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Preface 

THE three lectures which, with some revision and divi
sion, are here printed, were delivered in March 1939 
at the invitation of the Master and Fellows of Corpus 

Christi College, Cambridge, on the Boutwood Foundation. I 
wish to express my thanks to the Master and Fellows for this 
honour and privilege. The notes I have added while prepar
ing the lectures for press. 

My point of departure has been the suspicion that the cur
rent terms in �hich we discuss international affairs and pdliti
cal theory may only tend to conceal from us the real issues of 
contemporary civilisation. As I have chosen to consider such 
a large problem, it should be obvious that the following pages 
can have but little importance by themselves, and that they 
can only be of use if taken as an individual contribution to a 
discussion which must occupy many minds for a long time to 
come. To aim at originality would be an impertinence: at 
most, this essay can be only an original arrangement of ideas 
which did not belong to me before and which must become 
the property of whoever can use them. I owe a great deal to 
conversations with certain friends whose minds are engrossed 
by these and similar problems: to make specific acknowledge
ment might have the effect of imputing to these friends an 
inconvenient responsibility for my own faults of reasoning. 
But I owe a great deal also to a number of recent books: for 
instance, to Mr. Christopher Dawson's Beyond Politics, to Mr. 
Middleton Murry's The Price. of Leadership, and to writings of 
the Revd. V. A. Demant (whose Religious Prospect has appeared 
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4 Christianity and Culture 

too recently for me to have made use of it). And I am deeply 
indebted to the works of Jacques Maritain, especially his Hu
manisme integral. 

I trust that the reader will understand from the beginning 
that this book does not make any plea for a "religious revival" 
in a sense with which we are already familiar. This is a task 
for which I am incompetent, and the term seems to me to 
imply a possible separation of religious feeling from religious 
thinking which I do not accept-or which I do not find accept
able for our present difficulties. An anonymous writer has 
recently observed in The New English Weekly (July 13 , 1939) 
that 
"men have lived by spiritual institutions (of some kind) in every 
society, and also by political institutions and, indubitably, by eco
nomic activities. Admittedly, they have, at different periods, tended 
to put their trust mainly in one of the three as the real cement of 
society, but at no time have they wholly excluded the others, because 
it is impossible to do so." 

This is an important, and in its context valuable, distinction; 
but it should be clear that what I am concerned with here is 
not spiritual institutions in their separated aspect, but the 
organisation of values, and a direction of religious thought 
which must inevitably proceed to a criticism of political and 
economic systems. 



CHAPTER I 

THE fact that a problem will certainly take a long time 
to solve, and that it will demand the attention of many 
minds for several generations, is no justification for 

postponing the study. And, in times of emergency, it may 
prove in the long run that the problems we have postponed 
or ignored, rather than those we have failed to attack success
fully, will return to plague us. Our difficulties of the moment 
must always be dealt with somehow: but our permanent diffi
culties are difficulties of every moment. The subject with 
which I am concerned in the following pages is one to which 
I am convinced we ought to turn our attention now, if we 
hope ever to be relieved of the immediate perplexities that 
fill our minds. It is urgent because it is fundamental; and its 
urgency is the reason for a person like myself attempting to 
address, on a subject beyond his usual scope, that public which 
is likely to read what he writes on other subjects. This is a 
subject which I could, no doubt, handle much better were I 
a profound scholar in any of several fields. But I am not 
writing for scholars, but for people like myself; some defects 
may be compensated by some advantages; and what one must 
be judged by, scholar or no, is not particularised knowledge 
but one's total harvest of thinking, feeling, living and observ
ing human beings. 

While the practice of poetry need not in itself confer wisdom 
or accumulate knowledge, it ought at least to train the mind 
in one habit: of universal value: that of analysing the meaning 
of words; of those that one employs oneself, as well as the 
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6 Christianity and Culture 

words of others. In using the term "Idea" of a Christian Soci
ety I do not mean primarily a concept derived from the study 
of any societies which we may choose to call Christian; I mean 
something that can only be found in an understanding of the 
end to which a Christian Society, to deserve the name, must 
be directed. I do not limit the application of the term to a 
perfected Christian Society on earth; and I do not compre
hend in it societies merely because some profession of Chris
tian faith, or some vestige of Christian practice, is retained. 
My concern with contemporary society, accordingly, will not 
be primarily with specific defects, abuses or injustices but with 
the question, what-if any-is the "idea" of the society in 
which we live? to what end is it arranged? 

The Idea of a Christian Society is one which we can accept 
or reject; but if we are to accept it, we must treat Christianity 
with a great deal more intellectual respect than is our wont; 
we must treat it as being for the individual a matter primarily 
of thought and not of feeling. The consequences of such an 
attitude are too serious to be acceptable to everybody: for 
when the Christian faith is not only felt, but thought, it has 
practical results which may be inconvenient. For to see the 
Christian faith in this way-and to see it in this way is not 
necessarily to accept it, but only to understand the real is
sues-is to see that the difference between the Idea of a Neu
tral Society (which is that of the society in which we live at 
present) and the Idea of a Pagan Society (such as the uphold
ers of democracy abominate) is, in the long run, of minor 
importance. I am not at this moment concerned with the 
means for bringing a Christian Society into existence; I am 
not even primarily concerned with making it appear desirable; 
but I am very much concerned with making clear its difference 
from the kind of society in which we are now living. Now, to 
understand the society in which he lives, must be to the inter
est of every conscious thinking person. The current terms in 
which we describe our society, the contrasts with other socie-
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ties by which we-of the "Western Democracies"-eulogise 
it, only operate to deceive and stupefy us. To speak of our
selves as a Christian Society, in contrast to that of Germany 
or Russia, is an abuse of terms. We mean only that we have 
a society in which no one is penalised for the formal profession 
of Christianity; but we conceal from ourselves the unpleasant 
knowledge of the real values by which we live. We conceal 
from ourselves, moreover, the similarity of our society to those 
which we execrate: for we should have to admit, if we recog
nised the similarity, that the foreigners do better. I suspect 
that in our loathing of totalitarianism, there is infused a good 
deal of admiration for its efficiency. 

The political philosopher of the present time, even when 
he is a Christian himself, is not usually concerned with the 
possible structure of a Christian state. He is occupied with the 
possibility of a just State in general, and when he is not an 
adherent of one or another secular system, is inclined to accept 
our present system as one to be improved, but not fundamen
tally altered. Theological writers have more to say that is rele
vant to my subject. I am not alluding to those writers who 
endeavour to infuse a vague, and sometimes debased, Chris
tian spirit into the ordinary conduct of affairs; or to those 
who endeavour, at moments of emergency,to apply Christian 
principles to particular political situations. Relevant to my 
subject are the writings of the Christian sociologists-those 
writers who criticise our economic system in the light of Chris
tian ethics. Their work consists in proclaiming in general, and 
demonstrating in particular, the incompatibility of Christian 
principle and a great deal of our social practice. They appeal 
to the spirit of justice and humanity with which most of us 
profess to be inspired; they appeal also to the practical reason, 
by demonstrating that much in our system is not only iniqui
tous, but in the long run unworkable and conducive to disas
ter. Many of the changes which such writers advocate, while 
deducible from Christian principles, can recommend them-
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selves to any intelligent and disinterested person, and do not 
require a Christian society to carry them into effect, or Chris
tian belief to render them acceptable: though they are changes 
which would make it more possible for the individual Chris
tian to live out his Christianity. I am here concerned only 
secondarily with the changes in economic organisation, and 
only secondarily with the life of the devout Christian: my 
primary interest is a change in our social attitude, such a 
change only as could bring about anything worthy to be called 
a Christian Society. That such a change would compel changes 
in our organisation of industry and commerce and financial 
credit, that it would facilitate, where it now impedes, the life 
of devotion for those who are capable of it, I feel certain. But 
my point of departure is different from that of the sociologists 
and economists; though I depend upon them for enlighten
ment, and a test of my Christian Society would be that it 
should bring about such reforms as they propose; and though 
the kind of "change of spirit" which can testify for itself by 
nothing better than a new revivalistic vocabulary, is a danger 
against which we must be always on guard. 

My subject touches also upon that of another class of Chris
tian writer: that of the ecclesiastical controversialists. The sub
ject of Church and State is, again, not my primary concern. It  
is  not, except at  moments which lend themselves to newspaper 
exploitation, a subject in which the general public takes much 
interest; and at the moments when the public's interest is 
aroused, the public is never well enough informed to have 
the right to an opinion. My subject is a preliminary to the 
problem of Church and State: it involves that problem in its 
widest terms and in its most general interest. A usual attitude 
is to take for granted the existing State, and ask "What 
Church?" But before we consider what should be the relation 
of Church and State, we should first ask: "What State?" Is 
there any sense in which we can speak of a "Christian State," 
any sense in which the State can be regarded as Christian? 
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for even if the nature of the State be such, that we cannot 
speak of it in its Idea as either Christian or non-Christian, yet 
is it obvious that actual States may vary to such an extent that 
the relation of the Church to the State may be anything from 
overt hostility to a more or less harmonious cooperation of 
different institutions in the same society . What I mean by 
the Christian State is not any particular political form, but 
whatever State is suitable to a Christian Society, whatever State 
a particular Christian Society develops for itself. Many Chris
tians there are, l know, who do not believe that a Church in 
relation to the State is necessary for a Christian Society; and 
l shall have to give reasons, in later pages, for believing that 
it is. The point to be made at this stage is that neither the 
classical English treaties on Church and State, nor contempo
rary discussion of the subject, give me the assistance that I 
need. For the earlier treaties, and indeed all up to the present 
time, assume the existence of a Christian Society; modern 
writers sometimes assume that what we have is a pagan society: 
and it is just these assumptions that I wish to question. 
Your opinion of what can be done for this country in the 

future, and incidentally your opinicn of what ought to be the 
relations of Church and State, will depend upon the view you 
take of the contemporary situation. We can abstract three 
positive historical points: that at which Christians are a new 
minority in a society of positive pagan traditions-a position 
which cannot recur within any future with which we are con
cerned; the point at which the whole society can be called 
Christian, whether in one body or in a prior or subsequent 
stage of division into sects; and finally the point at which 
practising Christians must be recognised as a minority 
(whether static or diminishing) in a society which has ceased 
to be Christian. Have we reached the third point? Different 
observers will give different reports; but l would remark that 
there are two points of view for two contexts. The first is that 
a society has ceased to be Christian when religious practices 
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have been abandoned, when behaviour ceases to be regulated 
by reference to Christian principle, and when in effect pros
perity in this world for the individual or for the group has 
become the sole conscious aim. The other point of view, which 
is less readily apprehended, is that a society has not ceased to 
be Christian until it has become positively something else. It 
is my contention that we have today a culture which is mainly 
negative, but which, so far as it is positive, is still Christian. I 
do not think that it can remain negative, because a negative 
culture has ceased to be efficient in a world where economic 
as well as spiritual forces are proving the efficiency of cultures 
which, even when pagan, are positive; and I believe that the 
choice before us is between the formation of a new Christian 
culture, and the acceptance of a pagan one. Both involve 
radical changes; but I believe that the majority of us, if we 
could be faced immediately with all the changes which will 
only be accomplished in several generations, would prefer 
Christianity. 

I do not expect everyone to agree that our present organisa
tion and temper of society-which proved, in its way, highly 
successful during the nineteenth century-is "negative": 
many will maintain that British, French and American civilisa
tion still stands integrally for something positive. And there 
are others who will insist, that if our culture is negative, then 
a negative culture is the right thing to have. There are two 
distinct arguments to be employed in rebuttal: one, an argu
ment of principle, that such a culture is undesirable; the other, 
a judgment of fact, that it must disappear anyway. The de
fenders of the present order fail to perceive either how far it 
is vestigial of a positive Christianity, or how far it has already 
advanced towards something else. 

There is one class of persons to which one speaks with 
difficulty, and another to which one speaks in vain. The sec
ond, more numerous and obstinate than may at first appear, 
because it represents a state of mind into ·which we are all 
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prone through natural sloth to relapse, consists of those peo
ple who cannot believe that things will ever be very different 
from what they are at the moment. From time to time, under 
the influence perhaps of some persuasive writer or speaker, 
they may have an instant of disquiet or hope; but an invincible 
sluggishness of imagination makes them go on behaving as if 
nothing would ever change. Those to whom one speaks with 
difficulty, but not perhaps in vain, are the persons who believe 
that great changes must come, but are not sure either of what 
is inevitable, or of what is probable, or of what is desirable. 

What the Western world has stood for-and by that I mean 
the terms to which it has attributed sanctity-is "Liberalism" 
and "Democracy." The two terms are not identical or insepa
rable. The term "Liberalism" is the more obviously ambigu
ous, and is now less in favour; but the term "Democracy" is 
at the height of its popularity. When a term has become so 
universally sanctified as "democracy" now is, I begin to won
der whether it means anything, in meaning too many things: 
it has arrived perhaps at the position of a Merovingian Em
peror, and wherever it is invoked, one begins to look for the. 
Major of the Palace. Some persons have gone so far as to 
affirm, as something self-evident, that democracy is the only 
regime compatible with Christianity; on the other hand, the 
word is not abandoned by sympathisers with the government 
of Germany. If anybody ever attacked democracy, I might 
discover what the word meant. Certainly there is a sense in 
which Britain and America are more democratic than Ger
many; but on the other hand; defenders of the totalitarian 
system can make out a plausible case for maintaining that 
what we have is not democracy, but financial oligarchy. 

Mr. Christopher Dawson considers that "what the nondicta
torial States stand for today is not Liberalism but Democracy," 
and goes on to foretell the advent in these States of a kind of 
totalitarian democracy. I agree with his prediction, but if one 
is considering, not merely the non-dictatorial States, but the 
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societies to which they belong, his statement does less than 
justice to the extent to which Liberalism still permeates our 
minds and affects our attitude towards much of life. That 
Liberalism may be a tendency towards something very differ
ent from itself, is a possibility in its nature. For it is something 
which tends to release energy rather than accumulate it, to 
relax, rather than to fortify. It  is a movement not so much 
defined by its end, as by its starting point; away from, rather 
than towards, something definite. Our point of departure is 
more real to us than our destination; and the destination is 
likely to present a very different picture when arrived at, 
from the vaguer image formed in imagination. By destroying 
traditional social habits of the people, by dissolving their natu
ral collective consciousness into individual constituents , by li
censing the opinions of the most foolish, by substituting 
instruction for education, by encouraging cleverness rather 
than wisdom, the upstart rather than the qualified, by foster
ing a notion of getting on to which the alternative is a hopeless 
apathy, Liberalism can prepare the way for that which is its 
own negation: the artificial, mechanised or brutalised control 
which is a desperate remedy for its chaos. 

