzar, 
Socrates and Plato, Buddha and Mohammed, Leonardo and 
Bach, all were only possible because the food producers 
could produce more than they could eat. But when one 
considers such a community as the United States in the 
present day one finds a new phenomenon, namely that the 
great majority of the population enjoy very many things 
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over and above the bare necessaries of life, and yet, in spite 
of this, very large parts of the population are not engaged in 
production, whether agricultural or industrial. There are 
all the young people who are still being educated after they 
have become able-bodied. There are the armed forces. 
There are the journalists and all the people concerned in 
the production of reading matter. There are teachers, clergy, 
politicians, and functionaries. All these people, from the 
point of view of primitive man, are luxuries, but a modern 
community would be impossible without at least some of 
them. 

The liberation from bondage to nature has left men, in 
theory, free to choose their own ends to a degree that was 
never possible at any earlier time. I say 'in theory,' because 
impulses incorporated into human nature by long ages of 
training and natural selection remain to determine human 
action independently of present physical needs. What a 
nation can spare from increasing its own numbers, it devotes 
only in part to its own welfare. To a very great extent it 
devotes its energies to killing other people or preparing to 
kill them, or paying those who have helped to kill them in 
the past. In the United States about one-fifth of the total 
production of the country is being spent in rearmament. 
The freedom from bondage to nature, therefore, is by no 
means wholly a boon. It is only a boon in so far as the 
resulting liberty of choice leads to an increase of those 
activities which are of use to mankind as a whole. But in so 
far as it merely liberates combative impulses it does no good 
at all but quite the opposite. Some people tell fine stories of 
the use of atomic energy in industry, and the economies 
which will result. Such economies, if the world remains 
politically what it is now, will do nothing but harm, since 
they will set free a greater part of human energy for the 
purpose of mutual destruction. This example illustrates the 
way in which our new mastery of nature brings new respon-
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sibilities and new duties. If men prove incapable of this 
adaptation, the whole movement of science and scientific 
technique will have proved a misfortune, and perhaps will 
have taken man along a blind alley. While we were slaves to 
nature we could allow ourselves a slave mentality, and 
leave to nature decisions which now must be ours. This is 
difficult, since great parts of traditional religion and morality 
were inspired by man's bondage to nature, and the ways of 
thought and feeling that we acquire from our culture and 
from our early upbringing are hard to overcome, even when 
circumstances imperatively demand a different outlook. I 
am not pretending that man is omnipotent; on the contrary, 
I shall be concerned in the next chapter with the limits of 
human power. But I am concerned to say that these limits 
are much less narrow for modem scientific man than they 
were for our ancestors, and that no precise boundary can be 
set beyond which the limits cannot be made to recede. In­
numerable facts of nature which once were inexorable data 
are now opportunities. Deserts are a challenge; Australian 
rivers can be made to flow from east to west instead of from 
west to east; before long it will be possible to demolish 
inconvenient parts of mountain ranges, and I dare say that 
by means of radio-activity the Polar ice will be melted. It 
will not be long before it becomes possible to travel to the 
moon. We already know how to combat many kinds of 
pestilence, and we may hope to eliminate other kinds before 
long. Our nomad ancestors, while they watched their flocks 
by night, observed the stars in their inexorable courses, and 
believed themselves subject to the influences of celestial 
bodies. Wind and storm, drought and heat, comets and 
meteors and plagues filled their lives with awe, and they 
hoped to escape by means of humility. Modem man does 
not combat plagues by humility; he has found that they are 
to be combated by scientific knowledge. Scientific knowledge, 
in fact, gives the means ( when there are means) of combating 
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any extra-human enemy, but it does not give the means of 
combating the human enemy without, or the part of the 
individual soul which leads it towards death rather than 
towards life. The problems of man's contest with nature, in 
so far as they are soluble, can be solved by physical science, 
but they are not the only problems with which man is faced. 
For his other problems, other methods are necessary. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE LIMITS OF HUMAN POWER 

THE old humility of the shepherds who felt themselves 
subject to the influences of Pleiades is no longer appropriate 
in the scientific world. But there is a danger lest it should be 
replaced by a species of arrogance towards nature, which 
can lead to great disasters. Man, however scientific he may 
be, is not omnipotent. He is hedged in by natural limits. By 
means of his knowledge and technique he can diminish the 
narrowness of these limits, but he can never remove them 
wholly. Some astronomers try to cheer us up in moments of 
depression by assuring us that one fine day the sun will 
explode, and in the twinkling of an eye we shall all be 
turned into gas. I do not know whether this is going to 
happen, nor when it will happen if it does happen, but I 
think it is safe to say that if it docs it will be a matter outside 
human control, and that even the best astronomers will be 
unable to prevent it. This is an extreme example, and one 
which it is useless to think about, because there is no way 
in which human behaviour can be adapted to it. It does, 
however, serve one purpose, which is to remind us that we 
are not gods. You may exclaim indignantly, 'but I never 
thought we were!' No doubt, dear reader, you are not one 
of those who suffer from the more extreme follies of our age, 
for if you were, you would not be one of my readers. But 
if you consider the Politbureau or the American technocrats 
you will see that there are those who escape atheism by 
impiously imagining themselves on the throne of the 
Almighty. Such men have forgotten that while we can coax 
physical nature into satisfying many of our wishes, we cannot 
exercise authority over it or make it change its ways one jot. 
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The Russian Government appears to think that Soviet 
decrees can change the laws of genetics; the Vatican 
apparently believes that ecclesiastical decrees could secure 
adequate nourishment for us all, even if there were only 
standing room on the planet. Such opinions, to my mind, 
represent a form of insane megolomania entirely alien to the 
scientific spirit. 

There are two very different elements in science: scientific 
knowledge and scientific technique. Those whom I am 
calling technocrats are interested solely in scientific tech­
nique, and the more extreme among them deny that there 
is such a thing as scientific knowledge, or indeed any kind 
of knowledge. Scientific theorists, on the other hand, are 
concerned to discover natural laws, and leave to others the 
discovery of practical ways in which such laws can be useful. 
In a word, the technocrat wishes to change nature, while the 
theorist wishes to understand it. There is practically no one 
left in the world who will maintain that the point of view 
of the theorist alone is adequate, but there are many who 
think that the point of view of the technocrat suffices. Or 
if at moments they feel it somewhat arid they supplement it, 
not by any doubt that can be entertained by a scientific 
inquirer, but by an unscientific form of arrogance, namely 
the belief that, without the patience and without the sub­
mission involved in observing nature, we can arrive by a 
form of self-assertion at kinds of knowledge which science is 
incapable of supplying. This again is megolomania. Man is 
neither impotent nor omnipotent, he has powers and his 
powers are surprisingly great, but they are not infinite and 
they are not so great as he might wish. 

But let us have done with these generalities. It is not the 
generalities but their practical application with which I am 
concerned. How long will it be before the accessible oil in 
the world is exhausted? Will all the arable land be turned 
into dust-bowls as it has been in large parts of the United 
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States? Will the population increase to the point where men 
again, like their remote ancestors, have no leisure to think 
of anything but the food supply? Such questions are not to 
be decided by general philosophical reflections. Communists 
think that there will be plenty of oil if there arc no capitalists. 
Some religious people think that there will be plenty of food 
if we trust in Providence. Such ideas are superficial, even 
when they are called scientific, as they are by the 
Communists. 

Modern industry depends upon raw materials which are 
found at, or near, the earth's surface. These raw materials 
are the product of past geological ages; for the most part 
they are not being reproduced by any natural process. 
The elements were built up long ago by a process which we 
are just beginning to understand, and which when under­
stood may enable clever men to put an end to the human 
race. The process by which the clcmcnts were built up 
required enormous heat, the sort of heat that exists in the 
interior of the sun. In a great natural laboratory, nature, 
starting with hydrogen, arrived by various stages at a 
number of elements. The number used to be ninety-two but 
is now indefinite. The clements, at temperatures much lower 
than that at which they were formed, entered into chemical 
combinations. At a certain stage the earth was at a tem­
perature peculiarly suitable to the formation of complex 
chemical combinations, and at last combinations were 
formed which had the properties that are characteristic of 
living matter. Living matter has a curious property which I 
have called 'chemical imperialism.' In virtue of this property, 
when it is put into a suitable environment, it transforms a 
mass of dead matter into a mass of living matter. It is this 
prdperty which has made organic evolution possible. 

The processes we have been studying are processes of 
synthesis. They proceed from the simpler to the more 
complex. The processes of modern industry do exactly the 
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reverse. They use complex raw material and simplify it. 
So far, this process of simplification is, in the main, not 
reversible by scientific methods. It may be that it wi11 
become so. There is already a hope of turning hydrogen 
atoms into helium atoms; this is the process which, when 
perfected, will give us the blessings of the hydrogen bomb. 
But in all such processes, so far as science is able to control 
them, there is waste. \Vhat is built up in one place is built 
up by means of dissolution in another place. If by enormous 
heat we tum a little hydrogen into helium, we shall have 
turned a very much larger amount of matter into diffused 
heat which will never again be usable. Many of the processes 
of nature are irreversible, and these processes arc essential 
in any form of scientific industry that can at present be 
imagined. In the reign of Edward III, coal lay about on 
the surface of the ground. People picked it up and used it at 
home. The smoke was found to be such a nuisance that the 
burning of coal was made illegal. I do not know whether 
this law has ever been repealed, or whether, Jike the law 
against polytheism, it has been merely forgotten. However 
that may be, the obtaining of coal is not now the easy 
process that it was in the fourteenth century, and there is 
every reason to suppose that more and more human labour 
will be required to supply a given amount of coal. Many 
ages ago, the energy supplied by the sun's heat was trans­
formed into luxuriant vegetation. The energy lay locked up 
in the layers of petrified tropical fems until ruthless in­
dustrialists seized it and transformed it back again into heat. 
But the heat that we generate when we burn coal is not 
localized like the heat in the sun, and is not continually 
regenerated by atomic processes. It floats off into the atmo­
sphere and becomes for ever useless. There is no process in 
nature, and there is none imaginable to human ingenuity, 
by which heat, once diffused, can be reconcentrated, or by 
which when diffused it can serve any human purpose. 
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All sources of energy upon which industry depends are 
wasted when they are employed; and industry is expending 
them at a continually increasing rate. Already coal has been 
largely replaced by oil, and oil is being used up so fast that 
East and West alike conceive it necessary to their own 
prosperity to destroy the industry of the other. And what is 
true of oil is equally true of other natural resources. Every 
day, many square miles of forest are turned into newspaper, 
but there is no known process by which newspaper can be 
turned into forest. You will say that this need not worry us, 
since newspapers will be replaced by radio, but radio 
requires electricity, electricity requires power, and power 
depends upon raw materials. 

Modern industry, in fact, is a kind of rape. All the long 
astronomical and geological ages during which the materials 
which we find useful have been built up, contribute a 
moment's blaze, a moment's frivolous exuberance. But when 
his fireworks are finished, what will become of industrial 
man? 

All this, of course, does not appear in practice in the tragic 
and catastraphic form in which I have been stating it. What 
we know is that the price of coal goes up, and we do not 
readily connect this fact with the second law of thermo­
dynamics. If you look up this law in a textbook, you will 
learn that it states that entropy always increases, and if you 
are not a physicist you will not be much the wiser. But 
the law can be stated more simply, and is stated more 
simply by proverbial wisdom. It states, in fact, that you 
cannot unscramble eggs. It deals with all the irreversible 
processes of nature. Some processes are reversible, some are 
not. If you travel from London to Edinburgh, you can also 
travel from Edinburgh to London, but if coal is used to 
make your train go, there is no way by which you can 
collect the heat which it generates, and tum it back into 
coal. If you shuffle a pack of cards, you can, if you take 
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enough trouble, unshuffie them again, but if you drop a 
drop of ink into a glass of water, the ink will gradually 
spread throughout the water, and there is no way by which 
you can collect it back again into a drop. All industry depends 
upon such irreversible processes; it all uses up the earth's 
capital. Modern industry is, in fact, a spendthrift, and 
sooner or later must suffer the penalty of spendthrifts. 

I know that most people meet such considerations with a 
kind of facile optimism; they say 'Oh, the men of science are 
sure to think of some clever invention, and even if they 
don't it will last my time.' They feel like the proverbial 
Irishman-'Why should I do anything for posterity; it never 
did anything for me!' But I am concerned in this book with 
Man, considered as a single creature with a single biography. 
I cannot be content with a brief moment of riotous living 
followed by destitution, and however clever the scientists may 
be, there are some things that they cannot be expected to 
achieve. When they have used up all the easily available 
sources of energy that nature has scattered carelessly over 
the surface of our planet, they will have to resort to more 
laborious processes, and these will involve a gradual_ lowering 
of the standard of living. Modern industrialists are like men 
who have come for the first time upon fertile virgin land, 
and can live for a little while in great comfort with only a 
modicum of labour. It would be irrational to hope that the 
present heyday of industrialism will not develop far beyond 
its present level, but sooner or later, owing to the exhaustion 
of raw material, its capacity to supply human needs will 
diminish, not suddenly, but gradually. This could, of course, 
be prevented if men exercised any restraint or foresight in 
their present frenzied exploitation. Perhaps before it is too 
late they will learn to do so. But this is a question of politics, 
and I do not wish, as yet, to consider the political aspect of 
our problem. 

So far I have been considering the raw materials of 
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industry, but the matter is far more grave as regards soil, 
which is the raw material of food. Ever since agriculture 
began it has been carried on wastefully in most parts of the 
world. Where methods are completely primitive, the culti­
vator merely moves on after he has exhausted the soil of 
one piece of land. This requires, of course, a great deal of 
available territory, and even then, only offers a permanent 
solution if the damage done to the soil by cultivation is 
temporary and not permanent. It is no wonder that men 
worshipped fertility divinities or that they developed a 
belief in the magical efficacy of human sacrifice. But in 
former times, while the population of the globe was still 
sparse, the problem had not the tragic importance that it 
has in our own day. It has been treated very fully in two 
books: Fairfield Osborne's Our Plundered Planet and William 
Vogt's Road to Survival. I could wish to see both these books 
carefully studied by all who allow themselves a facile 
optimism, and especially by those who believe that free 
enterprise and the profit motive will solve all problems. They 
will learn from these authors many tragic facts about 
formerly fertile hillsides now turned into barren rock, about 
irrigated plains now desert, and flourishing civilizations now 
buried beneath the sands. They will learn that this process, 
which devastated Western Asia and North Africa centuries 
ago, is in full swing at the present day in many parts of 
the Western hemisphere, including the United States. They 
will learn that the intense demand for food, which results 
from increase of population and development of industry, is 
becoming year by year more difficult to satisfy. We all know 
that the price of food goes up, but most of us attribute this 
to the wickedness of the Government. If we live under a 
progressive Government, it makes us reactionary; if we live 
under a reactionary Government, it turns us into Socialists. 
Both these reactions are superficial and frivolous. All 
Governments, whatever their political complexion, are at 
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present willy-nilly in the grip of natural forces which can 
only be dealt with by a degree of intelligence of which 
mankind hitherto has shown little evidence. 

I have been speaking hitherto in this chapter of what can 
be expected on the basis of our present scientific knowledge. 
It must be admitted, however, that there are favourable 
possibilities which would bring about, at least for a time, a 
quite different state of affairs. There arc those who tell us 
that the use of soil for growing plants is quite out of date, 
and that they can be grown just as well without, by supplying 
proper chemicals in proper proportions. I have a doubt 
whether they would taste quite as nice by this process, but I 
suppose a small quantity of food could still be grown by the 
old methods for the benefit of captains of industry and the 
Politburcau. As for the rest of the population, they will have 
to learn to be scientific in their tastes, and be content with 
whatever in the way of calorics and vitamins the experts 
consider good for them. 

Apart from the question of food, there is the question of 
energy. It seems clear that, if it were financially worth while, 
fairly economical methods could be discovered by which 
more use would be made than at present of energy from 
the sun. And in theory there is no calculable limit to what 
can be got out of atomic energy. When people have dis­
covered how to turn hydrogen into helium, sea-water will 
become their raw material, and it will be a long time before 
this source of supply is exhausted. Speaking of less specific 
possibilities, we have to reflect that man has existed for 
about a million years, and scientific technique for at most 
two hundred years. Seeing what it has already accomplished, 
it would be very rash to place any limits upon what it may 
accomplish in the future. Scientific knowledge is an intoxi­
cating draught, and it may be one which the human race 
is unable to sustain. It may be that, like the men who built 
the Tower of Babel in the hope of reaching up to heaven, 
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so the men who pursue the secrets of the atom will be 
punished for their impiety by providing by accident the 
means of exterminating the human species, and perhaps all 
life on this planet. From some points of view such a con­
summation might not be wholly regrettable, but these 
points of view can hardly be ours. Perhaps somewhere else, 
in some distant nebula, some unimportant star has an 
unimportant planet on which there are rational beings. 
Perhaps in another million years their instruments will tell 
them of our fate, and lead them to agree on an agenda for a 
conference of foreign ministers. If so, man will not have 
lived in vain. 



CHAPTER V 

POPULATION 

THERE are many points of view from which the life of man 
may be considered. There are those who think of him 
primarily in cultural terms as a being capable of lofty art 
and sublime speculation and discovery of the hidden secrets 
of nature. There are those who think of him as one of those 
kinds of animal that arc capable of government, though in 
this respect he is completely outshone by ants and bees. 
There are those who think of him as the master of war; 
these include all the men in all countries who decide upon 
the adornment of public squares, where it is an invariable 
rule obeyed by all right-thinking public authorities that the 
most delectable object to be seen by the passers-by is a man 
on horseback, who is commemorated for his skill in homicide. 
But apart from all these views of man, in which we celebrate 
matters in which he is distinguished from many other species 
of animals, he may be viewed also as just one among animal 
species, concerned like the others in competition or co-opera­
tion with other species, and other members of his own 
species. When we consider a species biologically, we con­
sider it as if it had a desire to increase its numbers to the 
uttermost. I do not mean that we really attribute such a 
desire to it; nobody supposes, for example, that oysters are 
impressed with the importance of the multiplication of their 
species. But although no species of animals has this desire, 
most species of animals behave as they would if they had it. 
This applies also to most human beings at most times. Most 
human beings at most times have behaved as if they thought 
that the most important thing they could do would be to 
leave a multitude of descendants. 
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As everyone knows, Malthus pointed out that the single­
hearted pursuit of this aim was likely to have certain 
unpleasant consequences. The unpleasant consequences that 
he foresaw depended upon the law of diminishing returns. 
The law of diminishing returns states that after a certain 
amount of labour and capital has been applied to a piece of 
land, an increase in the labour and capital applied will not 
yield a proportionate return. That is to say, supposing from 
an acre of land, by means of a given amount of labour and 
capital, you raise a certain number of bushels of wheat, and 
supposing you then double the amount oflabour and capital 
that you apply to that acre, you will not get twice as many 
bushels of wheat as you got before. It follows that, if you 
possess just enough land to provide a comfortable sustenance 
for yourself and your wife, you may not have enough to 
provide a comfortable sustenance for yourself and your wife 
and two able-bodied sons, still less for yourself and your 
wife and ten able-bodied sons. It follows further (I am still 
taking the argument in a completely abstract form and 
ignoring all necessary limitations) that any increase in 
population in a given area beyond a certain point entails 
increase of poverty, and ultimately reaches a maximum 
beyond which further increase is rendered impossible by 
starvation. Malthus, in his comfortable parsonage, applied 
this doctrine to the labouring poor, and was thereby 
relieved of any necessity to try to ameliorate their sorrows, 
which he had proved to his satisfaction to be arithmetically 
inevitable. Darwin, as everybody also knows, extended the 
doctrine of Malthus to the whole animal and vegetable 
kingdoms, and thus gave cosmic importance to the econo­
mics of the Manchester school. The economics of the 
Manchester school are now out of date, and this makes 
people suppose that Malthus's doctrines mus~ be mistaken. 
There is no doubt that they were in part mistaken, but I 
think we must also admit that they were in part true. It is 
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important to disentangle the true and false parts m the 
teaching of Malthus. 