It must be evident that I am speaking of Liberalism in a 
sense much wider than any which can be fully exemplified by 
the history of any political party, and equally in a wider sense 
than any in which it has been used in ecclesiastical controversy. 
True, the tendency of Liberalism can be more clearly illus
trated in religious history than in politics, where principle is 
more diluted by necessity, where observation is more confused 
by detail and distracted by reforms each valid within its own 
limited reference. In religion, Liberalism may be character
ised as a progressive discarding of elements in historical Chris
tianity which appear superfluous or obsolete, confounded 
with practices and abuses which are legitimate objects of at
tack. But as its movement is controlled rather by its origin 
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than by any goal, it loses force after a series of rejections, and 
with nothing to destroy is left with nothing to uphold and 
with nowhere to go. With religious Liberalism, however, I am 
no more specifically concerned than with political Liberalism: 
I am concerned with a state of mind which, in certain circum
stances, can become universal and infect opponents as well as 
defenders. And I shall have expressed myself very ill if I give 
the impression that I think of Liberalism as something simply 
to be rejected and extirpated, as an evil for which there is a 
simple alternative. It is a necessary negative element; when I 
have said the worst of it, that worst comes only to this, that a 
negative element made to serve the purpose of a positive is 
objectionable. In the sense in which Liberalism is contrasted 
with Conservatism, both can be equally repellant: if the for
mer can mean chaos, the latter can mean petrifaction. We are 
always faced both with the question "what must be destroyed?" 
and with the question "what must be preserved?" and neither 
Liberalism nor Conservatism, which are not philosophies and 
may be merely habits, is enough to guide us. 

In the nineteenth century the Liberal Party had its own 
conservatism, and the Conservative Party had its own liberal
ism; neither had a political philosophy. To hold a political 
philosophy is in fact not the function of a political, that is, a 
Parliamentary party: a party with a political philosophy is a 
revolutionary party. The politics of political parties is not my 
concern. Nor am I concerned with the politics of a revolution
ary party. If a revolutionary party attains its true end, its 
political philosophy will, by a process of growth, become that 
of a whole culture; if it attains its more facile end, its political 
philosophy will be that of a dominant class or group, in a 
society in which the majority will be passive, and the minority 
oppressed. But a political philosophy is not merely a formal
ised system set forth by a theorist. The permanent value of 
such treaties as Aristotle's Politics and Poetics is found at the 
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opposite extreme to anything that we can call doctrinaire. Just 
as his views on dramatic poetry were derived from a study of 
the existing works of Attic drama, so his political theory was 
founded on a perception of the unconscious aims implicit in 
Athenian democracy at its best. His limitations are the condi
tion of his universality; and instead of ingenious theories spun 
out of his head, he wrote studies full of universal wisdom. 
Thus, what I mean by a political philosophy is not merely 
even the conscious formulation of the ideal aims of a people, 
but the substratum of collective temperament, ways of behav
iour and unconscious values which provides the material for 
the formulation. What we are seeking is not a programme 
for a party, but a way of life for a people: it is this which 
totalitarianism has sought partly to revive, and partly to im
pose by force upon its peoples. Our choice now is not between 
one abstract form and another, but between a pagan, and 
necessarily stunted culture, and a religious, and necessarily 
imperfect culture. 

The attitudes and beliefs of Liberalism are destined to dis
appear, are already disappearing. They belong to an age of 
free exploitation which has passed; and our danger now is, 
that the term may come to signify for us only the disorder 
the fruits of which we inherit, and not the permanent value 
of the negative element. Out of Liberalism itself come philoso
phies which deny it. We do not proceed, from Liberalism to 
its apparent end of authoritarian democracy, at a uniform 
pace in every respect. There are so many centres of it-Brit
ain, France, America and the Dominions-that the develop
ment of Western society must proceed more slowly than that 
of a compact body like Germany, and its tendencies are less 
apparent. Furthermore, those who are the most convinced of 
the necessity of etatisme as a control of some activities of life, 
can be the loudest professors of libertarianism in others, and 
insist upon the preserves of "private life" in which each man 
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may obey his own convictions or follow his own whim: while 
imperceptibly this domain of "private life" becomes smaller 
and smaller, and may eventually disappear altogether. It is 
possible that a wave of terror of the consequences of depopu
lation might lead to legislation having the effect of compulsory 
breeding. 

If, then, Liberalism disappears from the philosophy of life 
of a people, what positive is left? We are left only with the 
term ''democracy," a term which, for the present generation, 
still has a Liberal connotation of "freedom." But totalitarian
ism can retain the terms "freedom" and "democracy" and give 
them its own meaning: and its right to them is not so easily 
disproved as minds inflamed by passion suppose. We are in 
danger of finding ourselves with nothing to stand for except 
a dislike of everything maintained by Germany and/or Russia: 
a dislike which, being a compost of newspaper sensations and 
prejudice, can have two results, at the same time, which appear 
at first incompatible. It may lead us to reject possible improve
ments, because we should owe them to the example of one 
or both of these countries; and it may equally well lead us to 
be mere imitators a rebours, in making us adopt uncritically 
almost any attitude which a foreign nation rejects. 

We are living at present in a kind of doldrums between 
opposing winds of doctrine, in a period in which one political 
philosophy has lost its cogency for behaviour, though it is still 
the only one in which public speech can be framed. This is 
very bad for the English language: it is this disorder (for which 
we are all to blame) and not individual insincerity, which is 
responsible for the hollowness of many political and ecclesias
tical utterances. You have only to examine the mass of newspa
per leading articles, the mass of political exhortation, to 
appreciate the fact that good prose cannot be written by a 
people without convictions. The fundamental objection to fas
cist doctrine, the one which we conceal from ourselves because 
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it might condemn ourselves as well, is that it is pagan. There 
are other objections too, in the political and economic sphere, 
but they are not objections that we can make with dignity 
until we set our own affairs in order. There are still other 
objections, to oppression and violence and cruelty, but how
ever strongly we feel, these are objections to means and not 
to ends. It is true that we sometimes use the word "pagan," 
and in the same context refer to ourselves as "Christian." But 
we always dodge the real issue. Our newspapers have done 
all they could with the red herring of the "German national 
religion," an eccentricity which is after all no odder than some 
cults held in Anglo-Saxon countries: this "German national 
religion" is comforting in that it persuades us that we have a 
Christian civilisation; it helps to disguise the fact that our aims, 
like Germany's, are materialistic. And the last thing we should 
like to do would be to examine the "Christianity" which, in 
such contexts as this, we say we keep. 

If we have got so far as accepting the belief that the only 
alternative to a progressive and insidious adaptation to totali
tarian worldliness for which the pace is already set, is to aim 
at a Christian society, we need to consider both what kind of 
a society we have at this time, and what a Christian society 
would be like. We should also be quite sure of what we want: 
if your real ideals are those of materialistic efficiency, then 
the sooner you know your own mind, and face the conse
quences, the better. Those who, either complacently or de
spairingly, suppose that the aim of Christianisation is 
chimerical, I am not here attempting to convert. To those 
who realise what a well-organised pagan society would mean 
for us, there is nothing to say. But it is as well to remember 
that the imposition of a pagan theory of the State does not 
necessarily mean a wholly pagan society. A compromise be
tween the theory of the State and the tradition of society 
exists in Italy, a country which is still mainly agricultural and 
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Catholic. The more highly industrialised the country, the 
more easily a materialistic philosophy will flourish in it, and 
the more deadly that philosophy will be. Britain has been 
highly industrialised longer than any other country. And the 
tendency of unlimited industrialism is to create bodies of men 
and women-of all classes-detached from tradition, alien
ated from religion and susceptible to mass suggestion: in other 
words, a mob. And a mob will be no less a mob if it is well 
fed, well clothed, well housed, and well disciplined. 

The Liberal notion that religion was a matter of private 
belief and of conduct in private life, and that there is no 
reason why Christians should not be able to accommodate 
themselves to any world which treats them good-naturedly, 
is becoming less and less tenable. This notion would seem to 
have become accepted gradually, as a false inference from the 
subdivision of English Christianity into sects, and the happy 
results of universal toleration. The reason why members of 
different communions have been able to rub along together, 
is that in the greater part of the ordinary business of life they 
have shared the same assumptions about behaviour. When 
they have been wrong, they have been wrong together. We 
have less excuse than our ancestors for un-Christian conduct, 
because the growth of an un-Christian society about us, its 
more obvious intrusion upon our lives, has been breaking 
down the comfortable distinction between public and private 
morality. The problem of leading a Christian life in a non
Christian society is now very present to us, and it is a very 
different problem from that of the accommodation between 
an Established Church and dissenters. It is not merely the 
problem of a minority in a society pf individuals holding an 
alien belief. It is the problem constituted by our implication 
in a network of institutions from which we cannot dissociate 
ourselves: institutions the operation of which appears no 
longer neutral, but non-Christian. And as for the Christian 
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who is not conscious of his dilemma-and he is in the major
ity-he is becoming more and more de-Christianised by all 
sorts of unconscious pressure: paganism holds all the most 
valuable advertising space. Anything like Christian traditions 
transmitted from generation to generation within the fam1ly 
must disappear, and the small body of Christians will consist 
entirely of adult recruits. I am saying nothing at this point 
that has not been said before by others, but it is relevant. I am 
not concerned with the problem of Christians as a persecuted 
minority. When the. Christian is treated as an enemy of the 
State, his course is very much harder, but it is simpler. I am 
concerned with the dangers to the tolerated minority; and in 
the modern world, it may turn out that the most tolerable 
thing for Christians is to be tolerated. 

To attempt to make the prospect of a Christian society 
immediately attractive to those who see no prospect of deriv
ing direct personal benefit from it, would be idle; even the 
majority of professing Christians may shrink from it. No 
scheme for a change of society can be made to appear immedi
ately palatable, except by falsehood, until society has become 
so desperate that it will accept any change. A Christian society 
only becomes acceptable after you have fairly examined the 
alternatives. We might, of course, merely sink into an apa
thetic decline: without faith, and therefore without faith in 
ourselves; without a philosophy of life, either Christian or 
pagan; and without art. Or we might get a "totalitarian democ
racy," different but having much in common with other pagan 
societies, because we shall have changed step by step in order 
to keep pace with them: a state of affairs in which we shall 
have regimentation and conformity, without respect for the 
needs of the individual soul; the puritanism of a hygienic 
morality in the interest of efficiency; uniformity of opinion 
through propaganda, and art only encouraged when it Hatters 
the official doctrines of the time. To those who can imagine, 
and are therefore repelled by, such a prospect, one can assert 
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that the only possibility of control and balance is a religious 
control and balance; that the only hopeful course for a society 
which would thrive and continue its creative activity in the 
arts of civilisation, is to become Christian. That prospect in
volves, at least, discipline, inconvenience and discomfort: but 
here as hereafter the alternative to hell is purgatory. 



CHAPTER II 

MY thesis has been, simply, that a liberalised or nega
tive condition of society must either proceed into a 
gradual decline of which we can see no end, or 

(whether as a result of catastrophe or not) reform itself into 
a positive shape which is likely to be effectively secular. We 
need not assume that this secularism will approximate closely 
to any system in the past or to any that can now be observed 
in order to be apprehensive about it: the Anglo-Saxons display 
a capacity for diluting their religion, probably in excess of that 
of any other race. But unless we are content with the prospect 
of one or the other of these issues, the only possibility left is 
that of a positive Christian society. The third will only com
mend itself to those who agree in their view of the present 
situation, and who can see that a thoroughgoing secularism 
would be objectionable, in its consequences, even to those who 
attach no positive importance to the survival of Christianity 
for its own sake. 

I am not investigating the possible lines of action by which 
such a Christian society could be brought into being. I shall 
confine myself to a slight outline of what I conceive to be 
essential features of this society, bearing in mind that it can 
neither be mediaeval in form, nor be modelled on the seven
teenth century or any previous age. In what sense, if any, can 
we speak of a "Christian State"? I would ask to be allowed to 
use the following working distinctions: the Christian State, 
the Christian Community, and the Community of Christians, 
as elements of the Christian Society. 

20 
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I conceive then of the Christian State as of the Christian 
Society under the aspect of legislation, public administration, 
legal tradition, and form. Observe that at this point I am not 
approaching the problem of Church and State except with 
the question: with what kind of State can the Church have a 
relation? By this I mean a relation of the kind which has 
hitherto obtained in England; which is neither merely recipro
cal tolerance, nor a Concordat. The latter seems to me merely 
a kind of compromise, of doubtful durability, resting on a 
dubious division of authority, and often a popular division of 
loyalty; a compromise which implies perhaps a hope on the 
part of the rulers of the State that their rule will outlast Chris
tianity, and a faith on the part of the Church that it will 
survive any particular form of secular organisation. A relation 
between Church and State such as is, I think, implied in our 
use of the term, implies that the State is in some sense Chris
tian. It must be clear that I do not mean by a Christian State 
one in which the rulers are chosen because of their qualifiVl
tions, still less their eminence, as Christians. A regiment of 
Saints is apt to be too. uncomfortable to last. I do not deny 
that some advantages may accrue from persons in authority, 
in a Christian State, being Christians. Even in the present 
conditions, that sometimes happens; but even if, in the present 
conditions, all persons in positions of the highest authority 
were devout and orthodox Christians, we should not expect 
to see very much difference in the conduct of affairs. The 
Christian and the unbeliever do not, and cannot, behave very 
differently in the exercise of office; for it is the general ethos 

• of the people they have to govern, not their own piety, that 
determines the behaviour of politicians. One may even accept 
F.S. Oliver's affirmation-following Buelow, following Dis
raeli-that real statesmen are inspired by nothing else than 
their instinct for power and their love of country. It is not 
primarily the Christianity of the statesmen that matters, but 
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their being confined, by the temper· and traditions of the 
people which they rule, to a Christian framework within which 
to realise their ambitions and advance the prosperity and pres
tige of their country. They may frequently perform un-Chris
tian acts; they must never attempt to defend their actions on 
un-Christian principles. 

The rulers and would-be rulers of modern states may be 
divided into three kinds, in a classification which cuts across 
the division of fascism, communism and democracy. There 
are such as have taken over or adapted some philosophy, as 
of Marx or Aquinas. There are those who, combining inven
tion with eclecticism, have devised their own philosophy-not 
usually distinguished by either the profundity or the consis
tency one expects of a philosophy of life-and there are those 
who pursue their tasks without appearing to have any philoso
phy at all. I should not expect the rulers of a Christian State 
to be philosophers, or to be able to keep before their minds 
at every moment of decision the maxim that the life of virtue 
is the purpose of human society-virtuosa . . .  vita est cong;rega
tionis humanae finis; but they would neither be self-educated, 
nor have been submitted in their youth merely to that system 
of miscellaneous or specialised instruction which passes for 
education: they would have received a Christian education. 
The purpose of a Christian education would not be merely 
to make men and women pious Christians: a system which 
aimed too rigidly at this end alone would become only obscu
rantist. A Christian education would primarily train people 
to be able to think in Christian categories, though it could not 
compel belief and would not impose the necessity for insincere 
profession of belief. What the rulers believed, would be less 
important than the beliefs to which they would be obliged to 
conform. And a skeptical or indifferent statesman, working 
within a Christian frame, might be more effective than a de
vout Christian statesman obliged to conform to a secular 
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frame. For he would be required to design his policy for the 
government of a Christian Society. 

The relation of the Christian State, the Christian Commu
nity, and the Community of Christians, may be looked at in 
connexion with the problem of belief. Among the men of state, 
you would have as a minimum, conscious conformity of behav
iour. In the Christian Community that they ruled, the Chris
tian faith would be ingrained, but it requires, as a minimum, 
only a largely unconscious behaviour; and it is only from 
the much smaller number of conscious human beings, the 
Community of Christians, that one would expect a conscious 
Christian life on its highest social level. 

For the great mass of humanity whose attention is occupied 
mostly by their direct relation to the soil, or the sea, or the 
machine, and to a small number of persons, pleasures and 
duties, two conditions are required. The first is that, as their 
capacity for thinking about the objects of faith is small, their 
Christianity may be almost wholly realised in behaviour: both 
in their customary and periodic religious observances, and in 
a tr<;Iditional code of behaviour towards their neighbours. The 
second is that, while they should have some perception of 
how far their lives fall short of Christian ideals, their religlOUS 
and social life should form for them a natural whole, so that 
the difficulty of behaving as Christians should not impose an 
intolerable strain. These two conditions are really the same 
differently stated; they are far from being realised today. 

The traditional unit of the Christian Community in Eng
land is the parish. I am not here concerned with the problem 
of how radically this system must be modified to suit a future 
state of things. The parish is certainly in decay, from several 
causes of which the least cogent is the division into sects: a 
much more important reason is urbanisation-in which I am 
including also sub-urbanisation, and all the causes and effects 
of urbanisation. How far the parish must be superseded will 
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depend largely upon our view of the necessity of accepting 
the causes which tend to destroy it. In any case, the parish 
will serve my purpose as an example of community unit. For 
this unit must not be solely religious, and not solely social; 
nor should the individual be a member of two separate, or 
even overlapping units, one religious and the other social. 
The unitary community should be religious-social, and it m]Jst 
be one in which all classes, if you have classes, have their 
centre of interest. That is a state of affairs which is no longer 
wholly realised except in very primitive tribes indeed. 

It is a matter of concern not only in this country, but has 
been mentioned with concern by the late Supreme Pontiff, 
speaking not of one country but of all civilised countries, that 
the masses of the people have become increasingly alienated 
from Christianity. In an industrialised society like that of Eng
land, I am surprised that the people retains as much Christian
ity as it does. For the great majority of the people-and I am 
not here thinking of social classes, but of intellectual strata
religion must be primarily a matter of behaviour and habit, 
must be integrated with its social life, with its business and its 
pleasures; and the specifically religious emotions must be a 
kind of extension and sanctification of the domestic and social 
emotions. Even for the most highly developed and conscious 
individual, living in the world, a consciously Christian direc
tion of thought and feeling can only occur at particular mo
ments during the day and during the week, and these 
moments themselves recur in consequence of formed habits; 
to be conscious, without remission, of a Christian and a non
Christian alternative at moments of choice, imposes a very 
great strain. The mass of the population, in a Christian society, 
should not be exposed to a way of life in which there is too 
sharp and frequent a conflict between what is easy for them 
or what their circumstances dictate and what is Christian. The 
compulsion to live in such a way that Christian behaviour is 
only possible in a restricted number of situations, is a very 
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powerful force against Christianity; for behaviour is as potent 
to affect belief, as belief to affect behaviour. 

I am not presenting any idyllic picture of the rural parish, 
either present or past, in taking as a norm, the idea of a 
small and mostly self-contained group attached to the soil and 
having its interests centred in a particular place, with a kind 
of unity which may be designed, but which also has to grow 
through generations. It is the idea, or ideal, of a community 
small enough to consist of a nexus of direct personal relation
ships, in which all iniquities and turpitudes will take the simple 
and easily appreciable form of wrong relations between one 
person and another. But at present not even the smallest 
community, unless so primitive as to present objectionable 
features of another kind, is so simplified as this; and I am 
not advocating any complete reversion to any earlier state of 
things, real or idealised. The example appears to offer no 
solution to the problem of industrial, urban and suburban 
life which is that of the majority of the population. In its 
religious organisation, we may say that Christendom has re
mained fixed at the stage of development suitable to a simple 
agricultural and piscatorial society, and that modern material 
organisation-or if"organisation" sounds too complimentary, 
we will say "complication"-has produced a world for which 
Christian social forms are imperfectly adapted. Even if we 
agree on this point, there are two simplifications of the prob
lem which are suspect. One is to i!lsist that the only salvation 
for society is to return to a simpler mode of life, scrapping 
all the constructions of the modern world that we can bring 
ourselves to dispense with. This is an extreme statement of 
the neo-Ruskinian view, which was"put forward with much 
vigour by the late A. J. Penty. When one considers the large 
amount of determination in social structure, this policy ap
pears Utopian: if such a way of life ever comes to pass, it will 
be-as may well happen in the long run-from natural 
causes, and not from the moral will of men. The other alterna-
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tive is to accept the modern world as it is and simply try to 
adapt Christian social ideals to it. The latter resolves itself into 
a mere doctrine of expediency; and is a surrender of the 
faith that Christianity itself can play any part in shaping social 
forms. And it does not require a Christian attitude to perceive 
that the modern system of society has a great deal in it that 
is inherently bad. 

We now reach a point from which there is a course that I 
do not propose to take; and as it is an obvious course, and to 
some may appear to be the main thoroughfare, I ought to 
explain as briefly as I can why I do not propose to take it. We 
are accustomed to make the distinction (though in practice 
we are frequently confused) between the evil which is present 
in human nature at all times and in all circumstances, and the 
evil in particular institutions at particular times and places, 
and which, though attributable to some individuals rather 
than others, or traceable to the cumulative deflection of the 
wills of many individuals throughout several generations, can
not at any moment be fastened upon particular persons. If 
we make the mistake of assuming that this kind of evil results 
from causes wholly beyond the human will, then we are liable 
to believe that only other non-human causes can change it. 
But we are equally likely to take another line, and to place all 
our hopes in the replacement of our machinery. Nevertheless, 
the lines of thought, which I am doing no more than indicate, 
for the realisation of a Ch.ristian society, must lead us inevita
bly to face such problems as the hypertrophy of the motive 
of Profit into a social ideal, the distinction between the u.se of 
natural resources and their exploitation, the use of labour 
and its exploitation, the advantages unfairly accruing to the 
trader in contrast to the primary producer, the misdirection 
of the financial machine, the iniquity of usury, and other 
features of a commercialised society which must be scrutinised 
on Christian principles. In ignoring these problems, I am not 
taking refuge in a mere admission of incompetence, though 
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the suspicion that I am incompetent might operate agail)st 
the acceptance of any observations that I made; nor am I 
simply resigning them to the supposed technical authorities, 
for that would be a surrender of the primacy of ethics. My 
point is that, while there is a considerable measure of 
agreement that certain things are wrong, the question of how 
they should be put right is so extremely controversial, that 
any proposal is immediately countered by a dozen others; 
and in this context, attention would be concentrated on the 
imperfections of my proposals, and away from my main con
cern, the end to be attained. I confine myself therefore to the 
assertion, which I think few will dispute, that a great deal of 
the machinery of modern life is merely a sanction for un
Christian aims, that it is not only hostile to the conscious pur
suit of the Christian life in the world by the few, but to the 
maintenance of any Christian society of the world. We must 
abandon the notion that the Christian should be content with 
freedom of cultus, and with suffering no worldly disabilities 
on account of his faith. However bigoted the announcement 
may sound, the Christian can be satisfied with nothing less 
than a Christian organisation of society-which is not the 
same thing as a society consisting exclusively of devout Chris
tians. It would be a society in which the natural end of man
virtue and well-being in community-is acknowledged for all, 
and the supernatural end-beatitude-for those who have· 
the eyes to see it. 

I do not wish, however, to abandon my previous point, 
that a Christian community is one in which there is a unified 
religious-social code of behaviour. It should not be necessary 
for the ordinary individual to be" wholly conscious of what 
elements are distinctly religious and Christian, and what are 
merely social and identified with his religion by no logical 
implication. I am not requiring that the community should 
contain more "good Christians" than one would expect to find 
under favourable conditions. The religious life of the people 
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would be largely a matter of behaviour and conformity; social 
customs would take on religious sanctions; there would no 
doubt be many irrelevant accretions and local emphases and 
observances-which, if they went too far in eccentricity or 
superstition, it would be the business of the Church to correct, 
but which otherwise could make for social tenacity and coher
ence. The traditional way of life of the community would not 
be imposed by law, would have no sense of outward constraint, 
and would not be the result merely of the sum of individual 
belief and understanding. 

The rulers, I have said, will, qua rulers, accept Christianity 
not simply as their own faith to guide their actions, but as the 
system under which they are to govern. The people will accept 
it as a matter of behaviour and habit. In the abstraction which 
I have erected, it is obvious that the tendency of the State is 
toward expediency that may become cynical manipulation, 
the tendency of the people toward intellectual lethargy and 
superstition. We need therefore what I have called "the Com
munity of Christians," by which I mean, not local groups, and 
not the Church in any one of its senses, unless we call it "the 
Church within the Church." These will be the consciously and 
thoughtfully practising Christians, especially those of intellec
tual and spiritual superiority. It will be remarked at once that 
this category bears some resemblance to what Coleridge has 
called "the clerisy"-a term recently revived, and given a 
somewhat different application, by Mr. Middleton Murry. I 
think that my "Community of Christians" is somewhat differ
ent from either use of the term "clerisy." The content which 
Coleridge gave to the term, certainly, has been somewhat 
voided by time. You will .,.emember that Coleridge included 
in the extension of meaning three classes: the universities and 
great schools of learning, the parochial pastorate, and the local 
schoolmasters. Coleridge's conception of the clerical function, 
and of its relation to education, was formed in a world that 
has since been strongely altered: his insistence that clergy 
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should be "in the rule married men and heads of families" 
and his dark references to a foreign ecclesiastical power, now 
sound merely quaint; and he quite failed to recognise the 
enormous value which monastic orders can and should have 
in the community. The term which I use is meant to be at 
once wider and more restricted. In the field of education 
it is obvious that the conformity to Christian belief and the 
possession of Christian knowledge, can no longer be taken 
for granted; nor can the supremacy of the theologian be either 
expected or imposed in the same way. In any future Christian 
society that I can conceive, the educational system will be 
formed according to Christian presuppositions of what educa
tion-as distinct from mere instruction-is for; but the per
sonnel will inevitably be mixed: one may even hope that the 
mixture may be a benefit to its intellectual vitality. The mix
ture will include persons of exceptional ability who may be 
indifferent or disbelieving; there will be room for a propor
tion of other persons professing other faiths than Christianity. 
The limitations imposed upon such persons would be similar 
to those imposed by social necessity upon the politician who, 
without being able to believe the Christian faith, yet has abili
ties to offer in the public service, with which his country could 
ill dispense. 

It would be still more rash of me to embark upon a criticism 
of the contemporary ideals of education, than it is for me to 
venture to criticise politics; but it is not impertinent to remark 
upon the close relationship of educational theory and political 
theory. One would indeed be surprised to find the educational 
system and the political system of any country in complete 
disaccord; and what I have said about the negative character 
of our political philosophy should suggest a parallel criticism 
of our education, not as it is found in practice here or there, 
but in the assumptions about the nature and purpose of edu
cation which tend to affect practice throughout the country. 
And I do not need to remind you that a pagan totalitarian 
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government is hardly likely to leave education to look after 
itself, or to refrain from interfering with the traditional meth
ods of the oldest institutions: of some of the results abroad 
of such interference on the most irrelevant grounds we are 
quite well aware. There is likely to be, everywhere, more and 
more pressure of circumstance towards adapting educational 
ideals to political ideals, and in the one as in the other sphere, 
we have only to choose between a higher and a lower rationali
sation. In a Christian Society education must be religious, not 
in the sense that it will be administered by ecclesiastics, still 
less in the sense that it will exercise pressure, or attempt to 
instruct everyone in theology, but in the sense that its aims 
will be directed by a Christian philosophy of life. It will no 
longer be merely a term comprehending a variety of unrelated 
subjects undertaken for special purposes or for none at all. 

My Community of Christians, then, in contrast to Cole
ridge's clerisy, could hardly include the whole of the teaching 
body. On the other hand, it would include, besides many of 
the laity engaged in various occupations, many, but not all, of 
the clergy. A national clergy must of course include individual 
priests of different intellectual types and levels; and, as I sug
gested before, belief has a vertical as well as a horizontal mea
surement: to answer fully the question "What does A believe?" 
one must know enough about A to have some notion of the 
level on which he is capable of believing anything. The Com
munity of Christians-a body of very nebulous outline
would contain both clergy and laity of superior intellectual 
and/or spiritual gifts. And it would include some of those who 
are ordinarily spoken of, not always with flattering intention, 
as "intellectuals." 

That culture and the cultivation of philosophy and the arts 
should be confined to the cloister would be a decline into a 
Dark Age that I shudder to contemplate; on the other hand, 
the segregation of lay "intellectuals" into a world of their own, 
which very few ecclesiastics or politicians either penetrate or 
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have any curiosity about, is not a progressive situation either. 
A good deal of waste seems to me to occur through pure 
ignorance; a great deal of ingenuity is expended on half
baked philosophies, in the absence of any common back
ground of knowledge. We write for our friends-most of 
whom are also writers-or for our pupils-most of whom 
are going to be writers; or we aim at a hypothetical popular 
audience which we do not know and which perhaps does not 
exist. The result, in any case, is apt to be a refined provincial 
crudity. What are the most fruitful social conditions for the 
production of works of the first order, philosophical, literary 
or in the other arts, is perhaps one of those topics of contro
versy more suitable for conversation than for writing about. 
There may perhaps be no one set of conditions most suitable 
for the efflorescence of all these activities; it is equally possible 
that the necessary conditions may vary from one country and 
civilisation to another. The regime of Louis XIV or of the 
Tudors and Stuarts could hardly be called libertarian; on the 
other hand, the rule of authoritarian governments in our 
time does not appear conducive to a renascence of the arts. 
Whether the arts flourish best in a period of growth and 
expansion, or in one of decay, is a question that I cannot 
answer. A strong and even tyrannous government may do no 
harm, so long as the sphere of its control is strictly limited; 
so long as it limits itself to restricting the liberties, without 
attempting to influence the minds, of its :mbjects; but a regime 
of unlimited demagogy appears to be stultifying. I must re
strict my consideration to the position of the arts in our pres
ent society, and to what it should be in such a future society 
as I envisage. 