To begin with the law of diminishing returns: where 
agriculture is concerned, this becomes true at a certain 
point. If you turn a single man loose on virgin soil, he 
cannot produce as much as he would if he had helpers. 
How many helpers he needs before he reaches a maximum 
production per head depends upon technique. A primitive 
food-gatherer probably gains nothing by co-operation, or, 
at any rate, very little, whereas a modern agriculturalist, 
whose farm is industralized, requires a multitude of helpers 
before he reaches a maximum of efficiency. He needs 
expensive machinery, which is only profitable when it is 
employed over a large area, and in support of a number of 
men. He needs a railway to carry away his produce. He 
needs a telephone. He needs fertilizers, which may be 
brought from a considerable distance, and he probably 
needs foreign markets. The consequence of all this is that 
a very considerable population is required to reach the 
maximum of production per head, and until this is reached, 
production obeys a law of increasing returns. In the Old 
Testament, a large family is considered a blessing, and it 
was so in the circumstances in which the Patriarchs lived. 
The Mormons, who lived in similar circumstances, took a 
similar view about increase of population. But in any given 
state of technique, there is in agriculture an optimum for the 
application of labour and capital to a given area of land. 
This optimum yields the greatest return to labour and 
capital; when the amount of labour or capital is either 
increased or diminished, the return per unit is less. It 
follows that, in any given state of technique, increase of 
population beyond a certain point involves a lowering in 
the standard of life. Whether this lowering will be universal 
or will be confined to labourers and their families depends 
upon the social system. But it is inevitable that when increase 
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of population goes beyond a certain point, the lowering in 
the standard of life should apply to the large majority of 
the population. 

Two things follow: one, that in any given state of tech­
nique, increase of population in a sparsely populated area 
may bring increase of prosperity; the other, that the develop­
ment of scientific technique tends to increase the optimum 
density of population. The most obvious instance of this is 
the United States. It is not by any means clear that the 
wealth per head of the inhabitants of the United States 
would be greater if the population were less, but that depends 
upon the existence of an extremely elaborate technique. 
The population of Red Indians in the days before white 
settlement could not have been greatly increased without 
destroying the sources of supply upon which that population 
depended, and so bringing about disastrous destitution. 

But although the Malthusian limit can always be pushed 
back by improving technique, there are always limits beyond 
which it cannot be pushed. To take an extreme hypothesis: 
it would obviously be impossible for mankind to have an 
adequate i.upply of food if there were only just standing room 
for the human race. And without imagining so extreme an 
hypothesis, there is, in any given society at any given time, 
a very considerable possibility that increase of population 
may outstrip improvement in technique, and therefore cause 
a general lowering in the standard of life. 

This, in fact, is happening at the present time throughout 
very large parts of the world. There seems to be little doubt 
that the inhabitants of the Indus valley were more prosperous 
and generally happier three thousand years ago than they 
are now. In India generally there has been an increase of 
poverty among the peasants in recent times. And what is 
true of India is true of South-East Asia generally, of most 
parts of Africa, and of the tropical parts of Latin America. 
In most of these regions, modem medicine has brought about 
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a fall in the death-rate, but not in the birth-rate. It has 
thereby contributed to human misery. 

Early man could only live in warm climates, and, as men­
tioned before, each individual required about two square 
miles to supply him with food. However, various stages 
marked his advances in the problem of getting food. First 
came simple weapons which enabled him to hunt. Then 
came domestication of useful animals. Then came agri­
culture. Last (so far) came the industrial revolution. 

It is supposed that agriculture began about 8000 B.c., and 
Julian Huxley1 estimates that just before it began the 
human population of the globe was about ten million. He 
adds the following estimates: 

5000 n.c. 20 million. 
A.D. 400 200 million. 
A.D. 1650 540 million. 
A.D. 1950 2,200 million. 

The present rate of increase in the world's population 
(which has continued steadily throughout the two world 
wars) is about 1 • 16 per cent per annum. Every day there are 
70,000 more people in the world than there were the day 
before; every year there are 25 million more. At the present 
rate, in a hundred years there will be 5,400 million; in two 
hundred, 14,500 million; in three hundred, 45,000 million. 

There are two ways of checking increase of population: 
one is by increasing the death-rate, the other by diminishing 
the birth-rate. Old-fashioned moralists tell us that the first 
is virtuous, the second wicked. True, the first involves vast 
and terrible suffering, while the second involves no suffering 
at all. But what of that? We ought to think of the next 
world, not of this one. Those who believe that a benevolent 
Creator insists upon either misery in this life or eternal 
torment in the next are welcome to their opinion, but I do 

1 "Population and Human Destiny," JVorld Rtt'iew, January 1950. The 
following estimates arc quoted from this article. 
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not think it is one which ought to control practical states­
manship. Malthus held that there were only three restraints 
to the growth of population : moral restraint, vice, and 
misery. He had little hope of moral restraint, and as a 
clergyman he condemned vice; he therefore advocated 
misery-of course, only for the lower orders. I hope the 
world has advanced beyond this point of view during the 
150 years since Malthus wrote. I hope those who control 
the world's policy are now ready to admit that what is 
necessary in order to preserve mankind from wretchedness is 
not to be labelled 'vice.' 

So long as we consider mankind as a whole, as a biological 
species engaged in adjusting itself to its environment, it is 
obvious what ought to be done to cope with the population 
problem. There ought to be universal instruction in birth­
control, with penalties for those who have too many children. 
By these means Governments could, if they chose, easily 
arrest the increase of population within a generation. 

But unfortunately mankind are divided into nations, and 
the apparent interests of individual nations are by no means 
always in harmony with the interests of mankind. We must 
therefore now consider the population problem, not in the 
world as a whole, but in various different regions and 
nations, not forgetting its sinister connection with power 
politics. 

From the point of view of population statistics, the world 
at present is divided into two rather sharply contrasted 
groups. There are nations where birth-rate and death-rate 
are both low, and others where both are high. Those with 
low rates are: Western Europe, North America, and the 
white population of the British Dominions. Those with high 
rates are: U.S.S.R., Asia, Africa (except whites), Central 
and South America. 

In the century and a half from 1750 to 1900 the population 
of Europe and North America increased from 141 million 
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to 482 million. This increase has now nearly ceased, and 
probably will soon cease completely, except in Eastern 
Europe. In fact, the white population of the world (excluding 
the U.S.S.R. and its dependencies) may be expected soon 
to become stationary. 

In other parts of the world we find a very different state 
of affairs. There is no evidence of a fall in the birth-rate, 
but, wherever white men are in control, there has been a 
very rapid fall in the death-rate. Population outside what I 
am calling the Western area is therefore increasing quite as 
fast as it did in England in the nineteenth century. 

I will begin with a very remarkable set of figures for 
Japan, given in the London TimeJ of March 8, 1950. This 
shows the effect of American administration. 

The population of Japan had doubled in the sixty years 
preceding 1945. During the second world war, in spite of 
atom-bombs and the incendiary bombing of the large cities, 
the population increased by about 5 million; in the three 
years from 1946 to 1949 it increased by about 6 million. 
The death-rate in 1946 was 15 • 58; in 1948, I 1 • 96. This 
is an extraordinarily rapid fall for so short a period as two 
years. The causes of this decline may be indicated by a 
single fact: in 1946 there were 17,800 cases of smallpox; 
in 1948 there were 29 cases. 

The population of Japan is now 82 million, and the excess 
of births over deaths is 1,600,000 a year. 

The area of Japan is not large, and in present circumstances 
every increase of population means increase of poverty. Both 
American and Japanese authorities are profoundly disquieted 
by this situation. 

India (including Pakistan) has a very rapidly increasing 
population, with high birth- and death-rates, but the latter has 
diminished more than the former. The increase of population 
in ten years in India exceeds the whole population of Great 
Britain. The population is about 400 million and has been 
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increasing by about 15 per cent every ten years. The death­
rate fell from 35 • 9 in 1922 to 22 • 2 in 1939. The birth­
rate in 1939 was 33 • 6, as compared with 15 • 3 in England. 

The population problem in India is generally acknow­
ledged to be acute. To quote the Manchester Guardian of 
April 26, 1951 : 

The Government of India has published the provisional figures 
of its recent census. The population (exclusive of Jammu and 
Kashmir) numbers 357 million. In spite of the mortality from 
the great Bengal famine, it has increased by I 3 • 4 per cent since 
1941. In the last twenty years the rate of growth has been three 
times what it was at the beginning of the century. Every year 
India's need for food increases by half a million tons of grain. 
For the whole country, the density of population is three hundred 
to the square mile; this is six times as great as in the United 
States. The ever-increasing pressure on the soil in India is the 
main problem of South Asia. It is forcing the country towards 
a poverty which will probably end in revolution; it is one of the 
main causes of the famine now threatening. A memorandum of 
these facts should be constantly on the table of everybody con­
cerned with Asian affairs; that and Malthus's essay. Even if the 
Colombo Plan were carried out, production would still be 
running a losing race with population. Mr. Nehru says that the 
Government of India is now studying the possibilities of birth­
control. The difficulties in a country with an illiterate and 
impoverished people are great. But what else can save India? 
Prosperity and education together might eventually cause, in 
India, as elsewhere, a falling birth-rate. But the death-rate also 
would fall. Until there is some decline in the number of new 
mouths, devouring every increase in the national income, 
prosperity will be a mocking and empty concept. 

Every rational person must be glad to find that Mr. 
Nehru recognizes the need of birth-control in India. On this 
subject the international edition of the New York Times for 
April 20, 1951, reports: 



Birth-control and other methods of curbing India's rapidly 
growing population are being studied by the Government, 
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru said to-day in an interview. 

Mr. Nehru said he favoured birth-control as a long-range pro­
ject for cutting the4,ooo,ooo-a-year increase in this country's popu­
lation and as one of the measures needed to solve the food 
crisis. 

While the Hindu and Moslem religions that predominate in this 
subcontinent do not prohibit the practice of birth-control, many 
of the nation's 362,000,000 people oppose it through superstition 
or belief that it is against the laws of nature. 

Mr. Nehru said India was overpopulated by American stan­
dards but was not by European standards and, being a big 
country, 'should support a big population.' 

India's population averages about 300 persons to the square 
mile, six times the average in the United States. Europeans are 
often even more crowded. The average is 750 to the square mile 
in Belgium, 530 in Britain and almost 400 in Italy. 

India, like the United States, contains its quota of cruel 
bigots, who prefer poverty, famine, and war to birth-control. 
One must hope that Pandit Nehru's influence will be 
sufficient to combat such sinister superstition. 

The U .S.S.R. has a population of about 200 million, 
which is estimated to be increasing rapidly. 

Russia, India, China, and Japan contain between them 
about half the population of the globe. If there is no change 
in vital statistics, they will soon contain much more than 
half. On the other hand, the population of what we may 
call the 'Western' group, even liberally interpreted, is less 
than a quarter of the total population of the world, and is 
likely soon to be much less than a quarter. 

I pass now to another part of the world, namely, Africa. 
Here I will take as typical of the negro portions the Colony of 
Kenya. The Kenya branch of the British Medical Associa­
tion in December 1947 presented a Memorandum to the 

C"'1,"fillf Worll:I 49 D 



Home Government on Health and Population in His 
Majesty's Dependencies in Africa. I rely upon this Memoran­
dum in what follows. 

During the 25 years preceding 194 7 there was a 50 per cent 
loss of soil fertility. Meanwhile the population was increasing 
at the rate of 1 • 5 per cent per annum, rising up to nearly 
2 per cent. As might be expected in these circumstances, 
grinding poverty is increasing. Unless drastic steps are taken, 
within twenty years large importations of food will be neces­
sary to prevent major recurrent famines. Even if everything 
possible is done to increase productivity, there is no hope, 
according to these medical authorities, except in birth­
control. Otherwise the standard of life, already appallingly 
low, is bound to fall still further. 

The conditions are substantially the same throughout 
negro Africa. 

There is a close correlation between vital statistics and 
standards of life. On the one hand there are nations which 
have a low birth-rate, a low death-rate, and a nearly 
stationary population; these countries have a standard of 
life which is high and improving. On the other hand there 
are nations with a high birth-rate, a high death-rate, and a 
rapidly increasing population; these countries have a stan­
dard of life which is low and deteriorating. Moreover, the 
poor and prolific nations are at least twice as numerous as 
the rich and unprolific nations. 

This situation is menacing, not only to the richer nations, 
but to mankind. Paradoxically, the menace is greatest where 
white men govern non-white populations, as in Africa, 
formerly in India, and now in Japan. In such countries, 
white men, by medical science, diminish the death-rate 
but not the birth-rate; they thus accelerate the plunge 
towards misery and the attendant revolutionary fury. So 
long as religious prejudice prevents white men from teaching 
birth-control, they inevitably must, however humane their 
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intentions, increase the sum of misery and degradation in 
non-white territories that they govern. 

The importance of the population problem, although it is 
obvious to all who are concerned in the administration of 
countries with a high birth-rate, is minimized in almost all 
official publications for fear of offending those who think it 
wicked to do what is necessary for the alleviation of human 
misery. It is to be hoped that the men who at present hold 
these views will gradually modify them, as many other 
cruel doctrines formerly held by theologians have been 
modified. It is difficult for kindly men to continue indefinitely 
to believe anything that involves vast unhappiness, whether 
in this life or in the next, and I hope that those who, as yet, 
persist in doctrines having this effect will cease to hold them 
when the results to mankind become obvious to them. I 
should like, in this respect, to quote a letter from Professor 
Julian Huxley in The Times of March 13, 1951. He says: 

I was glad to see Mr. Brander, in your issue of March 7, 
stressing the need for a world population policy. When I was 
Director-General of U ncsco I urged the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations to follow up the valuable con­
ference on world resources which, with the collaboration of the 
World Health Organization, Unesco, the Food and Agriculture 
Organization, and other specialized agencies, it held in 1948 by 
organizing a comparable conference on the population which 
consumes the resources. This would at least bring the problem 
officially on to the international stage, and I still hope that such 
a conference will take place in the not too distant future. 

Meanwhile the problem becomes steadily more acute. The 
daily net addition to the world's population is now nearly 
60,000, as against about half that when I was born, and is 
steadily rising. Even more alarming is the fact that the rate of 
increase of world population (compound interest rate a year) is 
also steadily increasing, in spite of the falling off in regi0ns like 
Western Europe. 

In the last couple of months there have been references in your 
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columns to difficulties caused by over-population in Kenya, 
Japan, British Honduras, Italy, Puerto Rico, parts of North 
Africa, Cyprus, Uganda, the British West Indies, the South 
African Protectorates, Egypt and Haiti; and even where over­
population is not yet evident there may be an alarmingly rapid 
rate of increase, as in Formosa, many parts of Latin America, 
French Canada, parts of West and Central Africa, etc. 

From all such detailed instances two general points stand out : 
First, that the mere quantitative increase in numbers is creating a 
qualitatively new situation for the human species; and, secondly, 
as Mr. Brander rightly stressed, that all ameliorative measures 
aimed at increasing production are merely palliatives and, in 
the perspective of history, extremely short-term ones: in two or 
three generations they v,·ill be overtaken by human multiplication 
and the world will be where it was before, only a little worse off, 
since some of its vacant spaces and unused resources will have 
been taken up. 

It is imperative that we should develop a rational population 
policy for the world as a whole and should work out methods for 
putting it into practice (including methods for overcoming current 
objections and prejudices on the matter). The first step towards 
this, I still c.onsider, should be taken by the United Nations. 

There wou]d be little difficu1ty in causing the practice of 
birth-control to spread throughout the regions which at 
present are most threatened by increase of population. All 
that is needed is to spread the knowledge required, and self­
interest can be relied upon to do the rest. Certainly a con­
siderable spread of education is involved, but that is in any 
case desirable. There are some who think that industrializa­
tion alone will lead to a fall in the birth-rate, but I do not 
think the facts bear this out. When England became in­
dustrialized, the birth-rate at first did not fall, and the 
increase of population became much more rapid than before. 
It was the prosecution of Bradlaugh and Mrs. Besant for 
birth-control propaganda in the year 1878 that inaugurated 
the fall in the birth-rate. In France, which was mainly 
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agricultural, the fall had begun sooner. I do not think that 
the desirable fall in the birth-rate would have come about 
except by an increase of education, accompanied by oppor­
tunities for ascertaining methods of birth-control. 

It is a curious fact that those who are led to advocate birth­
control through a study of Malthus's doctrines, although they 
are sometimes called neo-Mal thusians, are really reverting to a 
doctrine which preceded Malthus, and suggested his doctrines 
to him. The principle of population was really discovered 
not by l\falthus but by Condorcet, who, however, avoided 
the pessimistic conclusions which gave Malthus so much 
pleasure, by supplementing the doctrine with the advocacy 
of birth-control. Malthus, as a clergyman, thought birth-con­
trol wicked, and as a Manchester economist, enjoyed the iron 
law of wages, which assumed that wage-earners, though poor, 
would remain prolific. It is a pity that it was these doctrines, 
and not those of Condorcet, which acquired wide publicity. 