It may be that the conditions unfavourable to the arts today 
lie too deep and are too extensive to depend upon the differ
ences between one form of government and another; so that 
the prospect before us is either of slow continuous decay or 
of sudden extinction. You cannot, in any scheme for the refor-
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mation of society, aim directly at a condition in which the 
arts will flourish: these activities are probably by-products for 
which we cannot deliberately arrange the conditions. On. the 
other hand, their decay may always be taken as a symptom 
of some social ailment to be investigated. The future of art 
and thought in a democratic society does not appear any 
brighter than any other, unless democracy is to mean some
thing very different from anything actual. It is not that I 
would defend a moral censorship: I have always expressed 
strong objections to the suppression of books possessing, or 
even laying claim to literary merit. But what is more insidious 
than any censorship, is the steady influence which operates 
silently in any mass society organised for profit, for the depres
sion of standards of art and culture. The increasing organisa
tion of advertisement and propaganda-or the influencing 
of masses of men by any means except through their intelli
gence-is all against them. The economic system is against 
them; the chaos of ideals and confusion of thought in our 
large scale mass education is against them; and against them 
also is the disappearance of any class of people who recognise 
public and private responsibility of patronage of the best that 
is made and written. At a period in which each nation has 
less and less "culture" for its own consumption, all are making 
furious efforts to export their culture, to impress upon each 
other their achievements in arts which they are ceasing to 
cultivate or understand. And just as those who should be the 
intellectuals regard theology as a special study, like numismat
ics or heraldry, with which they need not concern themselves, 
and theologians observe the same indifference to literature 
and art, as special studies which do not concern them, so our 
political classes regard both fields as territories of which they 
have no reason to be ashamed of remaining in complete igno
rance. Accordingly the more serious authors have a limited, 
and even provincial audience, and the more popular write 
for an illiterate and uncritical mob. 
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You cannot expect continuity and coherence in politics, you 

cannot expect reliable behaviour on fixed principles persisting 
through changed situations, unless there is an underlying po
litical philosophy: not of a party, but of the nation. You cannot 
expect continuity and coherence in literature and the arts, 
unless you have a certain uniformity of culture, expressed in 
education by a settled, though not rigid agreement as to what 
everyone should know to some degree, and a positive distinc
tion-however undemocratic it may sound-between the ed
ucated and the uneducated. I observed in America, that with 
a very high level of intelligence among undergraduates, prog
ress was impeded by the fact that one could never assume 
that any two, unless they had been at the same school under 
the influence of the same masters at the same moment, had 
studied the same subjects or read the same books, though the 
number of subjects in which they had been instructed was 
surprising. Even with a smaller amount of total information, 
it might have been better if they had read fewer, but the same 
books. In a negative liberal society you have no agreement as 
to there being any body of knowledge which any educated 
person should have acquired at any particular stage: the idea 
of wisdom disappears, and you get sporadic and unrelated 
experimentation. A nation's system of education is much more 
important than its system of government; only a proper sys
tem of education can unify the active and the contemplative 
life, action and speculation, politics and the arts. But "educa
tion," said Coleridge, "is to be reformed, and defined as synon
ymous with instruction." This revolution has been effected: 
to the populace education means instruction. The next step to 
be taken by the clericalism of.secularism, is the inculcation ·�f 
the political principles approved by the party in power. 

I may seem to have wandered from my course, but it seemed 
necessary to mention the capital responsibility of education in 
the condition which we find or anticipate: a state secularised, a 
community turned into a mob, and a clerisy disintegrated. 
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The obvious secularist solution for muddle is to subordinate 
everything to political power: and in so far as this involves 
the subordination of the money-making interests to those of 
the nation as a whole, it offers some immediate, though per
haps illusory relief: a people feels at least more dignified if 
its hero is the statesman however unscrupulous, or the warrior 
however brutal, rather than the financier. But it also means 
the confinement of the clergy to a more and more restricted 
field of activity, the subduing of free intellectual speculation, 
and the debauching of the arts by political criteria. It is only 
in a society with a religious basis-which is not the same thing 
as an ecclesiastical despotism-that you can get the proper 
harmony and tension, for the individual or for the commu
nity. 

In any Christian society which can be imagined for the 
future-in what M. Maritain calls a pluralist society-my 
"Community of Christians" cannot be a body of the definite 
vocational outline of the "clerisy" of Coleridge: which, viewed 
in a hundred years' perspective, appears to approximate to 
the rigidity of a caste. The Community of Christians is not 
an organisation, but a body of indefinite outline; composed 
of both clergy and laity, of the more conscious, more spiritu
ally and intellectually developed of both. It will be their iden
tity of belief and aspiration, their background of a common 
system of education and a common culture, which will enable 
them to influence and be influenced by each other, and collec
tively to form the conscious mind and the conscience of the 
nation. 

The Spirit descends in different ways, and I cannot foresee 
any future society in which we could classify Christians and 
non-Christians simply by their professions of belief, or even, 
by any rigid code, by their behaviour. In the present ubiquity 
of ignorance, one cannot but suspect that many who call them
selves Christians do not understand what the word means, 
and that some who would vigorously repudiate Christianity 
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are more Christian than many who maintain it. And perhaps 
there will always be individuals who, with great creative gifts 
of value to mankind, and the sensibility which such gifts imply, 
will yet remain blind, indifferent, or even hostile. That must 
not disqualify them from exercising the talents they have been 
given. 

The foregoing sketch of a Christian society, from which are 
omitted many details that will be considered essential, could 
not stand even as a rough sketch-an ebauche-without some 
treatment, according to the same economy, of the relation of 
Church and State in such a society. So far, nothing has sug
gested the existence of an organised Church at all. But the 
State would remain under the necessity of respecting Chris
tian principles, only so far as the habits and feelings of the 
people were not too suddenly affronted or too violently out
raged, or so far as it was deterred by any univocal protest of 
the most influential of the Community of Christians. The 
State is Christian only negatively; its Christianity is a reflection 
of the Christianity of the society which it governs. We have 
no safeguard against its proceeding, from un-Christian acts, 
to action on implicitly un-Christian principles, and thence 
to action on avowedly un-Christian principles. We have no 
safeguard for the purity of our Christianity; for, as the State 
may pass from expediency to lack of principle, and as the 
Christian Community may sink into torpor, so the Community 
of Christians may be debilitated by group or individual eccen
tricity and error. So far, we have only a society such that it 
can have a significant relation to a Church; a relationship 
which is not of hostility or even of accommodation. And this 
relation is so important that without discussing it we have not 
even shown the assembled skeleton of a Christian Society, we 
have only exposed the unarticulated bones. 



C HAPT E R III 

·I HAVE spoken of this essay as being, in one aspect, a kind 
of preface to the problem of Church and State; it is as 
well, at this point, to indicate its prefatorial limitations. 

The problem is one of concern to every Christian country
that is, to every possible form of Christian society. It will take 
a different form according to the traditions of that society
Roman, Orthodox, or Lutheran. It will take still another form 
in those countries, obviously the United States of America 
and the Dominions, where the variety of races and religious 
communions represented appears to render the problem in
soluble. Indeed, for these latter countries the problem might 
not appear even to exist; these countries might appear to be 
committed from their origin to a neutral form of society. I 
am not ignoring the possibility of a neutral society, under 
such conditions, persisting indefinitely. But I believe that if 
these countries are to develop a positive culture of their own, 
and not remain merely derivatives of Europe, they can only 
proceed either in the direction of a pagan or of a Christian 
society. I am not suggesting that the latter alternative must 
lead to the forcible suppression, or to the complete disappear
ance of dissident sects; still less, I hope, to a superficial union 
of Churches under an official exterior, a union in which theo
logical differences would be so belittled that its Christianity 
might become wholly bogus. But a positive culture must have 
a positive set of values, and the dissentients must remain mar
ginal, tending to make only marginal contributions. 

However dissimilar the local conditions, therefore, this 
36 
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question of Church and State is of importance everywhere. 
Its actuality in Europe may make it appear all the more remote 
in America, just as its actuality in England raises a number of 
considerations remote to the rest of Europe. But if what I say 
in the following pages has its direct application only in Eng
land, it is not because I am thinking of local matters without 
relation to Christendom as a whole. It is partly that I can only 
discuss profitably the situations with which I am most familiar, 
and partly that a more generalised consideration would ap
pear to deal only with figments and fancies. I have therefore 
limited my field to the possibility of a Christian society in 
England, and in speaking of Church and State it is the Angli
can Church that I have in mind. But it must be remembered 
that such terms as "Establishment" and "Established Church" 
can have a wider meaning than we ordinarily give them. On 
the other hand, I only mean such a Church as can claim to 
represent the traditional form of Christian belief and worship 
of the great mass of people of a particular country. 

If my outline of a Christian society has commanded the 
assent of the reader, he will agree that such a society can only 
be realised when the great majority of the sheep belong to 
one fold. To those who maintain that unity is a matter of 
indifference, to those who maintain even that a diversity of 
theological views is a good thing to an indefinite degree, I can 
make no appeal. But if the desirability of unity be admitted, 
if the idea of a Christian society be grasped and accepted, 
then it can only be realised, in England, through the Church 
of England. This is not the place for discussing the theological 
position of that Church: if in any points it is wrong, inconsis
tent, or evasive, these are matters for reform within the 
Church. And I am not overlooking the possibility and hope 
of eventual reunion or reintegration, on one side and another; 
I am only affirming that it is this Church which, by reason of 
its tradition, its organisation, and its relation in the past to 
the religious-social life of the people, is the one for our pur-
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pose-and that no Christianisation of England can take place 
without it. 

The Church of a Christian society, then, should have some 
relation to the three elements in a Christian society that I have 
named. It must have a hierarchical organisation in direct and 
official relation to the State: in which relation it is always in 
danger of sinking into a mere department of State. It must 
have an organisation, such as the parochial system, in direct 
contact with the smallest units of the community and their 
individual members. And finally, it must have, in the persons 
of its more intellectual, scholarly and devout officers, its mas
ters of ascetic theology and its men of wider interests, a rela-

. tion to the Community of Christians. In matters of dogma, 
matters of faith and morals, it will speak as the final authority 
within the nation; in more mixed questions it will speak 
through individuals. At times, it can and should be in conflict 
with the State, in rebuking derelictions in policy, or in de
fending itself against encroachments of the temporal power, 
or in shielding the community against tyranny and asserting 
its neglected rights, or in contesting heretical opinion or im
moral legislation and administration. At times, the hierarchy 
of the Church may be under attack from the Community of 
Christians, or from groups within it: for any organisation is 
always in danger of corruption and in need of reform from 
within. 

Although I am not here concerned with the means by which 
a Christian society could be brought about, it is necessary 
always to consider the idea in relation to particular existing 
societies; because one does not expect or desire that its consti
tution would be identical in all Christian countries. I do not 
assume that the relation of Church and State in England, 
either as it is or as it might be, is a model for all other commu
nities. Whether an "Establishment" is the best relation in the 
abstract, is nowhere my question. Were there no Establish-
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ment in England, we should have to examine its desirability. 
But as we have the Establishment, we must take the situation 
as we find it, and consider for a moment the merits of the 
problem of Disestablishment. The advocates of this course, 
within the Church, have many cogent reasons to expose: the 
abuses and scandals which such a change might remedy, the 
inconsistencies which might be removed, and the advantages 
which might accrue, are too patent to require mention. That 
abuses and defects of another kind might make their appear
ance in a disestablished Church, is a possibility which has not 
perhaps received enough attention. But what is much more to 
my point is the gravity of the abdication which the Church
whether voluntarily or under pressure-would be making. 
Setting aside the anomalies which might be corrected without 
going to that length, I will admit that an Established Church 
is exposed to peculiar temptations and compulsions: it has 
greater advantages and greater difficulties. But we must pause 
to reflect that a Church, once disestablished, cannot easily 
be re-established, and that the very act of disestablishment 
separates it more definitely and irrevocably from the life of 
the nation than if it had never been established. The effect 
on the mind of the people of the visible and dramatic with
drawal of the Church from the affairs of the nation, of the 
deliberate recognition of two standards and ways of life, of 
the Church's abandonment of all those who are not by their 
wholehearted profession within the fold-this is incalculable ; 
the risks are so great that such an act can be nothing but a 
desperate measure. It appears to assume something which I 
am not yet ready to take for granted: that the division between 
Christians and non-Christians in this country is already, or is 
determined to become, so clear that it can be reduced to 
statistics. But if one believes, as I do, that the great majority 
of people are neither one thing nor the other, but are living 
in a no man's land, then the situation looks very different; 
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and disestablishment instead of being the recognition of a con
dition at which we have arrived, would be the creation of a 
condition the results of which we cannot foresee. 

With the reform of the Establishment I am not here con
cerned : the discussion of that requires a familiarity with con
stitutional, canon, and civil law. But I do not think that the 
argument from the prosperity of the disestablished Church 
of Wales, sometimes brought forward by advocates of dises
tablishment, is to the point. Apart from the differences of 
racial temperament which must be taken into account, the 
full effect of disestablishment cannot be seen from the illustra
tion of a small part of the island; and, if disestablishment were 
made general, the full effect would not appear at once. And 
I think that the tendency of the time is opposed to the view 
that the religious and the secular life of the individual and 
the community can form two separate and autonomous do
mains. I know that a theology of the absolute separation of 
the life of the Spirit and the life of the World has spread from 
Germany. Such a doctrine appears more plausible, when the 
Church's position is wholly defensive, when it is subject to 
daily persecution, when its spiritual claims are questioned and 
when its immediate necessity is to keep itself alive and to keep 
its doctrine pure. But this theology is incompatible with the 
assumptions underlying everything that I have been saying. 
The increasing complexity of modern life renders it unaccept
able, for, as I have already said, we are faced with vital prob
lems arising not merely out of the necessity of cooperating 
with non-Christians, but out of our unescapable implication 
in non-Christian institutions and systems. And finally, the to
talitarian tendency is against it, for the tendency of totalitari
anism is to re-affirm, on a lower level, the religious-social 
nature of society. And I am convinced that you cannot have 
a national Christian society, a religious-social community, a 
society with a political philosophy founded upon the Christian 
faith, if it is constituted as a mere congeries of private and 
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independent sects. The national faith must have an official 
recognition by the State, as well as an accepted status in the 
community and a basis of conviction in the heart of the indi
vidual. 

Heresy is often defined as an insistence upon one half of 
the truth ; it can also be an attempt to simplify the truth, by 
reducing it to the limits of our ordinary understanding, in
stead of enlarging our reason to the apprehension of truth. 
Monotheism or tritheism is easier to grasp than trinitarianism. 
We have observed the lamentable results of the attempt to 
isolate the Church from the World; there are also instances 
of the failure of the attempt to integrate the World in the 
Church; we must also be on guard against the attempt to 
integrate the Church in the World. A permanent danger of 
an established Church is Erastianism: we do not need to refer 
to the eighteenth century, or to prewar Russia, to remind 
ourselves of that. Deplorable as such a situation is, it is not so 
much the immediate and manifest scandals but the ultimate 
consequences of Er11stianism that are the most serious of
fenses. By alienating the mass of the people from orthodox 
Christianity, by leading them to identify the Church with the 
actual hierarchy and to suspect it of being an instrument of 
oligarchy or class, it leaves men's minds exposed to varieties o( 
irresponsible and irreflective enthusiasm followed by a second 
crop of paganism. 