The adoption of birth-control by large prosperous nations 
has shown a new possibility of general prosperity throughout 
the world. Natural impulses have led animals and men to 
breed faster than nature can support them, with the result 
that many had to die prematurely, and those who became 
adult very frequently perished from hunger. This was the 
mechanism of evolution-a mechanism involving vast suffer­
ing throughout the animal kingdom. The same mechanism 
persists to the present day in many parts of the world, 
China, India, Africa, tropical America among others. 
Those who urge that by means of technical advances a 
continually growing population can remain prosperous for 
an indefinite period arc evidently incapable of appreciating 
the properties of geometrical pi vgression. If population 
continues to increase, however slowly, it must ultimately 
surpass any assigned limit. Naturally this is impossible, 
since there is a limit to what the earth can yielu; and as the 
population increases beyond a point, the earth must yield 
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less, since a large amount of the earth's surface must be 
withdrawn from agriculture. But if population is not to 
increase without limit, one of two things must happen: 
either the birth-rate must be low, or the death-rate must be 
high. Those who oppose birth-control, if they are capable of 
a little arithmetic, will have to admit that their opposition 
implies a perpetuation of needless mortality. In the past, and 
still in the poorer parts of the world, a great majority of 
children born have died before reaching maturity. All the 
waste and sorrow and pain involved in this mortality is 
unnecessary, and now that we know it to be unnecessary, 
those who insist upon perpetuating systems which involve it 
cannot be absolved from responsibility for all the suffering 
that their dogmatism demands. Nobody would defend such 
a wasteful system in the production of anything other than 
human beings. Suppose that bakers had for ages produced 
bread by methods which led to half the loaves they produced 
being uneatable, and suppose that someone discovered 
a new method, by which nearly all the loaves could be 
eatable, would it seem sensible to maintain that the new 
method was wicked, and that there is something virtuous 
about waste? And yet bad loaves do not suffer, whereas the 
wasted children die slowly after years of misery. Anybody 
who walks through a Chinese village, and sees the children 
with distended stomachs from eating earth because there 
was nothing else to eat, and who nevertheless feels that 
nothing must be done to prevent this evil, cannot be absolved 
of hard-heartedness. For ifhe were not hard-hearted, he would 
find the dogma compelling his cruel creed unbelievable. 

Contrast with this misery the prosperous populations of 
the United States, Canada, Australia, or New Zealand. In 
these countries, certain ancient evils which have afflicted all 
sentient creaturt:S since the dawn oflife have been eliminated; 
no one need fear starvation; the great majority of children 
live to maturity; most people enjoy much beyond necessaries, 
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and there is a surplus which makes it possible to give 
education to all. The old struggle for life is eliminated in its 
fiercer aspects, and could be eliminated completely if men 
would get rid of ancient beliefs, no longer suited to their 
circumstances. There is no good reason why a similar con­
dition of well-being should not exist throughout the world. 
Certain things are necessary to this end: the birth-rate must 
be diminished ; the land system must be reformed ; there 
must be a measure of industrialization, and there must be 
education. But unless and until the birth-rate is diminished, 
no other measures give any hope of more than a brief 
temporary improvement. 

It would be completely possible to make the whole world 
within fifty years as prosperous as the United States is now. 
It would be possible to lift from human life the ancient load 
of toil and sorrow. But if this is to be done, we must acknow­
ledge that our power over nature has its limits; that we can 
without excessive labour produce enough food for a certain 
population, but not for more. It is probable that improve­
ments in technique will increase the size of the population 
that can be supported in tolerable prosperity, but there must 
always be a limit, and when the birth-rate is excessive, 
population will press against this limit, and will only be kept 
from passing it by widespread unnecessary suffering. Pro­
pagandists have acquired a habit of talking about 'Western 
values,' and it must be confessed that a great deal of what 
they say is rubbish. I am inclined to think that the most 
important of Western values is the habit of a low birth­
rate. If this can be spread throughout the world, the rest of 
what is good in Western life can also be spread. There can 
be not only prosperity, but peace. But if the West continues 
to monopolize the benefits of low birth-rate, war, pestilence 
and famine must continue, and our brief emergence from 
these ancient evils must be swallowed in a new flood of 
ignorance, destitution and war. 
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PART II 

l\t1AN AND MAN 



CHAPTER VI 

SOCIAL UNITS 

MAN is sometimes classed as a gregarious animal, but he is 
not quite similar psychologically to other gregarious animals. 
His gregariousness, when it goes beyond a very limited 
degree, is a product rather of self-interest than of instinct. 
Ants and bees instinctively serve the purposes of their group; 
they have no need of morals and decalogues, and apparently 
never feel any impulse to sin. Gregarious mammals are not 
so completely dominated by the herd as ants and bees are, 
but have less tendency to individualism than human beings 
have. In human beings there is a constant conflict between 
the individual and the herd, a conflict which as a rule is 
subjective, and waged in the mind of the individual, but 
occasionally breaks out into open disagreement. Every man 
feels himself at once an individual and a member of a 
group, and it is because both these feelings are so deeply 
engrained in his nature that he has found it necessary to 
make moral codes and prohibitions and a vast apparatus of 
praise and blame. Almost everything that goes wrong in the 
relations of man with man, goes wrong because the self­
impulses outweigh the herd-impulses in cases where self­
interest, or at any rate, the self-interest of the herd, would 
demand the opposite. The forms taken by this conflict 
depend, of course, upon the size and character of the herd. 
The only social group that has a really profound instinctive 
hold is the family. Sexual and par<'ntal affection are part of 
the make-up of primitive man. Young children need the 
care of the mother, and while the mother is caring for young 
children, she needs the care of the father. The family is, 
therefore, biologically necessary to primitive man, and 
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pnm1t1ve man, just because he was pnm1t1ve, would not 
have acted as biological necessity required unless he had 
spontaneous impulses to act in this way. For various reasons, 
men seem to have very early enlarged the social group to 
consist of several families and not only one. I do not know 
why they took this step; perhaps it was for mutual defence, 
or perhaps it was to gain the advantage of co-operative 
methods of hunting, or perhaps it arose merely through a 
habit of counting somewhat distant relations as members of 
the family. However that may be, man seems to ha\'e passed 
at a very early stage from the family to the tribe as the 
dominant social unit, and it would seem that as men 
advanced, the size of the tribe gradually increased. 

,,Vhatever the dominant social unit at any stage of social 
evolution, there were two opposite patterns of behaviour: 
one towards members of the same tribe, the other towards 
outsiders. \\'ithin the group, co-operation was the rule; 
friendly feeling was expected and usually achieved. To this, 
however, there were limits, especially owing to sexual rivalry; 
if at any time the number of females happened to he less than 
the number of males, it was to be expected that there would 
be vehement combats between the males of a single tribe. 
Such combats would occur even when the numbers of men 
and women were equal if polygamy was tolerated; and as 
soon as tribes came to have chiefs it was to be expected that 
the chiefa would permit themselves many wives. This is one 
of the ways in which harmony within the tribe required the 
support of custom and the moral law. Within the family the 
same result had been achieved at a very early date by means 
of the incest tabu, and the various complex rules of exogamy 
which arc common in savage tribes must have been intended 
to extend beyond the family the same rule of law that had 
been secured by the prohibition of incest. The incest tabu 
is perhaps the most successful example known of the victory 
of custom over instinct. The great majority of mankind at 
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the present day go through life without at any moment 
experiencing any conscious impulse towards incest. There 
are, it is true, savage tribes where the impulse is still difficult 
to resist, and where adult brothers and sisters take pains not 
to meet. But in the main the prohibition has proved effective 
not only outwardly but inwardly, presumably because it is 
ancient and absolute and does not demand anything super­
humanly difficult. To the social psychologist it is important, 
since it shows what custom can achieve. 

Although rivalry within the group inevitably occurs, it is 
viewed as undesirable and as implying behaviour deserving 
of censure. It is quite otherwise with rivalry between different 
tribes. Towards human beings outside the tribe, the normal 
attitude was one of rivalry in so far as it was not merely one 
of aloofness. So long as there was plenty of room, different 
tribes might avoid each other, but when, owing to food 
shortage, two tribes coveted the same territory, war was the 
almost inevitable outcome. In general, a war would be won 
by the larger tribe, and this must have led to a continual 
increase in the size of tribes. In difficult times there can, of 
course, be rivalry for food within the herd. In times of famine 
people will even eat their own children. But the emotions 
which they feel when they behave in this way are quite 
different from those aroused by war. If you are a cannibal, 
you eat your enemy whom you have killed in war with 
feelings of exultation and triumph; but if you are a starving 
peasant reduced to eating your own children, you do so with 
horror and revulsion and only under the stress of utmost 
need. Joseph Conrad wrote a story called Falk, which 
illustrates this type of psychology. Falk was a sailor on a 
derelict ship, where the food supply was exhausted. He and 
one other member of the crew alone had firearms. After 
these two had stalked each other for days, Falk succeeded 
in shooting his rival. After this he shot the crew one by one 
and ate them. Just as he had finished the last morsel of the 
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last of them, he was rescued. When he relates the incident he 
says that it was most unfortunate for him, and that ever since 
he has had nightmares and been a vegetarian. This is very 
different from the attitude of the victorious cannibal in war. 

As social units grow larger, the psychological mechanism 
from which they derive support is gradually diluted. Loyalty 
to one's family is a natural emotion. Everybody knows how 
in the middle of a family quarrel the disputants will instantly 
unite against an external enemy. A good deal of this feeling 
of solidarity can extend to a tribe, and can survive even into 
a fairly high level of civilization, as in the Scottish clans 
before 1745, or in Japan before 1868. But when tribes unite 
into a nation, the feeling ofJoyalty to the nation is generally, 
at least at first, much less vivid and compelling than the 
feeling of loyalty to the tribe. Loyalty to one's nation does 
not as a rule become a really powerful feeling until one's 
nation is attacked by external enemies, or at least is threatened 
with attack. It is still more difficult to feel loyalty towards 
an alliance of several nations. Such loyalty, where it exists, 
has almo~t no instinctive basis, and is almost wholly 
dependent on considerations of self-interest. That is why 
allies almost invariably hate each other. 

A political organization, if it lasts long enough, becomes 
mirrored in the feelings of its members. The old mechanism 
of friendship within and hostility without adapts itself, with 
a certain amount of creaking, to the expanding political 
system. England and Scotland hated each other until the 
accession of James I. They hated each other again in the time 
of Cromwell ; but the Lowlands ceased to hate England when 
they co-operated with the English to defeat thejacobites. So 
long as we have common external enemies, hostility between 
England and Scotland will be kept within limits, but incidents 
like the Stone of Scone show how easily it could break out. 

Every new social organization tends to weaken the hold 
of older organizations. This is especia1ly noteworthy in the 
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case of the family. In the Bible, widow~ and orphans are 
regarded as unfortunate because in the absence of a male 
protector they are likely to suffer injustice. Modern widows 
and orphans are in a different situation, since the State looks 
after them, not always so well as the father would have done, 
but also not always so badly. In the modern world the 
family consists only of parents and children. Formerly in 
Europe, and still in the East, the family consists of all the 
direct descendants of the oldest Jiving male. The head of 
the family surrounds himself in one household with his sons 
and their wives and their children and even their children's 
children if there are any. The wife of the head of the house­
hold normally devotes herself to persecuting her daughters­
in-law, and if she drives them to suicide, no one is either 
shocked or surprised. This system breaks down where the 
State is strong. Given a totalitarian State, one might expect 
that ultimately the family would break down completely, 
as in Plato's Republic. What is true of the family is true also 
of other organizations ; all of them tend to become weaker 
when larger organizations are set above them. But some­
times the larger organizations fail to flourish, and centrifugal 
forces prevail. This happened, for example, when the 
Wes tern hemisphere rebelled against the dominion of 
Europe. It might be expected to happen if a premature 
attempt were made to establish a world State. But those who 
remember the collapse of the League of Nations, and are 
seeing before their eyes the disintegration of the United 
Nations, have no need of emphasis to realize this fact. 

Social cohesion is only effective when it has a psychological 
counterpart in the feelings of members of the group. But 
whether such feelings can be created artificially by education 
and governmental propaganda is a question of great im­
portance to the political future of mankind. For the present 
I should wish it borne in mind, but I do not propose at this 
stage to discuss it. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE SIZE OF SOCIAL UNITS 

THERE are two kinds of considerations which determine the 
size of a social unit. The fir.st is technical, the second 
psychological. 

From the technical point of view, the most profitable size 
for a social unit is continually increasing as technique 
advances. The human psychology is always adapted to 
earlier times, and therefore frequently offers obstacles to the 
growth of social units up to the size that would be technically 
most advantageous. Of this there have been innumerable 
examples from the dawn of history to the present day. 

Taking first the technical considerations, there is, at any 
given stage, an optimum size for an organization. If it is 
smaller, it loses the benefits of co-operation; if it is larger, 
it loses unity. \Vhere Go\'ernments are concerned, the 
essential condition is that it must be possible to transmit 
orders and troops from the centre in Jess time than it takes 
to organize a revolt. Until modern times this was a question 
of roads. The empire of Darius depended upon the great 
road that he made from Susa to the western coast of Asia 
Minor. According to Herodotus, a messenger could travel 
this distance in a month, and an army could travel it in three 
months. The size of Darius's empire was about the limit of 
what was then technically possible. When the Ionian cities 
rebelled, it was a long time before Darius got an adequate 
army stationed among them, and during all this time they 
could prepare to meet him. He succeeded in subduing them, 
but only with considerable difficulty. Roads remained the 
chief means of empire down to the time of Napoleon, or 
perhaps even longer if we take account of such instances as 
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the Khyber Pass. The Roman Empire depended entirely 
upon roads. ,-vhen it fell, the roads sank into disrepair and 
only petty monarchies were possible, except where Moham­
medan conquests prevented the collapse of civilization. 
Napoleon's roads through the Alps were famous and enabled 
him to keep 1 taly in order. From the time of Darius to the 
time of Napoleon, Governments depended upon foot soldiers 
and cavalry, as nothing could go faster than a horse. The 
first great change was made by railways. Perhaps if Napoleon 
had had railways he might have won the Russian campaign. 
Perhaps if railways had not existed in the United States 
at the time of the Civil War the victory or the North would 
have been impossible. • 

The technical etlect of railways in enlarging the opLimum 
size of States was certainly enormous, but pcrhap3 tlie effect 
of the telegraph was equally great. Owing- to the telegraph, 
orders can be tran~mitted practically instantaneously, and 
what is going on in subject provinces cannot ea~ily be con­
cealed from the capital. It may be doubted whether the 
Indian mutiny could have been suppressed if it had come 
before the clays of s1 cam, but it would have been suppressed 
much more quickly than it was if there had at that time 
been a cable to India. 

A much greater difference has been made by aeroplanes. 
There arc now no two habitable places on the globe which 
arc more than two days' journey apart. A journey from 
London to Sydney is now a no more serious undertaking 
than a journey from London to Edinburgh was two hundred 
years ago. As the art of conveying armies by air develops, 
the few remaining barriers, such as seas, mountains and big 
rivers, will grow Jess and less important, and every sovereign 
State will be able to attack any other at a moment's notice. 
There is now no technical limit to the optimum si;te of 
empires; in fact quite the contrary, for the munitions. of war 
become so expensive that only very large States can afford 
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them, and the raw materials required become so various, 
that small States are necessarily dependent upon imports, 
which may at any moment be cut off. Another advantage 
of large States is that they provide great free trade areas. 
These, of course, could exist without governmental amal­
gamation, and would do so if men were rational in this 
respect. But, in fact, while a Southern Englishman will 
receive without horror goods manufactured in Sheffield, he 
will be outraged when he finds himself asked to buy goods 
manufactured on the Continent. But thfa brings me to the 
psychological factors concerned in the size of social units. 

The psychological factors which we must now consider 
tend, as I remarked before, to slow down the growth of 
States, and often to defeat entirely the movements that 
technical considerations would demand. It is difficult to 
hold a governmental unit together by force alone. I will not 
pretend that it is impossible, for it has sometimes been done 
successfully. But it requires a great expenditure of energy on 
the part of those who exert the force, and unless they win 
over the subject populations, their dominion is likely to be 
temporary. It is true that subject populations often are won 
over. In the Roman Empire no one except the Jews showed 
any wish to rebel after the first few years of Roman dominion. 
The same was true of the eµipire of the Caliph. There were, 
of course, dynastic wars, but these had nothing to do with 
the sentiments of the population and were not intended to 
disrupt the State. It is difficult to say why this sort of thing 
happens much less in the modern world than it did in earlier 
times. The great enemy of modern conquerors is nationalism, 
a sentiment practically unknown in former times to all 
except the Jews. Consider such governmental failures as 
those in India, Ireland and Poland. When the Macedonians 
conquered part of India, they established a Greek kingdom 
which lasted for centuries, and, so far as we know, they 
provoked no nationalist reaction in India. If the Romans 
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could have conquered India, we may assume that India 
would soon have been as acquiescent in being part of the 
Roman Empire as Spain, Gaul and Britain were. But in 
modern times conquerors have no such luck. The case of 
Ireland is even more surprising, since there wa'i not there 
any difference of colour, or any serious difference of race. 
When Poland was partitioned, everybody except the 
beneficiaries wa,; shocked, and the Poles retained their 
national sentiment as well as their sense of unity, in spite of 
the division effected by political frontiers. Most moderns 
accept nationalio;m as a natural phenomenon and do not 
realize how new it is. So far as the modern world is concerned, 
it was perhaps invented by Joan of Arc, but died down in 
France during the Wars of Religion. It flourished in Eliza­
bethan England, and its pernicious doctrines were never 
more beautifully expressed than by Shakespeare. It had a 
rebirth in France at the time of the Revolution, because it 
was necessary in resisting reactionary opponents. Napoleon 
taught it to the Germans and the Russians, Metternich 
taught it to the Italiam, and gradually it spread throughout 
the world. The only force which now is psychologically 
capable of outweighing it is Communism, and even Com­
munism has been defeated by it in Yugoslavia. 

The powerlessness of governmental propaganda when it 
comes in conflict with nationalism is the more surprising 
since Governments now possess powerful means of propaganda 
that are new and might have been expected to be irresistible. 
The press and the radio work for the Government wherever 
the liberal freedoms do not exist. And what is more important 
than either is education. Every child during the impres­
sionable years is exposed to a point of view which, whether 
avowedly propagandist or not, is always such as might be 
expected to imbue the child with loyalty to his Goverr.ment. 
Where a State is a national State, press and radio combine 
to increase enormously the loyalty of the citizen beyond 
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what t·xisted in former times. It is only where a State is not 
national that these methods fail. The social cohesion of the 
large national States of our time is in its intensity a quite 
new phenomenon. I suppose that ordinary English people 
must have felt some satisfaction when they heard of the 
victories of Trafalgar and Waterloo, but nobody reading 
Jane Austen can find any trace of such a feeling, and it must 
have been very pale in comparison with the feelings that 
are aroused by modern important victories or defeats. There 
is no doubt that modem techniques intensify social cohesion 
very greatly where it already exists, but they do not seem 
able to create it where a contrary sentiment prevails, as in 
the case oflrcland before 1922. 

The techniques by which national cohesion is generated 
are somewhat raw and crude. Falsification of history generally 
plays a very large part; so docs the .National Anthem. 
And there is almost always a pretence that one's own 
nation is morally superior to other nations. 'Confound their 
knavish tricks, frustrate their politics' is the normal view of 
foreigners. l<'ichte says: 'To have character and to be German 
undoubtedly mean the same thing.' Modern Russia has 
perhaps carried this process farther than it has ever been 
carried before. We learn that Copernicus was a Russian; 
that it was not Vasco da Gama, but a Russian, who dis­
covered the Cape route to India; that the law of gravitation 
was discovered not by Newton, but by a supporter of Ivan 
the Terrible; and that Darwin's ideas came from Russian 
sources which he carefully concealed. This sort of thing is, 
of course, absurd. If men were anxious to live happily they 
would allow a committee of Unesco to pronounce on all 
such matters. Careful genealogists would investigate the 
opinion that Columbus was a Russian, and the correlative 
opinion that Shakespeare was an American. Whatever 
decision was arrived at by Unesco on these important 
matters would be taught in all schools of the world, whenever 
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the subjects concerned were mentioned. Consider the Battle 
of\Vater]oo. The French will te1l you that Napoleon was on 
the very point of comp]ete victory, when he was stabbed in 
the back by the wicked Prussians. The Prussians will tell 
you that \Vel1ington would have suffered a complete 
disaster, but for the timely assistance which they were able 
to bring, in spite of his faulty strategy. The English will tell 
you that the bulldog tenacity of the British would have 
indubitably worn down the French altack, even if Blucher 
had not appeared. No English schoolboy is aUowed to know 
\V ellington 's comment on the battle: 'It was a damned nice 
thing,' or Napoleon's comment: 'In war, the English always 
lose every battle except the last.' Every country teaches 
history in a manner which inclines the young to think that 
their own side is sure of victory, and therefore to increase 
the proneness to war, which almost alway5 in any case 
exceeds what is rational. Nationalism is in our day the chief 
obstacle to the extension of social cohesion beyond national 
boundaries. 1 t is therefore the chief force making for the 
extermination of the human race. Everybody is agreed that 
the nationalism of other countries is absurd, but the 
nationalism of one's own country is noble and splendid, 
and any man who does not uphold it is a lily-livered cur. 
It i:; interesting to see the operation of this sentiment in the 
United States at the present day. The Republican party is 
so ardently nationalist that it ha:- to vilify all other nations, 
even those that are most necessary to the success of American 
policy. One would have supposed, for example, that the 
co-operation of Britain might be thought useful in the present 
international situation. Nevertheless, I find American news­
papers using such phrases as 'the yapping Yahoos of the 
British Socialist Government.' If the 'yapping Yahoos' were 
not saints (which they are), such phrases might possibly 
cause them to have something less than an ardent love for 
Americans. This is as clear an instance as could be found of 
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hatred overriding self-interest. The Republicans apparently 
feel that if America can only prosper by causing other nations 
to prosper, then it would be better to fail. 

Nationalism is by no means the only force which limits 
useful forms of social cohesion. Consider ancient Greece, 
for example. Every State in ancient Greece, except Sparta, 
was divided between democrats and oligarchs. The bitter­
ness of party strife was incredible, and each side was always 
willing to put to death large numbers of its opponents. It 
was also willing to form alliances with other cities in which 
the same party was in power. But at no moment after the 
Persian war had been won was Greece willing to unite as 
a whole. Although the Greeks were the leaders of civiliza­
tion, and although they had a sentiment of superiority to 
the 'barbarians,' they fought futile wars against each other, 
and exhausted themselves to the point where they could be 
subjugated by enemies from without. The conflicts of demo­
crats and oligarchs, which had seemed so earth-shaking, 
were smothered under the weight of the Roman Empire, 
and became no more than squabbles on parish councils . 

. The same thing happened to Renaissance Italy, and is 
happcmng to Western Europe. 

What is mistakenly called 'human nature' likes somebody 
to hate, and docs not feel fully alive except when some 
enemy is being injured. It is this way of feeling that has 
hitherto set limits to the growth of social cohesion, which is 
now an imperative necessity if the human race is to continue. 
The real obstacles to world-wide social cohesion are in 
individual souls. They are the pleasure that we derive from 
hatred, malice and cruelty. If mankind is to survive, it will 
be necessary to find a way of living which does not involve 
indulgence in these pleasures. If such a way of living is to 
be successful, it must not be merely through seJf-denial and 
self-restraint. It must be by changing the sources of happiness 
and the unconscious impulses which mould our moral 
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phrases. It is possible, and in slightly different circum­
stances it would be easy, to live happily-far more happily in­
deed than anyone now lives-without malice and hatred and 
the desire for victory in disastrous contests. Men must learn 
to live in this way if science and scientific technique is not to 
cause catastrophe. But this subject belongs to the conflict 
of man with himself of which I do not yet wish to speak. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE RULE OF FORCE 

Co-oPERATTO:'-. between human beings may be voluntary on 
both si<les, or may on one side consist merely of submission 
to superi.ir power. I obscrn·d once a pair of ravens in 
captivily. Their keeper gave them one large lump of raw 
meat tu be shared between them. The male raven seized it, 
pecked savagely at the female if she made the slightest 
attempt to get a bit, and ate as much as his stomach could 
hold before he allowed his \dfo anything at all. By that time, 
all the juiciest bits were gone. This relation of male and 
female exists in many animal species, and existed among 
human beings until 1918. One of the most astonishing things 
about our time is the change in the status of women, which 
has spread vvith amazing rapidity throughout most parts of 
the world. In civilized countries, such co-operation as now 
exists between a man and a woman is apt to involve consent 
on the part of the woman, an<l therefore to be no longer 
an example of the rule of force. This is part of the general 
tendency to concentrate all use of physical force in the hands 
of the State. The superiority of men over women was based 
originally entirely upon their superior physical strength, 
which enabled them to claim superiority in every other 
respect, without effective challenge from the weaker partner. 
Gradually, however, it came to be recognized that force 
ought not to be employed by private persons in their private 
relations, but should be employed only by the State in 
accordance with the law. Women became emancipated from 
men in proportion as both became slaves of the State. 
This statement is too epigrammatic to be quite true, but 
it may serve as a slightly inaccurate condensation of the truth. 

72 



Social co-operation was originally based almost entirely 
upon force. This applied even to sex relations so long as 
women captured in war were made into concubines. 'To 
every captain a damsel or two' -say the triumphant wives 
in the Song of Deborah. The co-operation of the damsels 
was presumably not voluntary. The relation of parents and 
children was also entirely based upon force, so long as the 
children were young. '\i\'hen the children were grown up, 
and the fathers decrepit, the situation was reversed. Some 
tribes sell decrepit fathers to neighbouring cannibals, which 
saves expense. But in time fathers, while still in the prime of 
life, took steps to avert this unpleasant end; they instructed 
their children, while the children were still docile from power­
lessness, in the virtue of filial piety. Confucius, as everyone 
knows, makes this the basis of all other virtues. The Fourth 
Commandment embodies what must, at the time it was 
formulated, have been already a long tradition. But it has 
quite forgotten the original reason for the precept, which 
was to avoid being eaten in old age. It says 'that your days 
may be long in the land'; what it means is 'that our days 
may be long in the land,' i.e. that we may escape being 
handed over to cannibals. Filial piety is a good example of 
the way in which a superiority which is originally one of 
physical strength acquires the sanction of religion, and is 
thereby able to survive even when it is no longer sustained 
by superior strength. There is no greater reason for children 
to honour parents than for parents to honour children, 
except that while the children are young, the parents are 
stronger than the children. The same thing, of course, 
happened in the relations of men and women. It was the 
duty of wives to submit to husbands, not of husbands to 
submit to wives. The only basis for this view was that if 
wives could be induced to accept it, it saved trouble for 
their husbands. 'The man is not of the woman, but the 
woman of the man; neither was the man created for the 
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woman, but the woman for the man' (1 Corinthians xi. 8, 9). 
I defy anyone to find any basis for this view, except that 
men have stronger muscles than women. 

The pattern exemplified in the case of filial piety has 
been illustrated in many social relations. When a warlike 
minority conquers a peaceful majority, it depends at first 
only upon superior strength, but it becomes a hereditary 
aristocracy, and invents some mythology to perpetuate its 
superiority. Sometimes the conquerors are descended from 
the sun, sometimes from other gods ; they have blue blood; 
they have a sense of honour denied to the vulgar; their 
intellect is superior, and they can understand matters beyond 
the comprehension of common men ; above all, they have 
a sense of honour which demands that they should instantly 
kill anyone who insults them. This is considered a great 
virtue. The remarkable thing is that conquering aristocracies 
succeed in getting these views accepted by their subjects. 
Every yokel used to touch his hat to the lord of the manor, 
and I am told that there are some out of the way places 
where this still happens. Just as the elderly father secures 
himself against the grown-up son by teaching filial piety 
while the son is young, so aristocracies, long after they have 
grown decrepit and could no longer defeat the plebs in fair 
fight, manage to cling to power and wealth by means of 
the religious veneration which they instilled in their great 
days. Kings especially used to be successful in this way. 
Kings ruled by divine right; they had divine right because 
they were the sons of their fathers. But if you go back far 
enough, you find some ancestor who had only the right of 
strength, and seized the throne by force of arms. It is 
amazing what a short time it takes for divine right to become 
operative. Charles I ruled by divine right because Henry VII 
had won the Battle of Bosworth. The military origin of 
social distinctions is a thing which those who profit by 
inequalities are very loath to admit. You will find at the 
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present day in India many men who have resented quite 
justly the insolence that the British used to display in that 
country, which was based solely on military victory. But 
these same men often have no objection to the caste system, 
although that also has its origin in the superiority of Aryan 
conquerors long ago. An inequality which persists long 
enough becomes sanctioned by a halo of religion; but the 
English were not in India for enough centuries to produce 
this result. 

Slavery has always been based upon war. A slave is either 
a captive made in war or a descendant of a captive. There 
were negro slaves in America, solely because the white men 
were the superiors of Africans in the use of fire-arms. Like 
other social inequalities, slavery had religious sanction so 
long as it persisted. It was justified by the curse of Ham. 
Although negroes in the United States are now nominally 
free, the social stigma survives. Why is it more wicked for a 
negro to rape a white woman than for a white man to rape 
a negress? Solely because white men arc superior in battle. 
I defy anybody to find any other reason whatever. 

Although the rule of force is not a thing to be admired, 
and although one must be glad when it is replaced by some­
thing gentler and less unjust, it has nevertheless had a useful 
part to play in the development of social institutions. 
Government is a difficult art, and submission to government 
is difficult except as submission to force. In the formation of 
communities, Governments imposed by force have played a 
part which seems to have been essential. Most English people 
at the present day submit to their Government because they 
realize that the alternative would be disastrous anarchy 
and chaos. But there were long ages during which people 
preferred anarchy and chaos, if they could get it. There 
were long wars between kings and barons in which, for­
tunately, the barons extirpated each other. In the end the 
king emerged victorious; people obeyed him because he 
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could compel obedience. And so the kingdom acquired 
unity and the habit of obeying law. \\Then in the course of 
time the kingly power was curbed, it was curbed not by a 
revival of anarchy, but by new forms of government. It may 
be doubted, however, whether a single stable Government 
of the whole realm could ever have been achieved, except 
by passing through the stage of royal power. 

The transition from kingly power to democracy which 
occurred in England in the period from Charles I to Queen 
Victoria is typical of a transition of which there are many 
other examples. Wherever there is a social unit there is 
necessarily government, and it is the power of the Govern­
ment which gives coherence to the group concerned. But 
when once the group has been constituted, no matter how, 
its form of government may change without change in the 
composition of the group. V cry often the most difficult stage 
is the constitution of a single governmental group, and the 
subsequent changes in its form of government arc very much 
easier. No governmental group can be constituted without 
some curbing of anarchic impulses, and it is much easier for 
this curbing to take place if it is only the weaker members 
of the group that are restrained, while the stronger members 
find such of their impulses as were formerly anarchic trans­
formed into exercise of governmental power. Victorian 
children might not make a noise while Papa was snoozing, 
but l1apa might make a noise whenever he liked. His impulse 
to castigate children who interfered with his nap would have 
been anarchic aggression if the family group had not existed ; 
but since it did exist, it was a proper exercise of the duty of 
parental discipline. In this way, social groups could be 
constituted without much interference with patterns of action 
that had existed before the groups were constituted, except 
where the actions of the weak were concerned. Take, for 
example, murder. Where a region is ruled by a conquering 
aristocracy, it may be taken as a general rule that social 
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inferiors must not kill social superiors, or even each other, 
but that when social superiors kill social inferiors it is a 
just execution. In fact, if the superiors are not too impatient, 
they can get it done through the operation of the law. 
Attempts to form new groups by purely voluntary co­
operation usually fail, because whatever Governme~t is 
constituted for such groups does not command traditional 
respect, and is not likely to be allowed enough power to 
enforce respect. 

The most important application of this principle in the 
present day is to world government. For the prevention of 
war, the existence of a single Government for the whole 
planet is indispensable. But a federal Government formed 
by mutual agreement, as the League of Nations and the 
United Nations were formed, is sure to be weak, because 
the constituent nations will feel, as the barons felt in the 
Middle Ages, that anarchy is better than loss of independence. 
And just as the substitution of orderly government for 
anarchy in the Middle Ages depended upon the victory of 
the royal power, so the substitution of order for anarchy in 
international relations, if it comes about, will come about 
through the superior power of some one nation or group of 
nations. And only after such a single Government has been 
constituted will it be possible for the evolution towards a 
democratic form of international government to begin. 
This view, which I have held for the last thirty years, 
encounters vehement opposition from all people of liberal 
outlook, and also from all nationalists of whatever nation. 
I agree, of course, that it would be far better to have an 
international Government constituted by agreement, but I 
am quite convinced that the love of national independence 
is too strong for such a Government to have effective power. 
When a single Government for the world, embodying the 
military supremacy of some nation or group of nations, has 
been in power for a century or so, it will begin to command 
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that degree of respect that will make it possible to base its 
power upon law and sentiment rather than upon force; 
and when that happens, the international Government can 
become democratic. I do not say that this is a pleasant 
prospect; what I do say is that men's anarchic impulses 
are so strong as to be incapable of yielding in the first place 
to anything but superior force. This would not be the case 
if men were more rational, or less filled with hatred and 
fear. But so long as the present type of national sentiment 
persists, any attempt to establish a really vigorous inter­
national Government would be countered by an irresistible 
propaganda: 'Would you rather live as slaves than die as 
free men?' the champions of national independence would 
ask. In every nation in which there was a good hope of not 
dying, but living, as free men, this rhetorical question would 
be answered by a general shout in favour of dying for 
freedom. I will not say that there is no hope of a better 
method of ending the international anarchy; what I do say 
is that there is no hope of this unless and until individuals 
are much changed from what they arc now. It will be 
necessary that individuals shall have less feeling of hostility 
and fear towards other individuals, more hope of security 
as regards their own lives, and a far more vivid realization 
that, in the world which modern technique has created, 
the need of world-wide co-operation is absolute, if mankind 
is to survive. Can a leopard change his spots? I believe that 
he can, but if not, terrible calamities must befall him. 



CHAPTER IX 

LAW 

LAW is often represented as an alternative to force, but this 
is a mistake. Law is only a way of organizing and concen­
trating force and transferring it from individuals to groups, 
or from small groups to larger ones. In a civilized community 
it is held that force should not be employed by private 
individuals, but should be exercised only by the State in 
accordance with certain rules. These rules constitute law. 
There are always exceptions; a man is allowed to exercise 
force in self-defence; in many countries he is allowed to 
commit murder if he finds his wife committing adultery. 
In countries where white men hold power over men of 
colour, assaults by white men on coloured men are viewed 
very leniently by white magistrates. In race riots, such as 
one which occurred in Detroit a few years ago, the police 
exercise much more severity against coloured men than 
against white men. In America some fifty years ago, if 
there was a strike in a mining district, it was quite in order 
for the sons of mine-owners to make an expedition, after 
they had dined, into mining villages, where they would fire 
at anybody who offered a good target; but any retaliation 
by the poor against the rich met with condign punishment. 

Such instances might perhaps be dismissed from our con­
sideration as extra-legal excesses, which might be tolerated, 
but only where the authorities showed a culpable laxity. 
What is much more serious is the refusal of Governments in 
many parts of the world to be bound by ascertainable rules 
of law in the exercise of the powers of arrest and imprison­
ment. Under the influence of the doctrine of the rights of 
man, the American constitution forbade the Government 
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from depriving any man of life, liberty, or property, except 
by due process of law, and enacted further that any law by 
which a man could be tried must have already existed at the 
time when he committed the act which was complained 
of. The English nominally accept similar restrictions upon 
the right of arrest and imprisonment, but in practice they 
arc very ready to admit exceptions in difficult times. In Ire­
land and India, when the English governed those countries, 
they infringed the principle constantly; India, now that 
it is self-governing, faithfully copies British practice in this res­
pect. \Vhat the Nazis used to do and what the Soviet Govern­
ment still docs in this respect is notorious. But although in most 
countries at most times the rule oflaw is subject to limitations, 
it is, nevertheless, important, and governs a very large part of 
those human relations that are liable to give rise to disputes. 

Law in origin was merely a codification of the power of 
dominant groups, and did not aim at anything that to a 
modern man would appear to be justice. In many Germanic 
tribes, for example, if you committed a murder, you w~re 
fined, and the fine depended upon the social status of your 
victim. Wherever aristocracy existed, its members had 
various privileges which were not accorded to the plebs. In 
Japan before the Meiji era began a man who omitted to smile 
in the presence of a social superior could legally be killed 
then and there by the superior in question. This explains 
why European travellers find the Japanese a smiling race. 

It would be absurd and unhistorical to find fault with such 
injustices in primitive law. If they had not existed, law 
would not have been respected by the strong and would, 
therefore, never have become firmly established. On the 
whole, at most times and in most places, a bad system of 
law is better than none. This is, of course, not an absolute 
principle; there are occasions when revolution is called for, 
and when it is worth while to go through a period of anarchy 
in order to arrive at something less tyrannical and unjust 
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than what is being overthrown. But these periods are neces­
sarily exceptional. Where revolution becomes endemic, as 
it has done at times in some parts of South America, the 
results are apt to be even worse than those which flow from 
unjust laws that are enforced and obeyed. 

Law, however, is not merely a means of regularizing the 
rule of the stronger. It is also a means of regularizing social 
relations among equals. For example, where there is a 
landed aristocracy, a man may wish to leave his land to his 
children and to feel that their possession will be secure 
even if he dies while they are infants. This is only possible 
if the power of the State is used to protect their rights, for 
otherwise they would suffer the fate of the babes in the 
wood. In such a case the law represents the wishes of the 
majority of the dominant caste, even where these wishes 
come into conflict with those of individual powerful men. 