· 

The danger of a National Church becoming a class Church, 
is not one that concerns us immediately today; for now that 
it is possible to be respectable without being a member of the 
Church of England, or a Christian of any kind, it is also possi
ble to be a member of the Church of England without being
in that sense-respectable. The danger that a National 
Church might become also a nationalistic Church is one to 
which our predecessors theorising about Church and State 
could hardly have been expected to devote attention, since 
the danger of nationalism itself, and the danger of the super-
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session of every form of Christianity, could not have been 
very present to their minds. Yet the danger was always there: 
and, for some persons still, Rome is associated with the Ar
mada and Kingsley's Westward Ho! For a National Church 
tends to reflect only the religious-social habits of the nation; 
and its members, in so far as they are isolated from the Chris
tian communities of other nations, may tend to lose all criteria 
by which to distinguish, in their own religious-social complex, 
between what is universal and what is local, accidental, and 
erratic. Within limits, the cultus of the universal Church may 
quite properly vary according to the racial temperaments and 
cultural traditions of each nation. Roman Catholicism is not 
quite the same thing (to the eye of the sociologist, if not to 
that of the theologian) in Spain, France, Ireland and the 
United States of America, and but for central authority it 
would differ much more widely. The tendency to differ may 
be as strong among bodies of the same communion in differ
ent countries, as among various sects within the same country; 
and, indeed, the sects within one country may be expected to 
show traits in common, which none of them will share with 
the same communion abroad. 

The evils of nationalistic Christianity have, in the past, been 
mitigated by the relative weakness of national consciousness 
and the strength of Christian tradition. They have not been 
wholly absent: missionaries have sometimes been accused of 
propagating (through ignorance, not through cunning) the 
customs and attitudes of the social groups to which they have 
belonged, rather than giving the natives the essentials of the 
Christian faith in such a way that they might harmonise their 
own culture with it. On the other hand, I think that some 
events during the last twenty-five years have led to an increas
ing recognition of the supra-national Christian society: for if 
that is not marked by such conferences as those of Lausanne, 
Stockholm, Oxford, Edinburgh-and also Malines-then I 
do not know of what use these conferences have been. The 
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purpose of the labours involved in arranging intercommunion 
between the official Churches of certain countries is not 
merely to provide reciprocal sacramental advantages for trav
ellers, but to affirm the Universal Church on earth. Certainly, 
no one today can defend the idea of a National Church, and 
without keeping in mind that truth is one and that theology 
has no frontiers. 

I think that the dangers to which a National Church is 
exposed, when the Universal Church is no more than a pious 
ideal, are so obvious that only to mention them is to command 
assent. Completely identified with a particular people, the 
National Church may at all times, but especially at moments 
of excitement, become no more than the voice of that people's 
prejudice, passion or interest. But there is another danger, 
not quite so easily identified. I have maintained that the idea 
of a Christian society implies, for me, the existence of one 
Church which shall aim at comprehending the whole nation. 
Unless it has this aim, we relapse into that conflict between 
citizenship and church-membership, between public and pri
vate morality, which today makes moral life so difficult for 
everyone, and which in turn provokes that craving for a sim
plified, monistic solution of statism or racism which the Na
tional Church can only combat if it recognises its position as 
a part of the Universal Church. But if we allowed ourselves 
to entertain for Europe (to confine our attention to that conti
nent) the ideal merely of a kind of society of Christian socie
ties, we might tend unconsciously to treat the idea of the 
Universal Church as only the idea of a supernatural League 
of Nations. The direct allegiance of the individual would be to 
his National Church alone, and the Universal Church would 
remain an abstraction or become a cockpit for conflicting na
tional interests. But the difference between the Universal 
Church and a perfected League of Nations is this, that the 
allegiance of the individual to his own Church is secondary 
to his allegiance to the Universal Church. Unless the National 
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Church is a part of the whole, it has no claim upon me: 
but a League of Nations which could have a claim upon the 
devotion of the individual, prior to the claim of his country, 
is a chimaera which very few persons can even have endeav
oured to picture to themselves. I have spoken more than once 
of the intolerable position of those who try to lead a Christian 
life in a non-Christian world. But it must be kept in mind that 
even in a Christian society as well organised as we can conceive 
possible in this world, the limit would be that our temporal 
and spiritual life should be harmonised: the temporal and 
spiritual would never be identified. There would always re
main a dual allegiance, to the State and to the Church, to 
one's countrymen and to one's fellow-Christians everywhere, 
and the latter would always have the primacy. There would 
always be a tension; and this tension is essential to the idea 
of a Christian society, and is a distinguishing mark between 
a Christian and a pagan society. 



CH A P T E R  I V  

IT SHOULD be obvious that the form of political organi
sation of a Christian State does not come within the scope 
of this discussion. To identify any particular form of gov

ernment with Christianity is a dangerous error: for it con� 
founds the permanent with the transitory, the absolute with 
the contingent. Forms of government, and of social organisa
tion, are in constant process of change, and their operation 
may be very different from the theory which they are sup
posed to exemplify. A theory of the State may be, explicitly 
or implicitly, anti-Christian: it may arrogate rights which only 
the Church is entitled to claim, or pretend to decide moral 
questions on which only the Church is qualified to pronounce. 
On the other hand, a regime may in practice claim either 
more or less than it professes, and we have to examine its 
working as well as its constitution. We have no assurance that 
a democratic regime might not be as inimical to Christianity 
in practice, as another might be in theory: and the best govern
ment must be relative to the character and the stage of intelli
gence and education of a particular people in a particular 
place at a particular time. Those who consider that a discus
sion of the nature of a Christian society should conclude by 
supporting a particular form of political organisation, should 
ask themselves whether they really believe our form of gov
ernment to be more important than our Christianity; and 
those who are convinced that the present form of government 
of Britain is the one most suitable for any Christian people, 
should ask themselves whether they are confusing a Christian 
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society with a society in which individual Christianity is toler
ated. 

This essay is not intended to be either an anti-communist 
or an anti-fascist manifesto; the reader may by this time have 
forgotten what I said at the beginning, to the effect that I was 
less concerned with the more superficial, though important 
differences between the regimens of different nations, than 
with the more profound differences between pagan and 
Christian society. Our preoccupation with foreign politics dur
ing the last few years has induced a surface complacency 
rather than a consistent attempt at self-examination of con
science. Sometimes we are almost persuaded that we are get
ting on very nicely, with a reform here and a reform there, 
and would have been getting on still better, if only foreign 
governments did not insist upon breaking all the rules and 
playing what is really a different game. What is more de
pressing still is the thought that only fear or jealousy of foreign 
success can alarm us about the health of our own nation; that 
only through this anxiety can we see such things as depopula
tion, malnutrition, moral deterioration, the decay of agricul
ture, as evils at all. And what is worst of all is to advocate 
Christianity, not because it is true, but because it might be 
beneficial. Towards the end of 1 938 we experienced a wave 
of revivalism which should teach us that folly is not the prerog
ative of any one political party or any one religious commu
nion, and that hysteria is not the privilege of the uneducated. 
The Christianity expressed has been vague, the religious fer
vour has been a fervour for democracy. It  may engender 
nothing better than a disguised and peculiarly sanctimonious 
nationalism, accelerating our progress towards the paganism 
which we say we abhor. To justify Christianity because it pro
vides a foundation of morality, instead of showing the neces
sity of Christian morality from the truth of Christianity, is a 
very dangerous inversion; and we may reflect, that a good 
deal of the attention of totalitarian states has been devoted, 
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with a steadiness of purpose not always found in democracies, 
to providing their national life with a foundation of moral
ity-the wrong kind perhaps, but a good deal more of it. It 
is not enthusiasm, but dogma, that differentiates a Christian 
from a pagan society. 

I have tried to restrict my ambition of a Christian society 
to a social minimum: to picture, not a society of saints, but of 
ordinary men, of men whose Christianity is communal before 
being individual. It  is very easy for speculation on a possible 
Christian order in the future to tend to come to rest in a kind 
of apocalyptic vision of a golden age of virtue. But we have 
to remember that the Kingdom of Christ on earth will never 
be realised, and also that it is always being realised; we must 
remember that whatever reform or revolution we carry out, 
the result will always be a sordid travesty of what human 
society should be-though the world is never left wholly with
out glory. In such a society as I imagine, as in any that is 
not petrified, there will be innumerable seeds of decay. Any 
human scheme for society is realised only when the great mass 
of humanity has become adapted to it; but this adaptation 
becomes also, insensibly, an adaptation of the scheme itself 
to the mass on which it operates: the overwhelming pressure 
of mediocrity, sluggish ·and indomitable as a glacier, will miti
gate the most violent, and depress the most exalted revolution, 
and what is realised is so unlike the end that enthusiasm con
ceived, that foresight would weaken the effort. A wholly 
Christian society might be a society for the most part on a 
low level; it would engage the cooperation of many whose 
Christianity was spectral or superstitious or feigned, and of 
many whose motives were primarily worldly and selfish. It  
would require constant reform. 

I should not like it to be thought, however, that I considered 
the presence of the higher forms of devotional life to be a 
matter of minor importance for such a society. I have, it is 
true, insisted upon the communal, rather than the individual 
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aspect: a community of men and women, not individually 
better than they are now, except for the capital difference of 
holding the Christian faith .. But their holding the Christian 
faith would give them something else which they lack: a respect 
for the religious life, for the life of prayer and contemplation, 
and for those who attempt to practise it. In this I am asking 
no more of the British Christian, than is characteristic of the 
ordinary Moslem or Hindu. But the ordinary mah would need 
the opportunity to know that the religious life existed, that it 
was given its due place, would need to recognise the profession 
of those who have abandoned the world, as he recognises the 
professions practised in it. I cannot conceive a Christian soci
ety without religious orders, even purely contemplative or
ders, even enclosed orders. And, incidentally, I should not 
like the "Community of Christians" of which I have spoken, 
to be thought of as merely the nicest, most intelligent and 
public-spirited of the upper middle class-it is not to be con
ceived on that analogy. 

We may say that religion, as distinguished from modern 
paganism, implies a life in conformity with nature. It may be 
observed that the natural life and the supernatural life have 
a conformity to each other which neither has with the mecha
nistic life: but so far has our notion of what is natural become 
distorted, that people who consider it "unnatural" and there
fore repugnant, that a person of either sex should elect a life 
of celibacy, consider it perfectly "natural" that families should 
be limited to one or two children. It would perhaps be more 
natural, as well as in better conformity with the Will of God, 
if there were more celibates and if those who were married 
had larger families. But I am thinking of "conformity to na
ture" in a wider sense than this. We are being made aware 
that the organisation of society on the principle of private 
profit, as well as public destruction, is leading both to the 
deformation of humanity by unregulated industrialism, and 
to the exhaustion of natural resources, and that a good deal 



The Idea of a Christian Society 49 
of our material progress is a progress for which succeeding 
generations may have to pay dearly. I need only mention, as 
an instance now very much before the public eye, the results 
of "soil-erosion"-the exploitation of the earth, on a vast scale 
for two generations, for commercial profit: immediate bene
fits leading to dearth and desert. I would not have it thought 
that I condemn a society because of its material ruin, for that 
would be to make its material success a sufficient test of its 
excellence; I mean only that a wrong attitude towards nature 
implies, somewhere, a wrong attitude towards God, and that 
the consequence is an inevitable doom. For a long enough 
time we have believed in nothing but the values arising in a 
mechanised, commercialised, urbanised way of life: it would 
be as well for us to face the permanent conditions upon which 
God allows us to live upon this planet. And without sentimen
talising the life of the savage, we might practise the humility 
to observe, in some of the societies upon which we look down 
as primitive or backward, the operation of a social-religious
artistic complex which we should emulate upon a higher 
plane. We have been accustomed to regard "progress" as al
ways integral; and have yet to learn that it is only by an effort 
and a discipline, greater than society has yet seen the need of 
imposing upon itself, that material knowledge and power is 
gained without loss of spiritual knowledge and power. The 
struggle to recover the sense of relation to nature and to God, 
the recognition that even the most primitive feelings should 
be part of our heritage, seems to me to be the explanation 
and justification of the life of D. H. Lawrence, and the excuse 
for his aberrations. But we need not only to learn how to look 
at the world with the eyes of a Mexican Indian-and I hardly 
think that Lawrence succeeded-and we certainly cannot af
ford to stop there. We need to know how to see the world as 
the Christian Fathers saw it; and the purpose of reascending 
to origins is that we should be able to return, with greater 
spiritual knowledge, to our own situation. We need to recover 
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the sense of religious fear, so that it may be overcome by 
religious hope. 

I should not like to leave the reader supposing that I have 
attempted to contril:mte one more amateur sketch of an ab
stract and imprac.ticable future: the blue-print from which 
the doctrinaire criticises the piecemeal day to day efforts of 
political men. These latter efforts have to go on; but unless 
we can find a pattern into which all problems of life can have 
their place, we are only likely to go on complicating chaos. So 
long, for instance, as we consider finance, industry, trade, 
agriculture merely as competing interests to be reconciled 
from time to time as best they may, so long as we consider 
"education" as a good in itself of which everyone has a right 
to the utmost, without any ideal of the good life for society 
or for the individual, we shall move from one uneasy compro
mise to another. To the quick and simple organisation of 
society for ends which, being only material and worldly, must 
be as ephemeral as worldly success, there is only one alterna
tive. As political philosophy derives its sanction from ethics, 
and ethics from the truth of religion, it is only by returning 
to the eternal source of truth that we can hope for any social 
organisation which will not, to its ultimate destruction, ignore 
some essential aspect of reality. The term "democracy," as I 
have said again and again , does not contain enough positive 
�ontent to stand alone against the forces that you dislike-it 
can easily be transformed by them. If you will not have God 
(and He is a jealous God) you should pay your respects to 
Hitler or Stalin. 

I believe that there must be many persons who, like myself, 
were deeply shaken by the events of September 1 938, in a 
way from which one does not recover; persons to whom that 
month brought a profounder realisation of a general plight. 
It was not a disturbance of the understanding: the events 
themselves were not surprising. Nor, as became increasingly 
evident, was our distress due merely to disagreement with the 
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policy and behaviour of the moment. The feeling which was 
new and unexpected was a feeling of humiliation, which 
seemed to demand an act of personal contrition, of humility, 
repentance and amendment; what had happened was some
thing in which one was deeply implicated and responsible. It 
was not, I repeat, a criticism of the government, but a doubt 
of the validity of a civilisation. We could not match conviction 
with conviction, we had no ideas with which we could either 
meet or oppose the ideas opposed to us. Was our society, 
which had always been so assured of its superiority and recti
tude, so confident of its unexamined premises, assembled 
round anything more permanent than a congeries of banks, 
insurance companies and industries, and had it any beliefs 
more essential than a belief in compound interest and the 
maintenance of dividends? Such thoughts as these formed the 
starting point, and must remain the excuse, for saying what 
I have to say. 