Apart from punishing murder, the most important func­
tion of early law i.s the institution of property. Property has, 
of course, a basis in what the seventeenth century would 
have called 'natural law.' A man's house, and the plot of 
ground round it which he cultivates himself, will be felt 
by the other members of his tribe to be his, and will be 
protected by custom even before it is protected by law. 
But it is a long journey from this primitive origin to the 
conception of property as it has developed in modern 
capitalistic societies. There are, broadly speaking, two early 
sources of property: on the one hand, the right which a 
man claims to the produce of his own labour, and on the 
other hand, the right to the ownership of land which he 
has acquired by conquest. In the course of time, the man 
who has only the former right develops into a serf, whereas 
the other develops into a feudal Jord. 

With the coming of machine production, these sources of 
property rights become confused. No man in a machine 
industry produces the whole of anything. Suppose you work 
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on the assembly line of a Ford car. Who can estimate what 
proportion of the total car you have produced? Or suppose, 
to take the matter a little farther, you are a clerk engaged 
in keeping the accounts of the firm; no doubt you are an 
essential part of the organization which produces the cars, 
but there is no principle of primitive justice by which it 
can be decided how many ca.rs ought to be allotted to your 
share. The same sort of thing applies to ownership of land. 
William the Conqueror gave lands to his barons by taking 
them away from the Saxon thanes. From these barons they 
passed by sale or inheritance, step by step, to their owners 
in modern times. When the industrial revolution came, it 
turned out that some of these lands had immense value, 
and others hardly any. But those that had immense value 
derived their value from labour and capital, not from any­
thing done by the land-owner. In so far as the land-owner 
was able to retain political power, he continued to be able 
to exact rent, and even to make laws, such as the Com Laws, 
which would increase the amount of rent that he could 
exact. But when he lost political power this sort of thing 
was felt to be unjust, and his income rapidly diminished. 
This sort of thing is very difficult to fit into the framework 
of primitive property rights, such as may exist in a semi­
civilized tribe. Indeed, the whole conception of property is 
a muddle, due to the confusion of ancient traditions with 
modem technique. In the modern world, although there 
are still many forms of property which are in a sense 
'natural,' there are many other forms which are created by 
law, such, for example, as copyright and patent rights, and 
all the immense complications of company law. Throughout 
the long evolution from Hammurabi to the present day, 
the law has always undergone such changes as would 
transfer wealth from the former possessors of power to the 
newly powerful. Does anybody suppose that Rent Restric­
tion Acts or Workman's Compensation Acts would ever 
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have become law except in a democracy? Everybody 
remembers that death duties on land, which are a form of 
gradual confiscation, came about only as the result of a 
first-class political battle. Property, in fact, is what the 
dominant political group chooses that it should be. At each 
stage, it seems to those who make the law to be more than this. 
It seems to embody either some natural right or some prin­
ciple of justice. But natural rights and justice alike vary from 
time to time, as moral conceptions alter with shifts in power. 

Apart from the merits or demerits of any particular 
system of law, there are certain services which law performs 
for the community. It diminishes the opportunities for indi­
vidual violence, and substitutes for the personal interest of a 
single person the average interest of the group which holds 
power. As between the different members of this group, it 
establishes a kind of impartiality, since a man who has to 
appear in the Law Courts is no longer the judge in his own 
case. Moreover, as a rule, the law will concede some rights 
even to those who do not belong to the dominant group, 
since otherwise there is danger of rebellion. And law, where 
it has long been firmly established, causes a partial atrophy 
of impulses to violence. Civilized men do not so readily use 
physical force in arguments with each other as they would 
do if law did not exist. Murder and theft, being in general 
not advantageous to their perpetrators, no longer form part 
of the accepted pattern of behaviour, and the impulse to 
commit them accordingly diminishes. A civilized man 
differs from an uncivilized man, not only in education and 
knowledge, but in his habits and impulses. For although 
there is in everybody a certain energy impelling action, the 
action which this energy will prompt depends to an enormous 
extent upon opportunity and the customs of the society in 
which the man lives. So that a given man who in one society 
will have vehement impulses towards one sort of action will 
never even dream of such an action if he lives in a different 
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kind of society. Most civilized men abstain from murder, 
not by means of an iron self-control, but because the thought 
of murder never enters their heads. In this way, what has 
begun as the rule of force becomes gradually part of a man's 
character, and is no longer felt as a restraint upon his 
freedom. Law is necessary for the formation of customs 
which make social harmony possible, and social harmony 
could not exist without habits which lead to the absence of 
violence. \Ve should, I suppose, all wish for the development 
of a society in which prohibition and force are reduced to a 
minimum, and in which people act spontaneously in a way 
leading to social co-operation. But I think the road to such 
a society must necessarily lie through the enforcement of 
law, since otherwise good habits will never be formed, and 
the possibilities which arise from good habits will not exist. 

There is a conception of justice, which is associated in 
people's minds with law, but is, in fact, a very different 
thing. Justice is conceived by modern democrats in a way 
quite different from that in which it was conceived in 
former times. Plato's Republic is, in form, an attempt to 
define justi\;e, and after an immense discussion, it arrives 
at the interesting result that justice consists in giving every 
man his due, i.e. what it is just to give him. This remarkable 
piece of work has been greeted by almost all Plato's suc­
cessors as showing stupendous profundity; but if any lesser 
man had said it, somebody would have pointed out that 
the definition is circular. One could, of course, avoid the 
circularity by saying that a man's due is to be measured by 
his services to the community, but I cannot imagine how 
his services to the community are to be estimated. Compare 
a baker and an opera singer. You could live without the 
services of the opera singer, but not without the services of 
the baker. On this ground you might say that the baker 
performs a greater service to the community; but no lover 
of music would agree. The whole conception of desert, which 

84 



underlies any other conception of justice than one of equality, 
is impossible to carry out in any systematic manner. In the 
past it has always been held that the more power you have, 
the greater is your merit. But this is a view which, under the 
influence of democracy, has been increasingly challenged. 

But although equality is the main concept that modern 
believers in democracy use in defining 'justice,' there is 
always some admixture of the idea of desert. In fact 'justice' 
is a concept as to which most people's ideas are in a con­
siderable degree of confusion. Most people would consider 
that an exceptional degree of either merit or demerit 
justifies exceptional treatment. They do not disapprove of 
rewards for public servants who have performed some con­
spicuous service, and their belief that it is right to punish 
criminals is seldom based entirely upon a deterrent view of 
punishment. Ardent supporters of capitalism have even 
been known to maintain that business men who make huge 
fortunes deserve their success by the utility of their labours. 
This extreme view, to my mind, is not a very easy one to 
maintain. But, in general, it must be admitted that society 
gains if there are rewards for useful actions, and the opposite 
for such as are harmful. I do not think, therefore, that flat 
equality can be recommended; what can be said, I think 
with truth, is that all inequality must be justified by its 
useful effects, and not by some abstract concept of merit or 
demerit. If crime could be better prevented by rewarding 
criminals than by punishing them, I should be in favour 
of rewarding them. I could imagine a system according to 
which all convicted criminals were believed to be hanged, 
but were, in fact, transported to a delicious South Sea island, 
where they would enjoy idle bliss. Such a system would be 
deterrent without being vindictive. The only objection that 
I can see to it is that some enterprising journalist would 
be sure to unearth the truth. I cannot think it an objection 
that under such a system criminals would be happy ; but 
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for the need of deterring criminality, the happiness of 
criminals would be just as desirable as that of other people. 

I think, therefore, one should say that the principle of 
justice demands equality except in so far as inequality can be 
proved to be socially useful. The world has not yet come 
anywhere near to justice, even in this limited sense. There 
are abominable race inequalities, of which the most note­
worthy examples are the treatment of.Jews and negroes. There 
are still injustices to women, even in England, where the prin­
ciple of equal pay for equal work is not conceded. There is still 
inheritance, which gives advantages to the children of the 
rich. In all such ways there are inequalities that cannot be 
justified on any principle of utility. Such inequalities may 
be condemned as unjust, and where law sanctions them, it 
should, if possible, be changed. This is not merely on the 
ground that, in the abstract, injustice is a bad thing, but 
on the more concrete ground that it generates resentment 
and promotes social unrest. Every approach towards equality, 
other things being equal, promotes social stability, and 
social stability is the fundamental purpose oflaw. 

The consideration of justice has brought us almost to 
the subject of the conflict of classes. Marx, as everyone 
knows, thought that the conflict of classes has always been 
the main cause of social change, and will continue to be so 
until his followers are victorious, after which people will 
live happily ever after, as at the end of a fairy tale. Marx 
himself is not concerned with justice, but only with resent­
ment. It is inevitable, so he says, that the under-privileged 
should be resentful and should be a majority-hence 
instability, revolutions, class wars, etc. The motive of the 
whole process in his system is not any positive principle of 
justice, but the purely negative principle of hatred. I do not 
think that out of such a principle a good social system 
can be created. As we have seen in Soviet Russia, when 
men whose motive power is hatred acquire authority, they 
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still from habit continue to hate, and will therefore tum 
upon each other. The only possible issue of such a psy­
chology is dictatorship and a police State. This illustrates the 
principle which Marxists arc apt to forget, namely, that it 
matters not only what is done but why it is done, since all 
passions, good and bad alike, have a certain momentum and 
a tendency to self-perpetuation. 'Ye cannot gather figs of 
thistles'; but Marx was not a reader of the New Testament. 



CHAPTER X 

CONFLICTS OF MANNERS OF LIFE 

THROUGHOUT known history, every new kind of technique 
has met with vehement opposition, usually of a warlike kind. 
This is still the case in our own day. The earliest form of such 
conflict that comes within historical times is the conflict 
between agriculturalists and pastoral nomads. This begins 
with the Hyksos and their conquest of Egypt. For many cen­
turies after Egypt had become a settled agricultural country 
it was threatened by nomad tribes on its eastern frontier; 
and when the Government of Egypt for any reason was 
enfeebled, these tribes became a danger to the civilized 
manner of life that the Egyptians had established. Traces of 
this state of mind are still to be seen in the story of Joseph and 
his brethren, where we are told that 'every shepherd is an 
abomination unto the Egyptians.' This does not mean only 
that they were afraid that the growing corn might be 
trodden down by sheep and cattle; the word 'abomination' 
is a theological one, implying something wicked or horrible 
and not merely a nuisance. The nomads had a correlative, 
though slightly different, feeling. They felt that people tied 
to the soil and having to labour with bowed back through 
the heat of the day were somewhat contemptible, as com­
pared to those who enjoyed the free life of the open spaces, 
and could move on, when they so desired, to fresh woods and 
pastures new. This feeling is not yet extinct; it survives in 
all those young people who enjoy 'westerns' about cowboys. 
Imagine these young persons to grow up physically without 
acquiring mental maturity, imagine them poor and vigorous 
on the borders of a country that is rich and decrepit, and you 
have a situation which has reproduced itself time and again 
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in human history. The most noteworthy example was when 
the barbarians destroyed the Western Empire, and the Arabs 
conquered most of the Eastern Empire. 

As a rule the nomads are at first very inferior in education 
to the agricultural populations whom they overcome. But 
when, as is usual, the nomads are very much fewer than the 
people whom they subdue, they become a thinly dispersed 
aristocracy, and they find that their new wealth is more 
enjoyable if they adopt some of the arts of civilization. This 
happened, for example, when the Mongols conquered 
China. Kublai Khan, although his grandfather had been a 
ruffianly barbarian, was a man of the highest culture, quite 
capable of stately pleasure domes and the rest of it. 
Theodoric, king of the Goths, was not quite so successful an 
example of this process, for although during many years he 
enjoyed talking to Boethius, the barbarian burst out in the 
end when he decided to put the philosopher to death. The 
Arabs are the most perfect example of the process, since in a 
v<>ry short time they acquired much of what was best in 
Byzantine civilization, and preserved it throughout the 
centuries during which Europe was in eclipse. 

The existence of warlike nomads on the frontiers of peace­
ful agricultural populations has had a great influence in 
retarding the growth of civilization. Until modern times, 
civilized people were as a rule not quite so good at fighting 
as uncivilized people. The1 e were, of course, exceptions. 
The Romans could defeat barbarians who were less civilized 
than the Romans, but they could also defeat the Greeks, 
who were more civilized. Civilized life has at most times 
been insecure, owing to the risk of conquest by uncivilized 
warlike neighbours. Sometimes this has been a purely in­
ternal development, unconnected with foreign conquest. 
The Lady Murasaki portrays an exquisitely civilized society, 
in which a man falls in love with a lady he has never seen 
because of the beauty of her handwriting; but the whole of 
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this was swept away by rough soldiers, who had vigour 
without culture. One of the great difficulties of the civilized 
portion of mankind in past ages has been to preserve warlike 
prowess, in spite of wealth and ease and a settled way oflife. 
It is thought by some that modern man has solved this 
problem by the invention of the atomic bomb; but perhaps 
such a view would be unduly optimistic. However that may 
be, the conquests of nomads have never increased the area 
inhabited by nomads. On the contrary, they have led them 
to appreciate the advantages which an aristocracy can enjoy 
by means of the labours of serfs, and have, therefore, on the 
whole, caused an increase in the area devoted to agriculture. 
This is an instance of the fact that a technique which is more 
efficient from the point of view of production is almost sure 
to spread at the expense of one which is less efficient in this 
respect, even if, from the point of view of war, the older 
manner of life is more likely to lead to victory. 

I come now to another kind of conflict, in many ways 
similar to the one we have considered. I mean that between 
seafaring peoples and peoples tied to the land. This is a con­
flict which has been immensely important in history. The 
Minoan Empire appears to have been based upon sea-power, 
and to have been in the end destroyed by pirates. First the 
Phoenicians, and then the Greeks, established themselves at 
favourable sites in the Mediterranean by means of sea­
power. It is sea-power that is celebrated in the Iliad, as 
appears from the catalogue of ships. Passing over some 
twenty centuries, we arrive at the Norsemen, who were the 
terror of ,vestern Europe for about three hundred years. 
They destroyed the civilization of Ireland, and gravely 
damaged the budding civilization of Yorkshire. They terri­
fied the French and conquered Sicily, not to mention 
England. These men began as pirates, but as soon as their 
piracy was successful, they acquired whatever civilization 
was to be obtained in the countries they had conquered. 
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I remember Baedeker's compressed history of the town of 
Bari. He says: 'This town was completely destroyed by 
William the Bad, and rebuilt by William the Good.' 
William the Good was one generation farther removed from 
the original pirates. 

It has been normal for pirates to develop into merchants. 
This happened to the Phoenicians and the Greeks, and in 
later times it happened to the Venetians, though it must be 
said that piratical habits died hard in Venice, as appears 
from the history of the fourth Crusade, when the Venetians, 
by their monopoly of sea-power, compelled the crusaders 
to attack Constantinople rather than the Turks, on the 
ground that this enterprise would be more lucrative. The 
English are taught to admire Drake and the other sea­
dogs of Elizabeth's time, but one gets a very different view 
of them if one reads books by Spaniards, such as Madariaga's 
book, The Rise ef the Spanish Empire. One finds there that 
there were peaceful communities doing their best to live a 
civilized and productive life in a new environment, and that 
Drake would suddenly descend upon them out of nowhere 
and behave just as the Norsemen had behaved in the ninth 
century. But the English, like the Norsemen of an earlier 
time, quickly turned from pirates into traders. Whether their 
civilization was better than that of the Spaniards is a de­
batable question. In California anyone who likes to moralize 
can contrast the surviving Spanish mission stations with the 
palaces of film stars. I think it is our duty to prefer the latter. 

Seafaring and maritime commerce, in spite of their con­
nection with piracy, have on the whole been instruments 
for the spread of civilization. Seafaring people come across 
a variety of different national and tribal customs, and thereby 
tend to acquire a certain emancipation from prejudice. 
Commerce as a means of livelihood has not only this advan­
tage, but another of great importance, namely, that the 
roles of buyer and seller are voluntary, and the advantage 
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of the transaction has to be at least apparently mutual. This 
gives commercial peoples training in seeing the other man's 
point of view, and practice in non-forceful diplomacy. The 
Greeks, the Venetians, the Dutch and the British have all 
exemplified the civilizing influence of seafaring commerce. 
But the connection with piracy makes a transition to im­
perialism fatally easy. The Dutch and the British both illus­
trate this. And trade may easily be forced upon reluctant 
people by means of war. Of this, one of the most disgraceful 
examples was the Opium \Var in China in 1840. We brought 
Western civilization to China, but its blessings as exemplified 
by the present regime in that country are open to question. 

The forms of conflict which we have considered are now 
out of date. There are few pastoral nomads left, and private 
commerce is confined to a few backward areas. In the 
modern world there is a new conflict, having the same kind 
of intensity and bitterness as the old conflicts that we have 
been considering. The new conflict is between industrialism 
and traditional agriculture. In this conflict Europe and 
North America are ranged against Asia. Russia, in spite of 
rapid industrialization, is the champion of Asia, and is pre­
sented to the inhabitants of that continent as their shield 
and protector against the rapacity of Western machine pro­
duction. But in fact the position of the agriculturalists is, in 
the long run, hopeless. Military power in the modern world 
is intimately bound up with industrialism, and so, for that 
matter, is agriculture in industrial countries. Agriculturalists 
in these countries can hold their own, and profit by food 
scarcities to get high prices. But agriculturalists in the back­
ward countries have no such opportunity. Wherever Russia 
is in control, they are kept almost down to subsistence level. 
In China and India they are already at this level. There is a 
grave danger that primitive agriculturalists, wherever they 
survive, may be kept under by dominant industrialism. By 
means of the slogans of Communism, they will be induced 
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to part with such little liberty as they possess, under the im­
pression that they are securing emancipation. By the time 
they become aware of their mistake, armies, police and spies 
will have complete control over them. And if the Soviet 
system is neither softened nor overthrown, they may suffer 
centuries of impoverished serfdom. But such a system would 
be unstable, and would be faced by growing hostility from 
rapidly increasing populations. Some day the industrialists 
would grow lazy, and might be overthrown as the Egyptian 
Government was by the Hyksos. But these arc gloomy specu­
lations, and fortunately they are very hypothetical. What is 
not hypothetical is that at the present moment, in spite of 
Russian industrialization, Soviet power is based mainly upon 
more or less primitive agriculture, and is opposed by societies 
which, even in their agriculture, become every day more 
industrialized. This is a new conflict of ways oflife, analogous 
to the two that we have already considered. Let us hope 
that it will not last equally long, or entail as great a load of 
suffering. 
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CHAPTER XI 

WORLD GOVERNMENT 

WE have seen that for technical reasons it becomes advan­
tageous that social units should increase in size as technique 
becomes more elaborate. Marx made the world familiar with 
this thesis in economics, though even there it has applications 
which he did not think of. Commerce, so far as it still exists, 
has tended to become an affair of trade between nations, in 
which the part of merchants is taken by Governments. The 
economic links between an industrial and an agricultural 
country, for example between Britain and Argentina, are 
important; and the fact that both countries are sovereign 
States makes trade between them a prickly matter, tending 
to cause hatred between Governments and peoples. This, of 
course, is absurd. A butcher needs bread and a baker needs 
meat. There is, therefore, every reason why the butcher and 
the baker should love one another, since each is useful to 
the other. But if the butcher is one sovereign State and the 
baker is another, if the number of loaves that the butcher 
can exchange for his joints depends upon his skill with the 
revolver, it is possible that the baker may cease to regard 
him with ardent affection. This is precisely the situation in 
international trade at the present day; and if it did not 
occur we should say that mankind could not be capable of 
anything so ridiculous. Economic interdependence is very 
much greater than at any former time, but owing partly to 
the fact that our economic system has developed from one of 
private profit, and partly to separate national sovereignties, 
interdependence, instead of producing friendliness, tends to 
be a cause of hostility. As economics everywhere has come to 
be more and more intimately connected with the State, it 
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has become more and more subordinate to politics. Marx 
held that politics is determined by economics, but that was 
because he was still under the influence of eighteenth­
century rationalism, and imagined that what people most 
desire is to grow rich. Experience since his time has shown 
that there is something which people desire even more 
strongly, and that is to keep others poor. This is a matter in 
which military power necessarily plays a great part as soon 
as trade has come to be mainly between nations rather than 
between individuals. That is why politics has more and more 
come to predominate over economics. 