September 6th, 1939· The whole of this book, with Preface 
and Notes, was completed before it was known that we should 
be at war. But the possibility of war, which has now been 
realised, was always present to my mind, and the only addi
tional observations which I feel called upon to make are these: 
first, that the alignment of forces which has now revealed 
itself should bring more clearly to our consciousness the alter
native of Christianity or paganism; and, second, that we can
not afford to defer our constructive thinking to the conclusion 
of hostilities-a moment when, as we should know from expe
rience, good counsel is liable to be obscured. 



Notes 

Page 6. In using the term "Idea" I have of course had in 
mind the definition given by Coleridge, when he lays down 
at the beginning of his Church and State that: "By an idea I 
mean (in this instance) that conception of a thing, which is 
not abstracted from any particular state, form or mode, in 
which the thing may happen to exist at this or that time; nor 
yet generalised from any number or succession of such forms 
or modes; but which is given by the knowledge of its ultimate 
aim." 

P. 7· Christian sociologists. I am deeply indebted to several 
Christian economists and sociologists, both in England and 
elsewhere, and notably to R. H. Tawney. My difference of 
approach in these pages need not be further elaborated, but 
it is interesting to compare the treatment of the problem of 
Church and State by V. A. Demant in his very valuable Chris� 
tian Polity, p. 1 20 ff. and p. 1 35 ff. Fr. Demant observes that 
the authority of the Church "cannot now be claimed on the 
ground that it represents all citizens." But while the Church 
does not represent all citizens in the sense in which a Member 
of Parliament may be said to "represent" his constituents, even 
those who vote consistently against him, yet its function seems 
to me wider than only to "safeguard the individual in his right 
to pursue certain purposes which are not political purposes"; 
what I am primarily concerned with throughout is not the 
responsibility of the Church towards the individual but to
wards the community. The relation of the Church with the 

52 
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State may be one of checks and balances, but the background 
and justification of this relation is the Church's relation to 
Society. Fr. Demant gives a very good account of the forces 
tending towards acceptance of the absolutist State, and re
marks truly that: "This fact of the secularisation of human 
life does not arise mainly from the extension of the State's 
powers. This is rather the effort of the State to recover signifi
cance in the life of a people which has become disintegrated 
through the confusion of social means and ends which is its 
secularisation." 

One of the causes of the totalitarian State is an effort of 
the State to supply a function which the Church has ceased 
to serve; to enter into a relation to the community which the 
Church has failed to maintain; which leads to the recognition 
as full citizens only of those who are prepared to accept it in 
this relation. 

I agree cordially with Fr. Demant's observation that: "The 
fact which renders most of our theories of Church and State 
irrelevant is the domination of politics by economics and fi
nance; and this is most true in democratic states. The subservi
ence of politics to plutocracy is the main fact about the State 
confronting the Church today." 

Fr. Demant is concerned with the reform of this situation, 
in a secular society; and with the right position of the Church 
in a secular society. But unless I have misunderstood him, he 
appears to me to take this secularisation for granted. Assum
ing that our present society is neutral rather than non-Chris
tian, I am concerned with enquiring what it might be like if 
it took the Christian direction. 

P. 15. "Totalitarianism can retain the terms 'freedom' and 
'democracy' and give them its own meaning." A letter ap
peared in The Times (April 24, 1 939) from General J. F. C. 
Fuller, who, as The Times had previously stated, was one of 
the two British visitors invited to Herr Hitler's birthday cele-
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brations. General Fuller states that he is "a firm believer in 
the democracy of Mazzini, because he places duty to the nation 
before individual rights." General Fuller calls himself a "Brit
ish Fascist," and believes that Britain "must swim with the out
flowing tide of this great political change" (i.e. to a fascist 
system of government). 

From my point of view, General Fuller has as gOod a title 
to call himself a "believer in democracy" as anyone else. 

P. IJ. Imitation a rebours. A column in the Evening Standard 
of May 10, 1939, headed "Back to the Kitchen Creed Denounced," 
reported the annual conference of the Civil Service Clerical 
Association. 

"Miss Bower of the Miaistry of Transport, who moved that 
the association should take steps to obtain the removal of the 
ban (i.e. against married women Civil Servants) said it was 
wise to abolish an institution which embodied one of the main 
tenets of the Nazi creed-the relegation of women to the 
sphere of the kitchen, the children and the church." 

The report, by its abbreviation, may do less than justice to 
Miss Bower, but I do not think that I am unfair to the report, 
in finding the implication that what is Nazi is wrong, and need 
not be discussed on its own merits. Incidentally, the term 
"relegation of women" prejudices the issue. Might one suggest 
that the kitchen, the children and the church could be consid
ered to have a claim upon the attention of married women? 
or that no normal married woman would prefer to be a wage
earner if she could help it? What is miserable is a system that 
makes the dual wage necessary. 

P. 15. Fascist doctrine. I mean only such doctrine as asserts 
the absolute authority of the state, or the infallibility of a ruler. 
"The corporative state," recommended by Quadrigesimo Anno, 
is not in question. The economic organisation of totalitarian 
states is not in question. The ordinary person does not object 
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to fascism because it is pagan, but because he is fearful of 
authority, even when it is pagan. 

P. 1 6. The red herring of the German national religion. I 
cannot hold such a low opinion of German intelligence as to 
accept any stories of the revival of pre-Christian cults. I can, 
however, believe that the kind of religion expounded by Pro
fessor Wilhelm Hauer is really in existence-and I am very 
sorry to believe it. I rely upon the essay contributed by Dr. 
Hauer to a very interesting volume, Germany's New Religion 
(Allen ·and Unwin, 1937), in which orthodox Lutheranism is 
defended by Karl Heim, and Catholicism by Karl Adam. 
The religion of Hauer is deistic, claiming to "worship a 

more than human God." He believes it to be "an eruption 
from the biological and spiritual depths of the German na
tion," and unless one is prepared to deny that the German 
nation has such depths, I do not see that the statement can 
be ridiculed. He believes that "each new age must mold its 
own religious forms"-alas, many persons in Anglo-Saxon 
countries hold the same belief. He professes himself to be 
particularly a disciple of Eckhart; and whether or not one 
believes that the doctrines condemned by the Church were 
what Eckhart strove to propagate, it is certainly the con
demned doctrine that Hauer holds. He considers that the 
"revolt of the German from Christianity reached its culmina
tion in Nietzsche": many people would not limit that revolt 
to the German. He advocates tolerance. He objects to Chris
tianity because "it claims to possess the absolute truth, and 
with this claim is bound up the idea that men can only achieve 
salvation in one way, through Christ, and that it must send 
to the stake those whose faith and life do not conform, or 
pray for them till they quit the error of their ways for the 
kingdom of God." Thousands of people in Western countries 
would agree with this attitude. He objects to sacramental reli
gion, because "everyone has an immediate relation to God, 
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is, in fact, in the depths of his heart one with the eternal 
Ground of the world." Faith comes not from revelation but 
from "personal experience." He is not interested in "the mass 
of intellectuals," but in the "multitudes of ordinary people" 
who are looking for "Life." "We believe," he says, "that God 
has laid a great task on our nation, and that he has therefore 
revealed himself specially in its history and will continue to 
do so." To my ear, such phrases have a not altogether unfamil
iar ring. Hauer believes also in something very popular in this 
country, the religion of the blue sky, the grass and flowers. 
He believes that Jesus (even if he was wholly Semitic on both 
sides) is one of the "great figures who soar above the centu
ries." 
I have quoted so much, in order to let Professor Hauer 

declare himself for what he is: the end product of German 
Liberal Protestantism, a nationalistic Unitarian. Translated 
into English terms, he might be made to appear as simply a 
patriotic Modernist. The German National Religion, as Hauer 
expounds it, turns out to be something with which we are 
already familiar. So, if the German Religion is also your reli
gion, the sooner you realise the fact the better. 

P. 18. "Hygienic morality." M. Denis de Rougemont, in his 
remarkable book L'Amour et l'occident, has this sentence (p. 
269) which is to the point: "L'anarchie des moeurs et l'hygiene 
authoritaire agissent a peu pres dans le meme sens: elles de
�oivent le besoin de passion, hereditaire ou acquis par Ia cul
ture; ells detendent ses ressorts intimes et personnels." 

P. 18. It may be opportune at this point to say a word about 
the attitude of a Christian Society towards Pacifism. I am not 
concerned with rationalistic pacifism, or with humanitarian 
pacifism, but with Christian pacifism-that which asserts that 
all warfare is categorically forbidden to followers of Our Lord. 
This absolute Christian pacifism should be distinguished again 
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from another: that which would assert that only a Christian 
society is worth fighting for, and that a particular society may 
fall so far short, or may be so positively anti-Christian, that 
no Christian will be justified or excused for fighting for it. 
With this relative Christian pacifism I cannot be concerned, 
because my hypothesis is that of a Christian Society. In such 
a society, what will be the place of the Christian pacifist? 

Such a person would continue to exist, as sects and individ
ual vagaries would probably continue to exist; and it would 
be the duty of the Christian who was not a pacifist to treat 
the pacifist with consideration and respect. It would also be 
the duty of the State to treat him with consideration and 
respect, having assured itself of his sincerity. The man who 
believes that a particular war in which his country proposes 
to engage is an aggressive war, who believes that his country 
could refuse to take part in it without its legitimate interests 
being imperilled, and without failing in its duty to God and 
its neighbors, would be wrong to remain silent (the attitude 
of the late Charles Eliot Norton in regard to the Spanish
American War of 18g8 is to the point). But I cannot but 
believe that the man who maintains that war is in all cir
cumstances wrong, is in some way repudiating an obligation 
towards society; and in so far as the society is a Christian 
society the obligation is so much the more serious. Even if 
each particular war proves in turn to have been unjustified, 
yet the idea of a Christian society seems incompatible with 
the idea of absolute pacifism; for pacifism can only continue 
to flourish so long as the majority of persons forming a society 
are not pacifists; just as sectarianism can only flourish against 
the background of orthodoxy. The notion of communal respon
sibility, of the responsibility of every individual for the sins of 
the society to which he belongs, is one that needs to be more 
firmly apprehended; and if I share the guilt of my society in 
time of "peace," I do not see how I can absolve myself from it 
in time of war, by abstaining from the common action. 
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P. 20. The Community of Christians. This term is perhaps 
open to objection. I did not wish to employ Coleridge's term 
"clerisy" while altering its meaning, but I assume that the 
reader is familiar with "clerisy" in his Church and State, and 
with Mr. Middleton Murry's use of the same word. Perhaps 
the term "Community of Christians" may connote to some a 
kind of esoteric chapelle or fraternity of the self-appointed, 
but I hope that what is said later in this chapter may prevent 
that inference. I wished to avoid excessive emphasis on nomi
nal function, as it seemed to me that Coleridge's 1'clerisy" 
might tend to become merely a brahminical caste. 

I should add, as a note on the use of the phrase ''superior 
intellectual and/or spiritual gifts" (p. so), that the possession 
of intellectual or spiritual gifts does not necessarily confer 
that intellectual understanding of spiritual issues which is the 
qualification for exerting the kind of influence here required. 
Nor is the person who possesses this qualification necessarily 
a "better Christian" in his private life than the man whose 
insight is less profound; nor is he necessarily exempt from 
doctrinal error. I prefer that the definition should be, provi
sionally, too comprehensive rather than too narrow. 

P. 29. Christian Education. This note, as well as that on 
"The Community of Christians," is elicited by a searching 
comment by Bro. George Every, S.S.M., who has been so kind 
as to read this book in proof. Those who have read a paper 
called "Modern Education and the Classics," written in a dif
ferent context, and published in a volume entitled Essays An
cient and Modern, may assume that what I have in mind is 
simply the "classical education" of earlier times. The problem 
of Education is too large to be considered in a brief book like 
this, and the question of the best curriculum is not here raised. 
I limit myself to the assertion that the miscellaneous curricu
lum will not do, and that education must be something more 
than the acquisition of information, technical competence, or 
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superficial culture. Furthermore, I am not here concerned 
with what must occupy the mind of anyone approaching the 
subject of Education directly, that is the question of what 
should be done now. The point upon which all who are dissatis
fied with contemporary Education can agree, is the necessity 
for criteria and values. But one must start by expelling from 
one's mind any mere prejudice or sentiment in favour of any 
previous system of education, and recognising the differences 
between the society for which we have to legislate, and any 
form of society which we have known in the past. 

P. 33· Uniformity of culture. In an important passage in 
Beyond Politics (pp. 23-3 1 )  Mr. Christopher Dawson discusses 
the possibility of an "organisation of culture." He recognises 
that it is impossible to do this "by any kind of philosophic or 
scientific dictatorship," or by a return "to the old humanist 
discipline of letters, for that is inseparable from the aristo
cratic ideal of a privileged caste of scholars." He asserts that 
"a democratic society must find a correspondingly democratic 
organisation of culture" ; and finds that "the form of organisa
tion appropriate to our society in the field of culture as well 
as in that of politics is the party-that is to say a voluntary 
organisation for common ends based on a common 'ideol
ogy.' " 
I think that I am in dose sympathy with Mr. Dawson's aims, 

and yet I find it difficult to apprehend the meaning of this 
"culture" which will have no philosophy (for philosophy, he 
remind us, has lost its ancient prestige) and which will not be 
specifically religious. What, in the kind of society to which 
we are approximating, will be a "democratic organisation of 
culture"? To substitute for "democratic" a term which for me 
has greater concreteness, I should say that the society which 
is coming into existence, and which is advancing in every 
country whether "democratic" or "totalitarian," is a lower mid
dle class society: I should expect the culture of the twentieth 
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century to belong to the lower middle class as that of the 
Victorian age belonged to the upper middle class or commer
cial aristocracy. If then for Mr. Dawson's phrase we substitute 
the words ''a lower middle class society must find a corres
pondingly lower middle class organisation of culture" we have 
something which seems to me to possess more meaning, 
though it leaves us in greater perplexity. And if Mr. Dawson's 
Culture Party-about which, however, our information is still 
meagre-is to be representative of this future society , is it 
likely to provide anything more important than, for example, 
a lower middle class Royal Academy instead of one supplying 
portrait painters for aldermen? 
It may be that I have wholly failed to understand what Mr. 

Dawson is after: if so, I can only hope that he will let us have 
a fuller exposition of his ideas. Unless some useful analogy 
can be given from the past, I cannot understand the "organisa
tion of culture," which appears to be without precedent; and 
in isolating culture from religion, politics and philosophy we 
seem to be left with something no more apprehensible than 
the scent of last year's roses. When we speak of culture, I 
suppose that we have in mind the existence of two classes of 
people: the producers and the consumers of culture-the 
existence of men who can create new thought and new art 
(with middlemen who can teach the consumers to like it) and 
the existence of a cultivated society to enjoy and patronise 
it. The former you can only encourage, the latter you can 
educate. 