The advantages of increasing the size of a social unit are 
nowhere so obvious as in war. In fact, war has been the main 
cause of the growth of units from families to tribes, from 
tribes ·to nations, and from nations to alliances of nations. 
But it is beginning to dawn upon some people that although 
large units are a great help towards victory, there is some­
thing which is even better than victory, and that is avoidance 
of war. In the past, war was often a profitable enterprise. The 
Seven Years War certainly brought the English a good 
return on the capital expended, and the profitableness of 
earlier wars to the victors is even more evident. But modem 
war is an altogether different matter. This is due in the main 
to two causes: one, that weapons have become enormously 
expensive; and the other, that the social groups concerned 
in modern wars are very large. It is a mistake to think that 
modern war is more destructive of life than the simpler wars 
of former times. The actual casualties in the past were often 
quite as high a percentage of the forces engaged as they are 
now; and apart from casualties in battle, the deaths from 
disease were usually enormous. Over and over again in 
ancient and medieval history, you find whole armies practic­
ally exterminated by the plague. The atom-bomb is, of 
course, more spectacular, but the actual mortality rate 
among combatant populations, even where the atom-bomb 
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is employed, is not as great as in many former wars. The 
population of Japan increai;ed by about five millions during 
the Second World War, whereas it is estimated that during 
the Thirty Years \Var the population of Germany was 
halved. Broadly speaking, it is not in general the case that 
as weapons become technically more efficient, the mortality 
in war is increased. 

There is, however, in the use of the atom-bomb and the 
hydrogen-bomb a new danger, a danger which is not only 
new in kind but greater in degree than any that has existed 
in previous wars. \Ve do not quite know what may be the 
effects of lettting loose great floods of radio-activity. There 
arc those-among them Einstein-who think that the result 
may be the extinction of all life on our planet. Short of that, 
it may easily happen that large fertile regions become in­
fertile and uninhabitable, and that the populations of con­
siderable areas arc wiped out. I do not say that this will 
happen if atomic energy is employed in war; no one knows 
yet whether it will happen or not. But there i~ a risk that it 
may happen, and if it does repentance will come too late. 

There is an oscillation in warfare between the strength of 
the attack and the strength of the defence. The happy ages 
arc those in which the defence i<; strong; the unhappy, those 
in which the attack has the advantage. There is always a 
danger in our scientific age that at some moment the attack 
may acquire a really dfaastrous advantage. Bacteriological 
warfare, for example, may exterminate the enemy, but would 
be very likely to exterminate at the same time those who had 
inaugurated it. On the whole, increase of scientific skill makes 
war more dangerous, even if at any given moment it does 
not make it more deadly. 

Apart from mortality, there arc other respects in which 
modern war is worse than most wars of former times. Owing 
to the increased productivity of Jabour, it is possible to set 
aside a greater part of the population for the business of 
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mutual slaughter, and the dislocation of daily life is greater 
in a modem world war than in most of the wars of former 
times. Fear of atomic bombs has made it irrational for popu­
lations to live in great cities. Americans, who have room to 
expand, are seriously contemplating spreading the popula­
tion of New York over a large area. In England no such 
possibilities exist, short of large-scale emigration. In the 
pleasant and comfortable wars of the eighteenth and nine­
teenth centuries, it was chiefly the combatants who suffered; 
now the suffering falls increasingly upon civilians. I am an 
old man, and I can remember a time when it was not thought 
quite the thing to make war on women and children; but 
that happy age is past. 

For all these reasons, war is a greater menace now than it 
was formerly. The prevention of war has become necessary if 
civilized life is to continue, perhaps if any kind of life is to 
continue. This matter is so imperative that we must not 
shrink from new forms of political thought or from the 
realization of new problems which could formerly be 
ignored, if not with impunity, at any rate without ultimate 
disaster. 

War may be avoided by makeshifts and expedients and 
subtle diplomacy for a time, but precariously; and so long 
as our present political system continues, it must be taken 
as nearly certain that great wars will occur from time to time. 
This will inevitably happen so long as there are different 
sovereign States, each with its own armed forces, and each 
the unfettered judge of its own rights in any dispute. There is 
only one way in which the world can be made safe from war, 
and that is the creation of a single world-wide authority, 
possessing a monopoly of all the more serious weapons. 

If a world Government is to prevent serious wars, there 
are certain minimum powers that it must possess. First and 
foremost, it must have a monopoly of all the major weapons 
of war, and adequate armed forces for their employment. 
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Whatever steps may be necessary must be taken to ensure that 
the armed forces will in all circumstances be loyal to the 
central Government. The world Government should proclaim 
certain rules for the employment of its armed forces. The 
most important of these should be that, in any dispute 
between two States, each must submit to the decision of the 
world Government. Any employment of force by any State 
against any other shall constitute it a public enemy, and shall 
bring punishment by the armed forces of the world Govern­
ment. These are the essential powers if the preservation of 
peace is to be possible. Given these, others will follow. There 
will be need of bodies to perform legislative and judicial 
functions. These will develop naturally if the military con­
ditions are fulfilled; the difficult and vital point is the placing 
of irresistible force in the hands of the central authority. 

The central Government may be democratic or totali­
tarian; it may owe its origin to consent or to conquest; it 
may be the national Government of a State which has 
achieved world conquest, or it may be an authority in which 
each State, or alternatively, each human being, has equal 
rights. For my part I believe that, if it is constituted, it will be 
on a basis of consent in some regions and conquest in others. 
In a world war between two groups of nations, it may be that 
the victorious group will disarm the defeated group and pro­
ceed to govern the world by means of unifying institutions 
developed during the war. Gradually the defeated nations 
could be admitted to partnership as war hostility cooled. I do 
not believe that the human race has sufficient statesmanship 
or capacity for mutual forbearance to establish a world 
Government on a basis of consent alone. That is why I think 
that an element of force will be needed in its establishment 
and in its preservation through the early years of its existence. 

But although force may be necessary at first in some parts 
of the world, there will be no stability and no possibility of 
a liberal and democratic system unless certain great causes 
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of conflict cease to be operative. I am not thinking of the 
day-to-day conflicts that at present characterize the cold 
war, nor of the sec-saw of power politics. 'What I am thinking 
of are matters in which, as things stand, there is a genuine 
clash between the interests of one part of the world and the 
interests of another. I am thinking of matters regarded as 
so important that each side would sooner fight than yield. 
For instance: shall South-East A,;ia continue to be over­
crowded, or shall Australia and South America cease to be 
white men's countries? Such really difficult causes of conflict 
centre round three problems: population, race and creed. 

I have already spoken of the population problem, but 
a few words must be added about its political aspects. Until 
it is solved it will be impossible to bring the poorer parts 
of the world to anything like the same level of prosperity 
as is now enjoyed by the richer parts, and until there is a 
certain economic equalization throughout the world, there 
will be causes of envy and hatred such as will make any 
world Government dependent upon continual exercise of 
force by the stronger nations. Such a state of affairs will be 
unstable and dangerous and harsh. It will be impossible to 
feel that the world is in a satisfactory state until there is a 
certain degree of equality, and a certain acquiescence every­
where in the power of the world Government, and this will 
not be possible until the poorer nations of the world have 
become educated, modernized in their technique, and more 
or less stationary in population. This, you may think, is a 
distant prospect, but it need not be so. Vital statistics in the 
West during the last half-century have shown what is pos­
sible, and certainly hardly anybody in the West would have 
thought anything of the kind possible in the year 1800. 

The conclusion to which we are driven by the facts that 
we have been considering is that, while great wars cannot 
be avoided until there is a world Government, a world 
Government cannot be stable until every important country 
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has a nearly stationary population. As this is very far from 
being the case at present, our conclusion may seem depres­
sing. But there is another side to it which is by no means 
depressing. In former days most children died in infancy, 
mortality in adult life was very high, and in every country 
the great majority of the population endured abject poverty. 
Now certain nations have succeeded in preserving the lives 
of the overwhelming majority of infants, in enormously 
lowering the adult death-rate, and in nearly eliminating 
abject poverty. All this would have been impossible but for 
the fall in the birth-rate. Other nations, where disease and 
abject poverty are still the rule, could achieve the same level 
of well-being by adopting the same methods. There is there­
fore a new hope for mankind. The hope cannot be realized 
unless the causes of present evils are understood. But it is the 
hope that needs to be emphasized. Modern man is master of 
his fate. What he suffers, he suffers because he is stupid or 
wicked, not because it is nature's decree. Happiness is his 
if he will adopt the means that lie ready to his hands. 
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CHAPTER XII 

RACIAL ANTAGONISM 

ONE of the most obstinate and difficult of the problems to 
be solved if a stable world Government is to become possible 
is the hostility which is apt to arise between different races. 
When I speak of 'races,' I mean genuine biological varieties 
of the human species, not divisions created by the accidents 
of history or politics. The French and the English fought 
each other for 750 years, from the Battle of Hastings to the 
Battle of Waterloo, but at no time had they any instinctive 
dislike for each other; on the contrary, between wars they 
travelled in each other's countries, and their royal families 
intermarried. The attitude of the Americans of English 
descent to the Red Indians was very different, as is shown in 
their saying: 'The only good Indian is a dead Indian., No 
one tried to make friends with them except a few who were 
exceptionally Christian or exceptionally liberal, for example, 
William Penn and Thomas Jefferson. It is the kind of 
hostility that existed between white men and Red Indians 
that I want to consider, not the sort that existed between the 
English and the French. 

As a political problem, the Indians of the United States 
are no longer important; the victory of the white men has 
been too complete. The native races of the Western Pacific 
also do not constitute a serious problem. New Zealand has 
completely assimilated the Maoris, and offers (I think) the 
only instance in the world of successful ~ng on equal 
terms between two widely different races. The Australian 
aborigines are too few, and too low in the scale of civiliza­
tion, to have much effect upon the social or political life 
of Australia. The numerically important races, at the 
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present time, are the whites, the Mongolians, and the 
negroes. The inhabitants of India are a mixture of Aryan 
and Dravidian elements; the Semites, both Arabs and Jews, 
are in some degree racially distinct from other white men. 
But the three great divisions-white, Mongol, and negro­
remain biologically the most definite and politically the 
most important. 

The subject of race antagonism has a rather close con­
nection with the problems of over-population. At present 
white men have most of the power, but the other races 
have the most rapid increase of population. Russia occupies 
an exceptional position; its increase of population is very 
rapid, and politically it is more on the side of the non-whites 
than of non-Russian whites. It may be maintained that 
Russia has merely developed a new and more insidious 
form of white imperialism, in which control is exercised 
through the Communist party, of which the government is 
securely Russian. But however that may be, it must be 
admitted that Russians have far Jess of white man's insolence 
than English-speaking people have, and that their intoler­
ances arc ideological rather than racial. In racial problems 
Russia is to be commended, and it would be a good thing 
if other white nations followed Russia's example. 

Let us begin with a few approximate figures. White men 
number roughly 750 million, of whom about 180 million 
are inhabitants of Russia or her satellites. There arc about 
450 million Chinese, and about 80 million Japanese; the 
total Mongolian population of the world is about 550 million. 
The Indian peninsula contains about 390 million inhabitants, 
who arc difficult to classify racially. Of negroes there are 
about 100 million, not counting the half-castes of North and 
South America. Arabs number about 50 million and Jews 
about 1 1 million. (It is estimated that there are about 
five million fewer Jews than there were before the Nazi perse­
cution. This illustrates the importance of the race problem.) 
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The division of the world between the Russian sphere and 
the American sphere tends to become a division between 
Russians and non-whites on the one side, and whites who 
are not Russian on the other. This is not quite the fact at 
present, but if the cold war continues long enough it is 
likely to become the fact, at least approximately, unless on 
the Wes tern side very vigorous measures are taken to win 
the friendship of the non-whites. 

Let us begin with the relations of whites and Africans. 
This has been, ever since the discovery of America, one of 
the most shameful chapters in the history of nominally 
Christian nations. All the parts of North and South America 
that were first settled were hot, and white men considered 
that they could not be developed without coloured labour. 
Red Indians could not be forced to work, and therefore 
recourse was had to negroes. The horrors of the slave trade 
arc familiar, and I will not dwell on them. The life of a 
slave might or might not be one of great hardship; as a rule, 
household slaves were fairly well treated, but plantation 
slaves were cruelly exploited. The slave trade was stopped 
at the beginning of the nineteenth century, and slavery in 
the United States was ended by the Civil War. But the 
coloured population remained, and remains, subject to 
intolerable hardships and injustices and cruelties, and by 
the brutal assertion of their ascendancy white men suffer 
moral degradation. 

As the lot of the negro in America improved, his lot in 
Africa became worse as a result of the establishment of 
white government throughout most of that continent. In 
the Congo, while under the personal rule of King Leopold II, 
there were large-scale systematic atrocities as dreadful as 
anything perpetrated by the Nazis or alleged against the 
Soviet Government by its bitterest enemies. In fifteen years 
this enlightened monarch, a pillar of the Church, and an 
ardent self-proclaimed philanthropist, reduced the popu-
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lation of his African kingdom approximately from 20 million 
to g million. At length, in spite of the vigorous support of 
the Catholic Church, he was deprived of his power, but not 
before he had accumulated a vast fortune out of the torture 
of black men. 

In the French Congo there have also been malpractices, 
though not on the same scale. Andre Gide investigated 
them, and they turned him into a Communist; but when he 
discovered similar evils in Soviet Russia he was forced to 
realize that the problem of human depravity is more difficult 
to solve than he had supposed. 

In the Dominion of South Africa, where a comparatively 
enlightened policy had prevailed, the present Government 
is engaged in reviving ancient tyrannies and injustices, 
although, by doing so, it is leading every educated negro 
throughout the world to seek in Russia the only hope for 
his tortured race-tortured by the very men who proclaim 
their Christianity and idealism in opposition to the heartless 
materialism of the Soviet regime. Alas, the enemies of the 
wicked are not always virtuous. 

As regards colour prejudice there is a great difference 
between Southern and Northern Europeans. Southern 
Europeans may be abominably cruel to negroes when it 
seems to their interest to be so, but they have no prejudice 
against them as such. White women have no objection to 
associating with negro men, and coloured blood has none 
of the social stigma that it has in the United States and in 
South Africa. The consequence of this is that in most parts 
of South America there are very few pure whites, and the 
colour problem scarcely exists. Nordics and people of 
British descent usually maintain that the mixture produces a 
degraded population that is biologically undesirable. But 
as to this there is no clear evidence. 

In the thinking of white men in the southern portions 
of the United States there is a great deal of confused passion. 
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They view with utter horror the notion of a white woman 
having intercourse with a coloured man; they state that 
coloured people stink and are physically repulsive ; at the 
same time they employ them as servants, and, what is more, 
the vast majority have an admixture of white blood. It 
soon becomes evident to the observer that the talk of negroes 
being physically repulsive is humbug, and that what white 
men find unendurable is any attempt on the part of coloured 
people to assert social and economic equality or to obtain 
justice in the law-courts. Nevertheless, it would be an 
undue simplification to assume that the feeling towards 
coloured people has no instinctive basis. 

Before considering possible solutions of the race question, let 
us continue our survey of the relevant facts. The set of facts to 
be considered next are the relations of white men to Asiatics. 

The Chinese and Japanese are industrious and skilful 
workers, accustomed to a much lower standard of life than 
that of men of European origin. Given free rights of immi­
gration and of competition in the labour market, they 
would soon oust white wage-earners in any country where 
they were tolerated. Originally, they were favoured by 
Californian and Australian capitalists, who, if they had had 
their way, would have reduced the white population to a 
small oligarchy. Bitter resentment led, in California, to 
violence and race riots. In the end, owing to political demo­
cracy, Asiatics were excluded from both Australia and the 
United States. When I speak of democracy in this connec­
tion, I mean, of course, democracy among white men; 
world democracy in a world Government would have had 
an opposite result. Those who hold-as I certainly do- that 
it would be regrettable if California and Australia ceased 
to be white men's countries, must seek some principle other 
than democracy to justify their opinion. But is there any such 
principle that can possibly be made acceptable to Asiatics? 
And, if not, how should a world Government be constituted? 
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A very interesting example of race feeling arose in Britain 
on the question of Chinese labour in the Transvaal mines 
after the Boer War. Throughout that war the Conservative 
Government had asserted that, at its conclusion, there 
would be very profitabie employment for British miners in 
South Africa. But when the war ended, indentured Chinese 
labourers were imported into the mines, and did the work 
for a small fraction of the wages that British miners would 
have demanded. There was a wave of passionate indigna­
tion, nominally because the imported Chinese worked in 
semi-servile conditions, but, in fact, mainly because of 
resentment on account of the displacement of white labour. 
At the next General Election the Conservatives suffered an 
unprecedented defeat, and they remained out of power for 
many years. The Chinese were sent home, but to a great 
extent it was negroes, not white men, who replaced them. 
By that time, however, the British democracy was thinking 
of other things: the First World War was approaching, and 
more attention was being paid to the German Navy than 
to the Rand mines. 

There is a quite different situation in regions such as 
Malaya and the Dutch East Indies. Here white people are 
bound to be a small minority, and the Chinese represent a 
higher civilization than that of the indigenous population. 
They arouse something of the same kind of hostility as is 
aroused elsewhere by Jews. And recently they have incurred 
the suspicion of the authorities because they often foment 
Communist agitation. But this is not a race problem in the 
sense with which we arc concerned. 

In India, so long as the British were in power, they treated 
all Indians as inferiors, refusing to admit them to white 
men's clubs whatever their qualifications might be. This 
was utterly indefensible. There is no respect in which a 
man such as Nehru is inferior to the very best of white men. 
British social insolence had a great deal to do with the 
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opposition to British rule. All that, however, is now past 
history-happily. I think that, in historical retrospect, the 
greatest achievement of the present British Labour Govern­
ment will be considered to have been the liberation of India 
without the bitterness of violent conflict. 

I come now to one of the most singular, unfortunate, and 
beastly of race prejudices-I mean, the hostility to Jews. 
Originally the hostility to .Jews was religious, not racial. 
The Romans, while they were pagan, were annoyed with 
the Jews because they would not worship the Emperor. 
When the Empire became Christian,Jews became the object 
of a much fiercer enmity because they had rejected Christ. 
But it was still open to them, as to Shylock, to escape 
persecution by becoming Christian. In the Middle Ages, 
economic and theological motives combined. The Spanish 
Inquisition, which was originally directed mainly against 
Jews, was content to accept conversion except when there 
was doubt as to its genuineness. But during the Crusades, 
when religious excitement led to many appalling pogroms, 
Christians ousted the Jews from their previous practical 
monopoly of trade. In England all Jews were expelled, and 
throughout Christendom their position was much worse 
after the Crusades than before. In Germany pogroms con­
tinued till the early nineteenth century; in Russia till 1917. 
What the Nazis did to the Jews we all know: they deli­
berately exterminated about five million of them, not for 
any crime, but solely for being Jews. The Nazi objection to 
Jews was purely racial and economic; religion had no part 
in it. 

Let us now try to analyse racial antagonism, and for the 
sake of definiteness let us begin with the Jews. If you ask a 
modern anti-Semite why he dislikes Jews, he will tell you 
that they are unscrupulous and sharp in bU5iness and 
merciless to their debtors; he will tell you that they are 
always on the make, always intriguing, always supporting 
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each other against Gentile competitors. If you say you have 
sometimes found similar characteristics among Christians, 
the anti-Semite will say: 'Oh, of course I don't deny there 
are ruffians who are not Jews. And I have some very good 
friends among Jews. But I am speaking of the average.' 
If you question him when he is off his guard, you will find 
that whenever a Jew engages in a bit of sharp practice he 
says, 'how like a Jew,' but when a Gentile does likewise he 
says 'and, you know, the astonishing thing is that he is not 
a Jew.' This is not a scientific method of arriving at averages. 
The fact is that attributing the traditional faults to Jews is 
merely rationalizing. They are thought to have these faults 
because they are disliked, not disliked for having these 
faults. For my part, in the course of very many dealings 
with Jews and Gentiles, I have found Jews at least as 
honourable as Gentiles in adherence to undertakings. 

Why, then, are Jews disliked? Partly, no doubt, because 
they arc successful. They arc successful because they are 
industrious. But when we arc beaten by a competitor we 
do not like to attribute our failure to his superior merit, 
so we attribute it to his unscrupulous methods, and thereby 
justify our hatred of him. 

There are, however, more instinctive reasons for the 
hatred of Jews, and these throw more light on other race 
hatreds. Quakers in business arc just as successful as Jews, 
but are not equally hated. The instinctive root ofrace hatred 
is the fear of what is strange. Ants kill an ant from another 
nest; pigeons in captivity will peck to death a foreign pigeon 
introduced among them. \\That is strange is incalculable, 
and what is incalculable may be dangerous ; this is the 
feeling which has led men to look for scientific laws. The 
anti-Semite regards the Jews as a sort of secret society, with 
knowledge and dark designs that they communicate to each 
other, but never to Gentiles. Chinese are supposed to be 
engaged in conspiracies of secret societies with vast under-
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ground power. Negroes have their mysterious bush-telegraph. 
All these are objectifications of irrational fear, and since 
they show a man to be a coward they lead him to become a 
swashbuckling militarist. If Hitler had been a brave man 
he would not have been an anti-Semite. 

Colour prejudice appears to be in the main a modern 
thing. The Greeks before Alexander had a certain contempt 
for 'barbarians,' but that was a cultural feeling, not a racial 
one. In Roman times there is very little evidence either 
way; no one knows whether St. Cyprian and St. Augustine 
were white. In the Middle Ages religious prejudices out­
weighed racial bias. The feeling in Shakespeare's time may 
be gathered from Othello. Although Americans do not like 
to think so, Othello is a negro; Iago calls him 'the thick­
lips.' It is true that he is always called 'the Moor,' but in 
those days black men were so called: they were 'black 
Moors,' which became 'blackamoors.' People are shocked 
when he marries Desdemona, but not nearly as shocked as 
modern Americans would be. He is pardoned so long as 
the State has need of him, but as soon as the Turks are 
defeated he is superseded. One gathers that his marriage 
was objected to because Desdemona was aristocratic, not 
because she was white. No one objected to Pocahontas as a 
white man's wife; on the contrary, she was treated with 
honour. The feeling against Indians developed later, after 
white settlers had come into conflict with them. In Spanish 
America it never developed. 

I think-partly from introspection-that the instinctive 
root of colour prejudice is mainly fear of subjection to alien 
power. I have faced hostile mobs in England, but they did 
not cause me as much fear as the mere phantasy of hostile 
mobs in Japan. This kind of fear is ever-present in slave­
owning aristocracies ; they know that servile insurrections 
may break out without warning, and that, in that case, 
terrible things may befall the defeated masters. This fear 

109 



translates itself into hatred as soon as there is any sign of 
disaffection or claim to equality on the part of the 'inferior' 
race. 

There is, however, something besides fear of subjection 
in the instinctive part of colour prejudice, and that is the 
repulsion towards what is strange or unknown. 

The purely instinctive element in race hatred is a small 
item in the total, and is not hard to overcome. The fear of 
what is strange, which is a large part of its essence, dis­
appears with familiarity. If nothing else were involved, the 
whole trouble would disappear as soon as people of different 
races got used to each other. But there arc always excuses 
for hatred of alien groups. Their habits are different from 
ours, and therefore (in our opinion) worse than ours. If 
they are successful, they arc robbing us of opportunities that 
should be ours ; if they are unsuccessful they are shiftless 
vagabonds. The existing population of the world is 
descended from the survivors of many ages of warfare, and 
is instinctively on the look-out for occasions of collective 
enmity. The desire for someone to hate fastens on the little 
core of instinct in race hatred, and builds around it a 
monstrous edifice of cruelty and unreason. The difficulties 
of our time spring from the fact that such hostilities now 
involve universal disaster, not only, as formerly, disaster 
only to the vanquished. That is why it is more important 
now than ever before to achieve a degree of rational control 
over our destructive passions. 

Race hatred in general has two sources, apparently 
opposites, but really intimately connected. There is on the 
one hand the wish to feel superior, and on the other hand 
the fear of being inferior. The natural man wishes to feel 
himself a fine fellow, and therefore has an impulse to despise 
any group to which he does not belong. Men despise women 
-for are they not incapable of reason? Women despise 
men-for are they not all just grown-up children? The 

110 



English used to despise the French-for did they not eat 
frogs? The French used to despise the English-for did they 
not get fuddled on beer? So long as such feelings of 
superiority are genuine we can feel a kindly and con­
temptuous liking for a group to which we do not belong. 

But when once the feeling of superiority becomes insecure, 
and is replaced, partially or completely, by a feeling of 
inferiority, a deeper feeling comes into play, namely the 
hostile fear that all gregarious animals feel towards members 
of other herds. Strindberg hated women because he feared 
them. Women whose interests are domestic have no need 
to fear men, because in their own sphere they reign supreme. 
But when feminists grew interested in politics, they were 
compelled to hate men, because in that sphere men had 
superior power. So it has been with slave-owners; if the 
slaves were content with their inferior status, their masters 
could view them with contemptuous kindliness, but if the 
slaves demanded equality they became alarming, and were 
therefore hated. 

The causes of friction between different races are very 
various, and range all the way from blind biological instinct 
to a wholly rational appraisal of self-interest. The bad 
relations between white and coloured people in the United 
States are mainly of the former kind; they do no good to 
anyone, and if coloured people came to be treated as 
equals everybody would be happier. On the other hand, 
the fear of Asiatic immigration into white men's countries 
requires no reinforcement from instinct. Certain nations 
have achieved a higher standard of life than certain others, 
and while those with a lower standard remain as prolific as 
they are at present, their admission as immigrants would 
merely lower the standard of life of the more prosperous 
nations without permanent gain to the less prosperous. 
Hostility to Jews is wholly irrational. It has no objective 
basis, and it is contrary to sdf-interest; it caused the decay of 
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Spain, and the defeat of Germany in the Second World 
War. 

Unfortunately it is the more rational forms ofrace hostility 
that offer the greatest obstacle to world government. But 
as to this I need not repeat what I said in previous chapters. 

There are three types of solution for race problems. 
\\Then I speak of a 'solution' I mean any system, good or 
bad, which avoids such evils as race riots, lynchings, and 
massacres. The first solution is to avoid all geographical 
propinquity. The second is a rigid caste system. The third 
is complete equality, including free intermarriage. 

The first solution, that of avoiding geographical pro­
pinquity, is that which has been adopted in Australia. In 
this case the reasons for it, as I have already said, seem to 
me entirely cogent. But it is not always realized-certainly 
it was not always realized until the Japanese were in Papua 
-that it is a policy which depends upon superior military 
strength. Those who wish to keep a country to themselves 
must be in a position to defend it. This means, in present 
circumstances, that the American bloc must be strong 
enough to deter the Russian bloc from attacking it. It 
means, further, that, if a world Government is ever estab­
lished, it must not be a pure democracy, for obviously a 
world democracy would vote to end the white man's 
monopoly of certain prosperous parts of the earth's surface. 
The only way to meet this difficulty would be to make it 
part of the constitution of the world Government that 
there should be no interference with immigration laws. 
And this, no doubt, would be done if the American bloc 
were still powerful. In many cases, however, this kind of 
solution is impossible. The two million Jews in New York 
cannot all be sent to Palestine, and no sane person would 
wish to send them there. The world has to learn to live 
with an admixture of Jews. The same thing applies to 
negroes in North and South America and in South Africa. 
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Some way must be found by which Jews and Gentiles, 
negroes and white men, can live peaceably side by side in 
one community. 

The caste system offers a solution of a sort, which in 
antiquity often had a considerable measure of success. 
The relations of Spartans and Helots arc a familiar example. 
'When white men first conquered India, in the time of the 
Vedas, they established there the caste system which has 
lasted down to our own day. Although it embodied the 
insolence of conquerors, it was accepted. But when the 
British, after another white man's conquest, endeavoured 
to establish themselves as a new caste superior even to 
Brahmins, they were resented-partly, perhaps, because 
they simultaneously taught Macaulay's liberal maxims, 
which were hardly consistent with their practice. In the 
United States coloured people are still an inferior caste, 
as appears in the complete ban on intermarriage. But the 
caste system is repugnant to modem ideas, and in the 
modern world appears as a makeshift rather than a 
solution. 

Where racially distinct populations have to live side by 
side, the only real solution is complete intermixture. This is 
objected to usually on one side, and sometimes on both. 
Orthodox Jews have a horror of marrying Gentiles, much 
stronger than any Gentile prejudice against marrying Jews 
(except among the Nazis). This is regrettable. It would be 
much better if the separateness of Jews came to an end, and 
people ceased to notice whether a person was a Jew or not. 
There is nothing against this except prejudice on both sides. 
Just the same arguments apply to coloured people in the 
United States. 

It is sometimes maintained that racial mixture is bio­
logically undesirable. There is no evidence whatever for 
this view. Nor is there, apparently, any reason to think that 
negroes are congenitally less intelligent than white people> 
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but as to that it will be difficult to judge until they have 
equal scope and equally good social conditions. 

The Nazis and their ideological precursors made a 
vigorous propaganda for racial purity, but the facts are 
against them. The purest races on earth are the Australian 
aborigines, the Hottentots, and the Pygmies. All the 
historically great races have resulted from a mixture. The 
Germans themselves are largely Slav; the Russians are 
largely Mongol. All the Mediterranean nations are mixed. 
The British are a combination of Germanic, Celtic, and 
pre-Celtic elements. The Athenians were mongrels, 
resulting from a mixture of northern barbarian conquerors 
with the old pre-Hellenic stock. There is therefore no 
rational ground for objecting to interbreeding of different 
·races. 

The conclusion of this long survey is twofold. On the one 
·hand, where there is as yet no intermixture, and two nations 
·have very different standards of life, it is wise to keep them 
,separate by immigration laws while doing everything to 
raise the st:mdard of life of the more backward nation 
.that can be done without lowering the standard of life of 
the more prosperous nation. This requires that, if there is a 
world Government, it shall not interfere with immigration 
.laws, and shall not have the right to alter frontiers without 
the consent of the populations concerned. 

On the other hand, where a population is already racially 
1mixed, the only real solution is to regard both races as 
,completely equal, to allow intermarriage, and to await the 
time when racial purity will have become rare and racial 
differences will be forgotten. 

Race antagonism is an illiberal and irrational heritage 
from our animal past. It is difficult, but not impossible, to 
eradicate, as everyone knows who has kept both a cat and a 

,dog simultaneously. It must be eradicated if the world is to 
.have peace. And the world must have peace before the end 
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of the present century if any part of the human species­
white or black, yellow or brown-is to survive. 

Ever since there was organized government men have 
perpetrated certain vast abominations-war, slavery, the 
subjection of women, the C.."{tcrmination of defeated enemies. 
Read about Saul in the Bible, read about Auschwitz in 
official reports, and fill the intervening centuries with 
similar ghastly horrors. In regard to some of these things 
there has been improvement. The subjection of women has 
ended among civilized nations. Explicit and acknowledged 
slavery has ceased except in Russia. Some nations, after 
victory in war, exterminate only a percentage of their 
vanquished enemies, and do this by what is considered the 
more humane and decent method of slow starvation, not 
by the old barbarous method of cutting their throats in 
hot blood. But racial injustice, involving many of the evils 
of slavery, survives; collective hatreds survive; and war 
survives. \Var, though decreed by Governments, results from 
an accumulation of evil passions in many separate indivi­
duals. To stop war, we must not only work on Governments; 
we must cleanse our own hearts of the poisons that make 
war seem reasonable: pride, fear, greed, envy, and contempt. 
It is a difficult business, but if it cannot be achieved, the 
end is death. 

115 



CHAPTER XIII 

CREEDS AND IDEOLOGIES 

THE most bitter struggles between different groups of man­
kind have been caused by one or more of three differences: 
of economic interest, of race, or of creed. In the :First World 
War only economic interest was concerned; in the second, 
economic interest and creed. In the third, if it comes, 
economic interest, race and creed will all be involved. In 
this chapter I wish to consider fanatical differences of creed 
as a source of conflict, first historically and then in the 
present day. 

The word 'ideology,' which is now common, means 
nearly the same thing as was formerly meant by 'creed.' An 
'ideology' may be defined as a system of beliefs leading to a 
line of conduct, both public and private, and supported, 
whenever it is politically important, by a priesthood or 
something analogom. The word was brought into general 
use by Napoleon, who objected to what he called 'ideo­
logues' because in his day they were mostly republican. I 
shall use the word 'ideology' as practically synonymous with 
the word 'creed,' but with slightly less implication of dog­
matic definiteness. One can speak of the 'ideology' of 
American capitalism, but it would be stretching the use of 
words to call it a 'creed.' 

Differences of creed arc not necessarily a cause of strife; 
they only become so when they are combined with fanatical 
intolerance. Buddhism came to China and Japan peaceably, 
without disturbing the ancient religions of those countries. 
No one in either China or Japan thought that only one 
religion could be true. The Chinese came to believe in both 
Buddhism and Confucianism, the Japanese in both Buddhism 
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and Shinto. In the Graeco-Roman world similar views were 
generally held. The Romans identified their gods with those 
of Greece. Temples to Egyptian and Babylonian gods were 
built in Rome. The worship of Mithra was allowed to spread 
freely, and people who took to worshipping foreign gods did 
not on that account reject their native religions. 

In the ancient world before the rise of Christianity there 
was only one exception : the Jews. The First Commandment 
says: 'Thou shalt have no other gods before me.' This was a 
new conception, inaugurated by the prophets. In their day 
it met with considerable opposition from the Jews, as may 
be seen in Jeremiah's complaints about the Jewish worship of 
Ashtaroth, but during the Captivity it won a complete 
victory. This in.tolerance (as it seemed to pagans) provoked 
hostility, and at various times the Jews suffered persecution, 
which never succeeded in changing their views. 

Christianity inherited this theological exclusiveness from 
the Jews. Any concession to pagan worships was 'idolatry,' 
and was regarded as gravely sinful. The persecution of 
Christians by the Roman Government was caused by this 
exclusiveness, which was regarded as subversive, especially 
because it involved rejection of the divinity of the Emperor. 
When the Empire became Christian exclusiveness was carried 
much farther. It was not enough to be Christian: it was 
necessary to be orthodox, and to reject all the many subtle 
heresies that afflicted the Church in the fourth and fifth 
centuries. 

Wars of religion begin with the rise of Mohammedanism. 
The Moslems, like the Christians and the Jews, held that 
there could be only one true Faith. They were less intolerant 
than the Christians, but sufficiently so to make any genuine 
peace between Christian and Moslem States impossible. 

All through the Middle Ages war was used as an ideo­
logical weapon. Charlemagne converted the Saxons by 
massacring those who showed a reluctance to be baptized. 
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The Templars and the Knights of St. John fought the 
Moslems. The third Crusade turned its arms against the 
Greek Orthodox Church. Simon de Montfort exterminated 
the Albigensian heretics. Henry V and the Council of 
Constance burnt the followers of Wyclif. In Spain the 
Jews and Moors were first persecuted and then expelled. In 
the Balkans the Bogomil heresy was rooted out. 

But all these wars and persecutions sank into insignificance 
by comparison with the wars of religion in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries. Everywhere throughout what had 
been Catholic Europe the religion of the reigning sovereign, 
whichever it happened to be, was enforced with such severe 
penalties that the great majority acquiesced. Both sides held 
that it is right to assassinate a monarch of the opposite party; 
Guy Fawkes attempted it on behalf of the Catholics, and 
Ravaillac succeeded. Charles l's head was cut off, and 
Cromwell's body was hung in chains. The Thirty Years War 
halved the population of Germany, but made almost no 
change in the balance of forces. At length, in view of the 
inconclusiveness of the struggle, a few enlightened nations, 
led by the Dutch, discovered that it was possible for Protes­
tants and Catholics to live peaceably side by side. English 
fanatics had fled to America to escape persecution, and were 
able there to perpetuate the evil practices objection to which 
had caused them to leave England. But persecution in 
America ceased towards the end of the seventeenth century, 
except in the comparatively mild forms in which it still 
subsists. In Catholic countries religious persecution per­
sisted until the French Revolution, after which political 
passions took its place. 