I would not belittle the importance, in a period of transition, 
of the rearguard action; of such institutions, in their various 
special ways, as the National Trust, the Society for the Preser
vation of Ancient Buildings, even the National Society. We 
ought not to cut down old trees until we have learned to plant 
new ones. But Mr. Dawson is concerned with something more 
important than the preservation of relics of former culture. 
My provisional view can only be that "culture" is a by-product, 
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and that those who sympathise with Mr. Dawson in resenting 
the tyranny of politics, must direct their attention to the prob
lem of Education, and of how, in the lower middle class society 
of the future, to provide for the training of an elite of thought, 
conduct and taste. 

When I speak of a probable "lower middle class society" I 
do not anticipate-short of some at present unpredictable 
revolution-the rise in Britain of a lower middle class political 
hierarchy, though our ruling class will have to cultivate, in 
its dealings with foreign countries, an understanding of that 
mentality. Britain will presumably continue to be governed by 
the same mercantile and financial class which, with a continual 
change of personnel, has been increasingly important since 
the fifteenth century. I mean by a "lower middle class society" 
one in which the standard man legislated for and catered 
for, the man whose passions must be manipulated, whose 
prejudices must be humoured, whose tastes must be gratified, 
will be the lower middle class man. He is the most numerous, 
the one most necessary to flatter. I am not necessarily implying 
that this is either a good or a bad thing: that depends upon 
what lower middle class Man does to himself, and what is 
done to him. 

P. 40. Advocates of Disestablishment. It is interesting to 
compare Bishop Hensley Henson's vigorous defence of the 
Establishment, Cui Bono?, published more than forty years 
ago, with his more recent Disestablishment, in which he took a 
contrary view, but too great importance could be attached, by 
one side or the other, to this recantation. The argument for 
Establishment in the early essay, and the argument against it 
in the later, are both well presented, and both deserve study. 
What has happened seems to me to be simply that Bishop 
Hensley Henson has come to take a different view of the 
tendencies of modern society ; and the changes since the end 
of the last century are great enough to excuse such a change 
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of opinion. His early argument is not invalidated; he might 
say that the situation is now such that it cannot be applied. 
I must take this occasion for calling attention to the great 

excellence of Bishop Hensley Henson's prose, whether it is 
employed in a volume prepared at leisure, or in an occasional 
letter to The Times. For vigour and purity of controversial 
English, he has no superior today, and his writings should 
long continue to be studied by those who aspire to write well. 

P. 4 I .  The dangers of a nationalistic Church. Doubts about 
the doctrinal security of a national Church must come to the 
mind of any reader of Mr. Middleton Murry's The Price of 
Leadership. The first part of this book I read with the warmest 
admiration, and I can support all that Mr. Murry says in 
favour of a National Church against sectarianism and private 
Christianity. But at the point at which Mr. Murry allies himself 
with Dr. Thomas Arnold I begin to hesitate. I have no first
hand acquaintance with the doctrines of Dr. Arnold, and must 
rely upon Mr. Murry's exposition of them. But Mr. Murry 
does not engage my complete confidence in Arnold; nor do 
the citations of Arnold reassure me about the orthodoxy of 
Mr. Murry. Mr. Murry holds that "the real conflict that is 
preparing is the conflict between Christianity and anti-Chris
tian nationalism": but surely a nationalism which is overtly 
antagonistic to Christianity is a less dangerous menace for us 
than a nationalism which professes a Christianity from which 
all Christian content has been evacuated. That the Church in 
England should be identical with the nation-a view which 
Mr. Murry believes he has found in Arnold and before him 
in Coleridge, and which Mr. Murry himself accepts-is a laud
able aim so long as we keep in mind that we are speaking of 
one aspect of the Church; but unless this is balanced by the 
idea of the relation of the Church in England to the Universal 
Church, I see no safeguard for the purity or the catholicity 
of its doctrine. I am not even sure that Mr. Murry desires 
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such a safeguard. He quotes, with apparent approval, this 
sentence by Matthew Arnold: "Will there never arise among 
Catholics some great soul, to perceive that the eternity and 
universality, which is vainly claimed for Catholic dogma and 
the ultra-montane system, might really be possible for Catho
lic worship?" 

Well! if eternity and universality is to be found, not in 
dogma, but in worship-that means, in a common form of 
worship which will mean to the worshippers anything that 
they like to fancy, then the result seems to me to be likely to 
be the most corrupt form of ritualism. What does Mr. Murry 
mean by Christianity in his National Church, except whatever 
the nation as such may decide to call Christianity, and what 
is to prevent the Christianity from being degraded to the 
nationalism, rather than the nationalism being raised to Chris
tianity? 

Mr. Murry holds that Dr. Arnold introduced a new Chris
tian spirit into the public schools. I would not deny to Dr. 
Arnold the honour of having reformed and improved the 
moral standards inculcated by public schools, or dispute the 
assertion that to him and to his son "we owe the tradition of 
disinterested public service." But at what price? Mr. Murry 
believes that the ideals of Dr. Arnold have been degraded 
and adulterated by a subsequent generation: I would like to 
be sure that the results were not implicit in the principles. To 
me there appear to be further possible results. Mr. Murry 
says: "The main organ of this new national and Christian 
society is the state; the state is, indeed, the organ indispensable 
to its manifestation. For this reason it is inevitable that in the 
new national society, if it is to be in some real sense a Christian 
society, the Church and the state should draw together. On 
the nature of this drawing together of Church and state, ev
erything depends." 

This paragraph, especially in conjunction with Mr. Murry's 
suggestion that the public schools should be taken over by the 
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State, makes me suspect that Mr. Murry is ready to go a 
long way towards totalitarianism; and without any explicit 
statement on his part about the Christian beliefs which are 
necessary for salvation, or about the supernatural reality of 
the Church, we might even conclude that he would go some 
way in the direction of an English National Religion, the for
mulation of which would be taken in hand by the moral re
armament manufacturers. 

Mr. Murry appears (p. 1 1 1)  to follow Dr. Arnold in at
taching little importance to the apostolical succession. With 
regard to the position of Matthew Arnold, he says (p. _ 125), 
"in this situation no mere revival of Christian piety could 
possibly avail: not even a rebirth of Christian saintliness (such 
as he admired in Newman) could be efficacious against it." It is 
only a short step from employing the adjective mere to ignoring 
Christian piety. He continues, "What was required was a reno
vation of Christian understanding, an enlarged conception of 
the spiritual life itself." 

How such an enlargement of the conception of the spiritual 
life is to take place without spiritual masters, without the re
birth of saintliness, I cannot conceive. 

P. 46. Wave of revivalism. "Moral re-armament" has been 
competently and authoritatively analysed from the theological 
point of view by Fr. Hilary Carpenter, O.P., in the April 1 939 
issue of Blackfriars, and by Professor H. A. Hodges in the May 
issue of Theology. But I feel that everything that remains of 
clear thinking in this country should be summoned to protest 
against this abuse of Christianity and of English. A reading 
of Mr. H. W. Austin's compilation MoralRe-Armament suggests 
several lines of thought. Our immediate reflection is upon the 
extraordinary facility with which men of the greatest emi
nence will lend their names to any public appeal, however 
obscure or ambiguous. Another thought is that the kind of 
mental activity exposed by these letters must have a very de-
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moralising effect upon the language. Coleridge remarked that 
"in a language like ours, where so many words are derived 
from other languages, there are few modes of instruction 
more useful or more amusing than that of accustoming young 
people to seek for the etymology, or primary meaning, of the 
words they use. There are cases, in which more knowledge 
of more value may be conveyed by the history of a word, than 
by the history of a campaign." For instance, in a letter to 
The Times reprinted in Mr. Austin's pamphlet, it is said that 
"national security at home and abroad can only be gained 
through moral regeneration." Even allowing that "moral re
generation" is intended to represent some milder form of 
parturition than regeneration, it is a very striking adaptation 
of the words of the Gospel to declare that unless a nation 
be born again it cannot achieve national security. The word 
regeneration appears to have degenerated. In the next para
graph "regeneration" has been replaced by "re-armament." I 
do not doubt that the term "moral and spiritual re-armament" 
was originally coined merely as a striking reminder that we 
need something more than material equipment, but it has 
quickly shrunk to imply another kind of equipment on the 
same plane: that is, for ends which need be no better than 
worldly. 

In spite of the fervour which tinges the whole correspon
dence, I cannot find anything to suggest that Christianity is 
needed. Some of the signers, at least, I know to be Christians, 
but the movement in itself, to judge by this pamphlet, is no 
more essentially Christian than the German National Religion 
of Professor Hauer. I have no first-hand experience of the 
Buchmanite Movement, by which this pamphlet appears to 
be inspired, but I have never seen any evidence that to be 
a Buchmanite it was necessary to hold the Christian Faith 
according to the Creeds, and until I have seen a statement to 
that effect, I shall continue to doubt whether there is any 
reason to call Buchmanism a Christian movement. 
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I am alarmed, by what are not necessary implications, but 
are certainly possibilities, and to my mind probabilities, of 
further development of this kind. It is the possibility of gradu
ally adapting our religion to fit our secular aims-some of 
which may be worthy aims, but none of which will be criticised 
by a supernatural measure. Moral re-armament in my opinion 
may easily lead to a progressive Germanisation of our society. 
We observe the efficiency of the German machine, and we 
perceive that we cannot emulate it without a kind of religious 
enthusiasm. Moral re-armament will provide the enthusiasm, 
and be the most useful kind of political drug-that is to say, 
having the potency at once of a stimulant and a narcotic: but 
it will supply this function to the detriment of our religion. 

"There is a tendency, especially among the English-speak
ing Protestant peoples, to treat religion as a kind of social 
tonic that can be used in times of national emergency in order 
to extract a further degree of moral effort from the people. 
But apart from the Pelagian conception of religion that this 
view implies, it is not wholly sound from the psychological 
point of view, since it merely heightens the amount of moral 
tension without increasing the sources of spiritual vitality or 
resolving the psychological conflicts from which the society 
suffers." 

Christopher Dawson: Beyond Politics, p. l l .  

"While the humanistic religious sentiment which expresses 
itself by the catch in the throat at the last Evensong in the old 
School Chapel, the community singing of Abide with me at a 
torchlight tattoo, and the standing to attention during the 
Two Minutes' Silence, can be utilised by totalitarianism, a 
religion which speaks of redemption by the incarnate Son of 
God, which offers mankind the sacramental means of union 
with the eternal life of the God-Man Jesus Christ, and which 
makes the perpetual representation of His atoning Sacrifice 
its essential act of worship must be the declared enemy of all 
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who see in the state the he-all and end-all of man's life." 
Humphrey Beevor: Peace and Pacifism, p. 207. 

P. 51.  I have permission to reprint, from The Times of Octo
ber ,5• 1 938, the following letter, which might serve either as 
prologue or epilogue to all that I have said, and which pro
vided the immediate stimulus for the lectures which form this 
book. 

Sir, 
The lessons which are being drawn from the unforgettable 

experiences through which we have lived during the past few 
days do not for the most part seem to me to go deep enough. 
The period of grace that has been given us may be no more 
than a postponement of the day of reckoning unless we make 
up our minds to seek a radical cure. Our civilisation can re
cover only if we are determined to root out the cancerous 
growths which have brought it to the verge of complete col
lapse. Whether truth and justice or caprice and violence are 
to prevail in human affairs is a question on which the fate of 
mankind depends. But to equate the conflict between these 
opposing forces with the contrast between democracies and 
dictatorships, real and profound as is this difference, is a 
dangerous simplification of the problem. To focus our atten
tion on evil in others is a way of escape from the painful 
struggle of eradicating it from our own hearts and lives and 
an evasion of our real responsibilities. 

The basal truth is that the spiritual foundations of western 
civilisation have been undermined. The systems which are in 
the ascendant on the continent may be regarded from one 
point of view as convulsive attempts to arrest the process of 
disintegration. What dear alternative have we in this country? 
The mind of England is confused and uncertain. Is it possible 
that a simple question, an affirmative answer to which is for 
many a matter of course and for many others an idle dream 
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or sheer lunacy, might in these circumstances become a live 
and serious issue? May our salvation lie in an attempt to re· 
cover our Christian heritage, not in the sense of going back 
to the past but of discovering in the central affirmations and 
insights of the Christian faith new spiritual energies to regen
erate and vitalise our sick society? Does not the public repudia
tion of the whole Christian scheme of life in a large part of 
what was once known as Christendom force to the front the 
question whether the path of wisdom is not rather to attempt 
to work out a Christian doctrine of modern society and to 
order our national life in accordance with it? 

Those who would give a quick, easy or confident answer to 
this question have failed to understand it. It cannot even be 
seriously considered without a profound awareness of the 
extent to which Christian ideas have lost their hold over, or 
faded from the consciousness of, large sections of the popula
tion; of the far-reaching changes that would be called for in 
the structure, institutions and activities of existing society, 
which is in many of its features a complete denial of the 
Christian understanding of the meaning and end of man's 
existence; and of the stupendous and costly spiritual, moral 
and intellectual effort that any genuine attempt to order the 
national life in accordance with the Christian understanding 
of life would demand. Realistically viewed the task is so far 
beyond the present capacity of our British Christianity that I 
write as a fool. But if the will were there, I believe that the 
first steps to be taken are fairly clear. The presupposition of 
all else, however, is the recognition that nothing short of a 
really heroic effort will avail to save mankind from its present 
evils and the destruction which must follow in their train. 

I am, Sir, 
Yours etc. 

(Signed) J. H. OLDHAM 



Postscript 

Adistinguished theologian, who has been so kind as to 
read the proofs of this book, has made criticisms of 
which I should have liked to avail myself by a thorough 

revision of the text. He has allowed me to quote the following 
passage from his criticism, which the reader may find helpful 
in correcting some of the defects of my presentation: 
"The main theses of this book seem to me so important, 

and their application so urgently necessary, that I want to call 
attention to two points which I think need further emphasis, 
lest the point of the argument should be missed. 

"A main part of the problem, as regards the actual Church 
and its existing members, is the defective realisation among 
us of the fundamental fact that Christianity is primarily a 
Gospel-message, a dogma, a belief about God and the world 
and man, which demands of man a response of faith and 
repentance. The common failure lies in putting the human 
response first, and so thinking of Christianity as primarily a 
religion. Consequently there is among us a tendency to view 
the problems of the day in the light of what is practically 
possible, rather than in the light of what is imposed by the 
principles of that truth to which the Church is set to bear 
witness. 

"Secondly, there is a general vagueness about 'the Community of 
Christians.' I fear the phrase will be interpreted to mean nice Chris
tianly-minded people of the upper middle class (p. 48). But the 
Community of Christians ought to mean those who are gathered 
into unity in the sacramental life of the visible Church: and this 
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community in the life of faith ought to be producing something of 
a common mind about the questions of the day. It cannot indeed be 
assumed that the mind of the Community of Christians is truly re
flected in the ecclesiastical pronouncements which from time to time 
appear: that mind does not fonn itself quickly, in these matters in 
which it is so hard to see the way. There ought however to be, and 
to some real extent there is now, in the minds of Christian people 
a sense of the proportion of things and a spirit of discipline, which 
are direct fruits of the life of faith: and it is these that need to be 
brought to bear if the questions are to be answered in the light of 
Christian principles." 