Some opponents of Communism are attempting to produce 
an ideology for the Atlantic Powers, and for this purpose 
they have invented what they call 'Western Values.' These 
are supposed to consist of toleration, respect for individual 
liberty, and brotherly Jove. I am afraid this view is grossly 
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unhistorical. If we compare Europe with other continents, 
it is marked out as the persecuting continent. Persecution 
only ceased after long and bitter experience of its futility; it 
continued as long as either Protestants or Catholics had any 
hope of exterminating the opposite party. The European 
record in this respect is far blacker than that of the Moham­
medans, the Indians or the Chinese. No, if the West can 
claim superiority in anything, it is not in moral values but 
in science and scientific technique. 

In the Book of Judges it says from time to time 'And the 
land had rest forty years.' The land of Europe had rest 
ninety-nine years, from 1815 to 1914. True, there were 
several Russo-Turkish wars, there was the Crimean War, 
there were Bismarck's three wars, there was the Boer \Var, 
and at the end of the period there was the Russo-Japanese 
·war; but none of these produced at the time any profound 
upheaval, and none of them gave rise to a feeling of general 
insecurity sm:h as now haunts us even in our dreams. 

I was 42 when this era of tranquillity ended. All of 
us who grew up at that time took for granted, almost without 
conscious thought, that the nineteenth century had set the 
pattern for the future. It had seen great changes, almost all 
beneficent; we expected more changes of the same sort. 
The practice of toleration, liberty and enlightenment had 
spread with astonishing rapidity. Nobody thought of the 
nineteenth century as a brief and exceptional interlude 
between two dark ages. Looking back, it is clear that we 
ought to have foreseen corning troubles: over-population, 
the end of great undeveloped food-producing areas, the 
bitter competition produced by the spread of industrialism 
in a number of countries all avid for power, the intoxication 
caused by Western ideas in intellectuals belonging to coun­
tries with other traditions and other circumstances. All this 
we ought to have foreseen, but we did not, and so when war 
came we found ourselves in a world for which we were intel-
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lectually and imaginatively unprepared. Our statesmen 
found old maxims inapplicable, but could not think of new 
ones. Blindly the nations blundered on from folly to folly. 
If we are to understand our own time, we must find the key 
to it, not in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but in 
earlier, wilder and darker epochs. 

So far as ideologies are concerned, the troubles of our 
time show themselves in an increase of fanaticism. There 
was, of course, some fanaticism in the period which now 
seems in retrospect to have been comparatively free from it. 
There was fanaticism in the French Revolution, but it was 
in control for only about two years. There was fanaticism in 
the German resistance to Napoleon, but it seemed to die 
down after 1815. There was fanaticism on both sides in the 
American Civil War and in the struggle between Russian 
revolutionaries and the Tsardom. But except in Russia the 
fanatics never seemed to gain control for any length of time. 

Since 1914-largely, I think, as a result of sufferings 
caused by war-we have seen fanaticisms of various kinds 
controlling Governments and making sensible statesmanship 
impossible. There was anti-German fanaticism in the years 
after the First World War; there was answering German 
fanaticism, leading to the victory of the Nazis. There was 
anti-Semitic fanaticism, with the inevitable response of 
Zionist fanaticism. Most important of all, there was, and is, 
Communist and anti-Communist fanaticism. While mankind 
remains in this temper, the sort of co-operation required for 
the inauguration of world Government is clearly out of the 
question. 

The fanaticism which characterizes the Communist party 
at the present day arises from a combination of two forces: 
the doctrines of Marx, and the traditions of Russia. Some­
thing must be said about both. Before Marx, the leading 
Socialists-Owen, Saint-Simon and Fourier-were mild and 
philanthropic optimists, whose appeal was to reason and 
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benevolence. Marx ridiculed these men as 'Utopians.' His 
own doctrine was fiercer and more dynamic. He did not 
expect or attempt to convert the propertied classes to his 
views. On the contrary, he held that, with negligible excep­
tions, men's political opinions express the economic in­
terests of their class. Political divisions accordingly express 
the conflict between the interests of different classes. In the 
French Revolution the bourgeoisie had overthrown the 
feudal aristocracy; in the Communist revolution the prole­
tariat would overthrow the bourgeoisie. The proletariat 
would be victorious because, by an inherent necessity, capi­
talism, as it developed, would diminish the number of the rich 
and increase the number of those who had 'nothing to lose 
but their chains.' The whole process, he held, was governed 
by a logical scheme standing above human volitions. If you 
were wise you would put yourself on the winning side, but it 
would win in any case. 

The dynamic force of the doctrine, both in Marx and in 
his followers, was derived from hatred-illogically, since (in 
his view) the barbarities of the capitalists were fated, and 
were not due to their individual wickedness. His views were 
largely derived from a study of British factory workers in the 
early '4o's-a horrible period, of child labour and famine 
artificially induced by the Corn Laws. Hatred was a natural 
reaction, but what Marx did was to erect hatred into a 
cosmic principle and the source of all progress. Naturally 
the propertied classes, wherever his creed spread, were 
terrified into violent reaction, and the vague good-natured 
liberalism of the middle nineteenth century gave way to a 
blacker and fiercer outlook. 

There is in Marx a cold logic which is reminiscent of 
Calvin. Calvin held that certain people--chosen not for their 
virtues but arbitrarily-are predestined to go to heaven, and 
the rest are predestined to go to hell. No one has free will: if 
the elect behave well that is by God's grace, and if the repro-
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bate behave barlly, that again is because God has so willed it. 
So in Marx's system if you are born a proletarian you are fated 
to carry out the purposes of Dialectical Materialism (as the 
new God is called), while if you are born a bourgeois you are 
predestined to struggle vainly against the light, and to be cast 
into outer darkness if you live until the coming Revolution. 

The whole process of history proceed,; according to a 
logical system, which Marx took over, with slight modifica­
tions, from Hegel. Human developments arc as irresistible 
and as independent of human will as the movements of the 
heavenly bodies. The force that brings about change in social 
affairs is the conflict of classes. After the proletarian revolu­
tion there will be only one class, and therefore change will 
cease. 1"or a time the dispossessed bourgeoisie will suffer, 
and the elect, like Tertullian, will diversify their bliss by the 
contemplation of the damned in concentration camps. But 
Marx, more merciful than Calvin, will allow their sufferings 
to end with death. 

This curiously primitive myth appealed to the less for­
tunate sections of mankind much as Christianity had 
appealed to slaves in the Roman Empire. It brought the 
hope of a great reversal, in which the oppressed would come 
to enjoy happiness, power and-sweetest of all-revenge. 
It should, according to the word of the new gospel, have 
appealed first to industrial workers in the most advanced 
countries, namely Britain and America. But in America 
wage-earners were always prosperous (unless they were immi­
grants or coloured people), and in Britain the prosperity of 
wage-earners increased very rapidly during the second half 
of the nineteenth century. In both these countries, therefore, 
Marx won few adherents. He won many in Germany, but 
there, too, increasing prosperity led to a softening of the 
orthodox doctrine. It was in Russia, the most backward and 
the least industrialized of the Great Powers, that Marx's 
adherents first achieved the conquest of the Government. 
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When Communism became Russian it underwent gradu­
ally a very considerable transformation. When I was a young 
man I knew Behel and the elder Liebknecht, who were the 
leaders of the Marxist party in Germany. Both were kindly 
humanitarians, psychologically very similar to other Radicals 
of that time. They did not hate their political opponents; 
they would speak of the Kaiser with good-natured derision. 
They felt convinced that the future was with them, but so 
did all the other reformers-the vegetarians, the teetotallers, 
the pacifists, the Armenians, the Macedonian patriots, and 
all the rest. This belief~ at that time, was part of nineteenth­
century optimism, and had not the character of a desperate 
revenge phantasy. The German Marxists of that time, of 
whom I knew many, were for the most part likeable as indi­
viduals; one did not sense in them the vein of cruelty which 
has since become characteristic of Communists. 

Modern Communism has been moulded by two men, 
Lenin and Stalin. Lenin had lived long years in the West, 
and so had most of his colleagues. He wanted not only to 
introduce Communism in Russia, but also to \Vesternize the 
country. In this respect he stood much nearer to Marx than 
Stalin does. 

Lenin was undoubtedly one of the most remarkable men 
of our time. His intellect, it ic; true, was narrow and second­
rate; he could not think outside the framework of Marxian 
orthodoxy, and would consider a contention proved if it 
could be shown to be in accordance with the scriptures of Marx 
and Engels. Where he was remarkable was in his inflexible 
faith and his indomitable will. Russia in 1917 was defeated 
and disorganized; the army had almost ceased to exist, the 
Germans held much of the country, and there were no forces 
capable of opposing their further advance; industry had 
collapsed, the peasants were in chaotic revolt, and various 
political parties were waging a bitter struggle with each 
other in spite of universal ruin. Lenin, immediately on his 
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return from exile, marked out a narrow undeviating party 
line. First, with great difficulty, he persuaded the other lead­
ing Bolsheviks; then, by confidence and a show of inexorable 
logic, he converted the populace of Petrograd (as it then 
was). He won over the soldiers, who were returning from the 
front and refusing to go on fighting, by promising them 
peace and land. Within a few months he had made himself 
strong enough to frighten Kerensky's Provisional Govern­
ment into abdication and to proclaim the seizure of power by 
his own party. 

This, however, was only a beginning. The Provisional 
Government had decreed the election of a Constituent 
Assembly, and the elections were completed shortly after 
the Bolshevik coup d'etat. When it appeared that the majority 
in this democratically elected Assembly were opposed to the 
Bolsheviks it was dissolved; from that time to the present the 
Bolsheviks have had no title but naked force to the govern­
ment of Russia. Lenin's next step was to induce his colleagues, 
with great difficulty, to accept a humiliating peace with 
Germany. No sooner was this concluded than a civil war 
broke out, in which defeat often seemed imminent. America, 
Britain, France and Japan, as soon as they had defeated the 
Germans, sent troops to help the opponents of the Bolsheviks 
in the civil war. Nevertheless the Bolsheviks won, and the 
world had to acquiesce while they consolidated their power. 
Throughout the first two years or more the Bolsheviks them­
selves expected defeat, and the rest of the world was con­
fident that they would fall, but they survived, and set to work 
to organize Russia in accordance with Marxian theory. 

Russia, however, was very different from ,vestern coun­
tries, and what emerged was not quite what Marx had had 
in mind. Russia was largely illiterate; the immense majority 
of the population were peasants; the Tsarist autocracy had 
accustomed people to autocratic government; the Church 
was more subservient to the State than in Western countries; 
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superstition was as widespread as it had been in Western 
Europe in the Middle Ages. These things facilitated what was 
called the dictatorship of the proletariat, which was in fact 
the dictatorship of the inner ring of the Communist party. 
Lenin had always been ruthless, and the experiences of the 
civil war did not make him less so. The dangers of the situa­
tion hastened the return to autocracy and the police State, 
to which the country had been accustomed before the 
Revolution. 

Russia had always been prone to fanaticism. There were 
many heretical sects which heroically endured persecution. 
Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great were fanatics. The 
anarchist leader Bakunin was much more fanatical than 
Marx. The reactionaries who supported the Tsarist Govern­
ment paved the way to their own downfall by fanatical 
resistance to modern ideas ; down to I 917 even the mildest 
liberalism led to Siberia. The atmosphere of fanaticism sur­
vived the Revolution, and was if anything intensified by 
precarious success. 

\Vith the coming of Stalin the Soviet regime entered upon 
a new phase. Lenin was a cosmopolitan, who had lived in 
Western countries and had no special feeling for Russia. 
Stalin knew only Russia, and had no respect for the West. He 
liquidated the old Bolsheviks, and invoked traditional 
Russian patriotism to help out the Communist ideology. 
Just as, in Elizabethan England, patriotism went hand in 
hand with Protestantism, so in Stalin's Russia patriotism 
goes hand in hand with Communism. Since most Russians 
are intensely patriotic, this gives great added strength to the 
regime. It must be acknowledged that Russia under Stalin 
has had amazing success. Communism is now in control in 
China, the Balkans, Poland and a large part of Germany, 
and there is every reason to expect further accessions of 
territory in Asia. 

No success since the rise of Islam has been so rapid or so 
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astonishing as the success of Communism. It is no wonder 
if the rest of the world is asking itself whether any limits short 
of the whole planet can be put to Soviet conquests. 

Ten years ago another fanatical ideology, Fascism, seemed 
almost as threatening as Communism docs now. Fascism 
has now gone underground, but perhaps only temporarily. 
At any rate the fanatical disposition which produced it is 
ready to be called out by the same kind of circumstances. 
The Nazis got their hold on Germany owing to the misery 
produced by the great depression, which, itself, was caused 
by the fanatical folly of American reactionaries. If America 
were again to pursue as mad an economic policy as that of 
the '20 's, it is by no means impossible that correlative follies 
would again be generated in other countries. 

Fanaticism in control of a Government is dangerous 
because it finds co-operation with others scarcely possible. 
Nazis and Communists alike have made treaties and agree­
ments seem useless to the outside world, because their 
fanaticism makes them incapable of good faith. As things 
stand, a world Government is not possible unless Communism 
is overthro-wn or conquers the whole world. We must hope 
that its fanaticism will lessen, and that the hostile fanaticism 
of the United States will not meanwhile develop into an 
equal obstacle to co-operation. 

Let us consider in a more general manner the nature of 
fanaticism, its causes, and the possible ways of diminishing 
it. The essence of fanaticism consists in regarding some one 
matter as so important as to outweigh everything else. The 
Byzantines, in the last days before the Turkish conquest, 
thought it more important to avoid unleavened bread in the 
communion service than to preserve Constantinople for 
Christendom. A large proportion of the inhabitants of the 
Indian peninsula are willing to bring their country to ruin 
on the question whether the eating of pork or the eating of 
beef is the more abhorrent sin. American reactionaries 
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would rather lose the next war than employ in atomic 
research anyone whose second cousin once met a Communist 
at a party. During the First World War Scottish Sabbatarians, 
in spite of the food shortage caused by German submarines, 
protested against the planting of potatoes on Sundays, and 
maintained that Divine wrath at this sin explained our lack 
of military success. Those who have theological objections to 
birth control arc willing that destitution, famine and war 
shall continue till the end of time because they cannot forget 
one misinterpreted text in Genesis. The ardent friends and 
the bitter enemies of Communism arc alike willing to sec the 
human race radioactively exterminated rather than com­
promise with the evil thing-capitalism or Communism as 
the case may be. All these are examples of fanaticism. 

In every community there is a certain percentage of 
temperamental fanatics. Some fanaticisms are essentially 
harmless, and others do no harm so long as their adherents 
are few and not in power. The Amish in Pennsylvania hold 
that it is wicked to use buttons; this is completely harmless 
except in so far as it shows an irrational state of mind. Some 
extreme Protestants would like to revive the persecution of 
Catholics; these people are only harmless so long as they are 
very few. Fanaticism only becomes a serious menace when 
some fanatical creed is held by a sufficient number of people 
to endanger the peace, either internally by civil war or 
externally by a crusade, or when, without civil war, it 
establishes a Rule of the Saints involving persecution and 
mental stagnation. Of this last the greatest example in 
history is the rule of the Church from the fourth century to 
the sixteenth. The greatest example in our time is the rule 
of the Communist Church, as it may be called. 

Historically, the main causes of fanaticism have been mis­
fortune and poverty. Fanaticism among Jews became 
common during the Babylonian captivity; it was promoted 
by persecution in the time of Antiochus IV and the Macca-
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bees, and again after the destruction of Jerusalem; in our 
time, the fanaticism of the Nazis has, as was inevitable, 
generated a counter-fanaticism among a certain number of 
Jews. In Mohammedan countries, where Jews were well 
treated, they were never fanatics. 

The fanaticism of the Nazis only became tolerable to 
ordinary Germans as a result of the poverty and humiliation 
brought about by the Treaty of Versailles and the great 
depression. 

The fanaticism of Russian revolutionaries was caused by 
Tsarist persecution; in particular, Lenin's fanaticism was 
first generated by his brother's execution. In 1917, defeat in 
war, chaos, and ruin produced ·in large sections of the Russian 
population a proneness to fanaticism and a readiness to 
follow any leader who knew his own mind and was genuinely 
convinced that he could lead the way to salvation. After the 
Bolsheviks had broken with democracy by dismissing the 
Constituent Assembly, self-preservation and lust for power 
were added to fanaticism. These motives, which exist also 
in rich imperialist nations, have a causation different from 
that of fanaticism. This makes a difficulty in dealing with 
Russia, where both kinds of motives co-exist. 

To cure fanaticism, except as a rare aberration of eccentric 
individuals, three things a.re needed: security, prosperity and 
a liberal education. 

Lack of security exists throughout the world at the present 
time. We have all been told horrors about hydrogen-bombs 
and bacteriological war; we all know that war may break 
out at any moment. The atmosphere of terror is driving men 
into superstition, and into forms of intolerance which in­
tensify the danger instead of diminishing it. If fanaticism is 
to grow less, whether in Russia or elsewhere, the first step 
must be to find some way of diminishing insecurity. This is 
difficult in the present state of world politics, but it must be 
done if disaster is to be averted. 
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Prosperity is generally admitted in the West to be the 
best preventive of Communist fanaticism, but no one seems 
to draw the conclusion that it would be a good thing if 
Russia were prosperous. Trade across the Iron Curtain ought 
to be encouraged. Everything possible should be done to 
turn the attention of Russians to the internal development 
of their own country. I admit that the Russians make these 
things difficult, but it is bound to take time and patience to 
dispel their suspicions. 

Liberal education is the most difficult to secure of our 
three requisites. Russians wil1 have none of it; the United 
States has less of it year by year. Consider the case or Dr. 
Lattimore, who was accused of being a traitor for saying 
things about China which every well-informed person knew 
to be true, and which it was to America's interest to have 
known by those who make American policy. In this respect 
matters will not improve until there is more sense of security, 
at least for a few years ahead. To create such a sense, on 
both sides of the Iron Curtain, is the main duty of statesmen 
in our time. 

But how is this to be done? There must be a change of 
emphasis : we must devote ourselves to showing, not how to 
secure victory for our side, nor how desirable our victory 
would be, but how disastrous to everybody on all sides a war 
must be. In the West, where free discussion is possible, im­
portant men, especially scientists, of all shades of political 
opinion, should meet together. It should be agreed that 
never, in their discussions, must anyone raise the question as 
to which system is best, the Russian or the American. \Vhat 
should be made clear is: first, that if there is a war, then even 
if one side is completely victorious (which is unlikely) the 
victors will still be worse off than if there had been no war; 
second, that there is no reason, except mutual suspicion, 
why the two kinds of regime should not exist peaceably side 
by side; third, that it is possible to divide the world into 
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