Appendix 

The following broadcast talk, delivered in February 19J7 in a series 
on "Church, Community and State," and printed in "The Listener," 
has some relevance to the matter of the preceding pages of this book. 

THAT there is an antithesis between the Church and 
the World is a belief we derive from the highest au
thority. We know also from our reading of history, 

that a certain tension between Church and State is desirable. 
When Church and State fall out completely, it is ill with the 
commonwealth; and when Church and State get on too well 
together, there is something wrong with the Church. But the 
distinction between the Church and the World is not so easy 
to draw as that between Church and State. Here we mean 
not any one communion or ecclesiastical organisation but the 
whole number of Christians as Christians ; and we mean not 
any particular State, but the whole of society, the world over, 
in its secular aspect. The antithesis is not simply between two 
opposed groups of individuals: every individual is himself a 
field in which the forces of the Church and the world struggle. 

By "the Church's message to the World" you might think 
that what was meant was only the business of the Church to 
go on talking. I should like to make it more urgent by ex
panding the title to "the Church's business to interfere with 
the World." What is often assumed, and it is a principle that 
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I wish to oppose, is the principle of l ive-and-let-live. It is 
assumed that ifthe State leaves the Church alone, and to some 
extent protects it from molestation, then the Church has no 
right to interfere with the organisation of society, or with the 
conduct of those who deny its beliefs. It is assumed that any 
such interference would be the oppression of the majority by 
a minority. Christians must take a very different view of their 
duty. But before suggesting how the Church should interfere 
with the World, we must try to answer the question: why 
should it interfere with the World? 

It must be said bluntly that between the Church and the 
World there is no permanent modus-vivendi possible. We may 
unconsciously draw a false analogy between the position of 
the Church in a secular society and the position of a dissenting 
sect in a Christian society. The situation is very different. A 
dissenting minority in a Christian society can persist because 
of the fundamental beliefs it has in common with that society, 
because of a common morality and of common grounds of 
Christian action. Where there is a different morality there is 
conflict. I do not mean that the Church exists primarily for 
the propagation of Christian morality: morality is a means 
and not an end. The Church exists for the glory of God and 
the sanctification of souls: Christian morality is part of the 
means by which these ends are to be attained. But because 
Christian morals are based on fixed beliefs which cannot 
change they also are essentially unchanging: while the beliefs 
and in consequence the morality of the secular world can 
change from individual to individual, or from generation to 
generation, or from nation to nation. To accept two ways of 
life in the same society, one for the Christian and another 
for the rest, would be for the Church to abandon its task of 
evangelising the world. For the more alien the non-Christian 
world becomes, the more difficult becomes its conversion. 

The Church is not merely for the elect-in other words, 
those whose temperament brings them to that belief and that 
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behaviour. Nor does it allow us to be Christian in some social 
relations and non-Christian in others. ll wants everybody, and 
it wants each individual as a whole. ll therefore must struggle 
for a condition of society which will give the maximum of 
opportunity for us to lead wholly Christian lives, and the 
maximum of opportunity for others to become Christians. ll 
maintains the paradox that while we are each responsible for 
our own souls, we are all responsible for all other souls, who 
are, like us, on their way to a future state of heaven or hell. 
And-another paradox-as the Christian auiwde towards 
peace, happiness and well-being of peoples is that they are a 
means and not an end in themselves, Christians are more 
deeply committed to realising these ideals than are those who 
regard them as ends in themselves. 

Now, how is the Church to interfere in the World? I do not 
propose to take up the rest of my time by denouncing Fascism 
and Communism. This task has been more ably performed 
by others, and the conclusions may be taken for granted. 
By pursuing this charge, I might obtain from you a kind of 
approval that I do not wanl. I suspect that a good deal of the 
dislike of these philosophies in this country is due to the wrong 
reasons as well as the right, and is coloured wilh complacency 
and sanctimony. ll is easy, safe and pleasant to criticise for
eigners; and il has the advantage of distracting auention from 
the evils of our own society. We must distinguish also between 
our opposition to ideas and our disapproval of practices. Both 
Fascism and Communism have fundamental ideas which are 
incompatible with Christianity. But in practice, a Fascist or a 
Communist State might realise its idea more or less, and it 
might be more or less tolerable. And on the other hand, the 
practices, or ot:hers equally objectionable, might easily intrude 
themselves into a society nominally attached to quite different 
principles. We need not assume that our form of constitu
tional democracy is the only one suitable for a Christian peo-



74 Christianity and Culture 

pie, or that it is in itself a guarantee against an anti-Christian 
world. Instead of merely condemning Fascism and Commu
nism, therefore, we might do well to consider that we also live 
in a mass-civilisation following many wrong ambitions and 
wrong desires, and that if our society renounces completely 
its obedience to God, it will become no better, and possibly 
worse, than some of those abroad which are popularly exe
crated. 
By "the World," then, I mean for my present purpose par

ticularly the world in this island. The influence of the Church 
can be exerted in several ways. I t may oppose, or it may 
support, particular actions at particular times. It is acclaimed 
when it supports any cause that is already assured of a good 
deal of secular support: it is attacked, quite naturally, when 
it opposes anything that people think they want. Whether 
people say that the Church ought to interfere, or whether 
they say it ought to mind its own business, depends mostly 
on whether they agree or disagree with its attitude upon the 
issue of the moment. A very difficult problem arises whenever 
there is occasion for the Church to resist any innovation
either in legislation or in social practice-which is contrary to 
Christian principles. To those who deny, or do not fully ac
cept, Christian doctrine, or who wish to interpret it according 
to their private lights such resistance often appears oppres
sive. To the unreasoning mind the Church can often be made 
to appear to be the enemy of progress and enlightenment. 
The Church may not always be strong enough to resist success
fully: but I do not see how it can ever accept as a permanent 
settlement one law for itself and another for the world. 
I do not wish, however, to pursue the question of the kinds 

of issue which may arise from time to time. I want to suggest 
that a task for the Church in our age is a more profound 
scrutiny of our society, which shall start from the question: 
to what depth is the foundation of our society not merely 
neutral but positively anti-Christian? 
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It  ought not to be necessary for me to insist that the final 

aims of the churchman, and the aims of the secular reformer, 
are very different. So far as the aims of the latter are for true 
social justice, they ought to be comprehended in those of the 
former. But one reason why the lot of the secular reformer 
or revolutionist seems to me to be the easier is this: that for the 
most part he conceives of the evils of the world as something 
external to himself. They are thought of either as completely 
impt;rsonal, so that there is nothing to alter but machinery; 
or if there is evil incarnate, it is always incarnate in the other 
people-a class, a race, the politicians, the bankers, the arma
ment makers, and so forth-never in oneself. There are indi
vidual exceptions: but so far as a man sees the need for 
converting himself as well as the World, he is approximating 
to the religious point of view. But for most people, to be able 
to simplify issues so as to see only the definite external enemy, 
is extremely exhilarating, and brings about the bright eye and 
the springy step that go so well with the political uniform. 
This is an exhilaration that the Christian must deny himself. 
It comes from an artificial stimulant bound to have bad after
effects. It causes pride, either individual or collective, and 
pride brings its own doom. For only in humility, charity and 
purity-and most of all perhaps humility-can we be pre
pared to receive the grace of God without which human oper
ations are vain. 

It is not enough simply to see the evil and injustice and 
suffering of this world, and precipitate oneself into action. 
We must know, what only theology can tell us, why these 
things are wrong. Otherwise, we may right SOQle wrongs at 
the cost of creating new ones. If this is a world in which I, 
and the majority of my fellow-beings, live in that perpetual 
distraction from God which exposes us to the one great peril, 
that of final and complete alienation from God after death, 
there is some wrong that I must try to help to put right. If 
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there is any profound immorality to which we are all commit
ted as a condition of living in society at all, that is a matter of 
the gravest concern to the Church. I am neither a sociologist 
nor an economist, and in any case it would be inappropriate, 
in this context, to produce any formula for setting the world 
right. It is much more the business of the Church to say what 
is wrong, that is, what is inconsistent with Christian doctrine, 
than to propose particular schemes of improvement. What is 
right enters the realm of the expedient and is contingent upon 
place and time, the degree of culture, the temperament of a 
people. But the Church can say what is always and everywhere 
wrong. And without this firm assurance of first principles 
which it is the business of the Church to repeat in and out of 
season, the World will constantly confuse the right with the 
expedient. In a society based on the use of slave labor men 
tried to prove from the Bible that slavery was something or
dained by God. For most people, the actual constitution of 
Society, or that which their more generous passions wish to 
bring about, is right, and Christianity must be adapted to 
it. But the Church cannot be, in any political sense, either 
conservative, or liberal, or revolutionary. Conservatism is too 
often conservation of the wrong things: liberalism a relaxation 
of discipline; revolution a denial of the permanent things. 

Perhaps the dominant vice of our time, from the point of 
view of the Church, will be proved to be Avarice. Surely there 
is something wrong in our attitude towards money. The ac
quisitive, rather than the creative and spiritual instincts, are 
encouraged. The fact that money is always forthcoming for 
the purpose of making more money, whilst it is so difficult to 
obtain for purposes of exchange, and for the needs of the 
most needy, is disturbing to those who are not economists. I 
am by no means sure that it is right for me to improve my 
income by investing in the shares of a company, making I 
know not what, operating perhaps thousands of miles away, 
and in the control of which I have no effective voice-but 
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which is recommended as a sound investment. I am still less 
sure of the morality of my being a money-lender: that is, of 
investing in bonds and debentures. I know that it is wrong 
for me to speculate: but where the line is to be drawn between 
speculation and what is called legitimate investment is by no 
means clear. I seem to be a petty usurer in a world manipu
lated largely by big usurers. And I know that the Church once 
condemned these things. And I believe that modern war is 
chiefly caused by some immorality of competition which is always 
with us in times of "peace"; and that until this evil is cured, no 
leagues or disarmaments or collective security or conferences 
or conventions or treaties will suffice to prevent it. 

Any machinery, however beautiful to look at and however 
wonderful a product of brains and skill, can be used for bad 
purposes as well as good: and this is as true of social machinery 
as of constructions of steel. I think that, more important than 
the invention of a new machine, is the creation of a temper 
of mind in people such that they can learn to use a new 
machine rightly. More important still at the moment would 
be the diffusion of knowledge of what is wrong-morally 
wrong-and of why it is wrong. We are all dissatisfied with 
the way in which the world is conducted : some believe that it 
is a misconduct in which we all have some complicity; some 
believe that if we trust ourselves entirely to politics, sociology 
or economics we shall only shuffle from one makeshift to 
another. And here is the perpetual message of the Church: 
to affirm, to teach and to apply, true theology. We cannot be 
satisfied to be Christians at our devotions and merely secular 
reformers all the rest of the week, for there is one question 
that we need to ask ourselves every day and about whatever 
business. The Church has perpetually to answer this question: 
to what purpose were we born? What is the end of Man? 
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Preface 

THIS essay was begun four or five years ago. A prelimi
nary sketch, under the same title, was published in 
three successive numbers of The New English Weekly. 

From this sketch took shape a paper called "Cultural Forces 
in the Human Order," which appeared in the volume Prospect 
for Christendom, edited by Mr. Maurice B. Reckitt (Faber, 
1 945) : a revision of this paper forms the first chapter of the 
present book. The second chapter is a revision of a paper 
published in The New English Review in October, 1 945· 

I have added as an appendix the English text of three 
broadcast talks to Germany which have appeared under the 
title of "Die Einheit der Europaeischen Kultur" (Carl Habel 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, Berlin, 1 946). 

Throughout this study, I recognise a particular debt to the 
writings of Canon V. A. Demant, Mr. Christopher Dawson, 
and the late Professor Karl Mannheim. It is the more neces
sary to acknowledge this debt in general, since I have not in 
my text referred to the first two of these writers, and since 
my debt to the third is much greater than appears from the 
one context in which I discuss his theory. 

I have also profited by reading an article by Mr. Dwight 
Macdonald in Polilics (New York) for February 1 944, entitled 
"A Theory of 'Popular Culture' " ;  and an anonymous critique 
of this article in the issue of the same periodical for November 
1 946. Mr. Macdonald's theory strikes me as the best alternative 
to my own that I have seen. 

T. S. E. 
January, 1 948. 





Introduction 

I think our studies ought to be all but purposeless. They want to be 
pursued with chastity like mathematics.-ACTON. 

MY purpose in writing the following chapters is not, 
as might appear from a casual inspection of the table 
of contents, to outline a social or political philoso

phy; nor is the book intended to be merely a vehicle for my 
observations on a variety of topics. My aim is to help to define 
a word, the word culture. 

Just as a doctrine only needs to be defined after the appear
ance of some heresy, so a word does not need to receive this 
attention until it has come to be misused. I have observed 
with growing anxiety the career of this word culture during 
the past six or seven years. We may find it natural, and signifi-· 
cant, that during a period of unparalleled destructiveness, this 
word should come to have an important role in the journalistic 
vocabulary. Its part is of course doubled by the word civilisa
tion. I have made no attempt in this essay to determine the 
frontier between the meanings of these two words: for I came 
to the conclusion that any such attempt could only produce 
an artificial distinction, peculiar to the book, which the reader 
would have difficulty in retaining; aqd which, after closing 
the book, he would abandon with a sense of relief. We do use 
one word, frequently enough, in a context where the other 
would do as well; there are other contexts where one word 
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obviously fits and the other does not; and I do not think that 
this need cause embarrassment. There are enough inevitable 
obstacles, in this discussion, without erecting unnecessary 
ones. 

In August, 1 945, there was published the text of a draft 
constitution for a "United Nations Educational Scientific and 
Cultural Organisation." The purpose of this organisation was, 
in Article I, defined as follows: 

1 .  To develop and maintain mutual understanding and apprecia
tion of the life and culture, the arts, the humanities, and the sciences 
of the peoples of the world, as a basis for effective international 
organisation and world peace. 

2. To co-operate in extending and in making available to all peo
ples for the service of common human needs the world's full body 
of knowledge and culture, and in assuring its contribution to the 
economic stability, political security, and general well-being of the 
peoples of the world. 

I am not at the moment concerned to extract a meaning from 
these sentences: I only quote them to call attention to the 
word culture, and to suggest that before acting on such resolu
tions we should try to find out what this one word means. 
This is only one of innumerable instances which might be 
cited, of the use of a word which nobody bothers to examine. 
In general, the word is used in two ways: by a kind of synecdo
che, when the speaker has in mind one of the elements or 
evidences of culture-such as "art"; or, as in the passage just 
quoted; as a kind of emotional stimulant-or anaesthetic. 1  

1 The use o f  the word culture, by those who have not, as i t  seems to 
me, pondered deeply on the meaning of the word before employing it, 
might be illustrated by countless examples. Another instance may suffice. 
I quote from the Times Educational Supplemem of November 3· 1945 (p. 
522): 

" 'Why should we bring into our scheme for international collaboration 
machinery concerning education and culture?' Such was the question 
asked by the Prime Minister when, in addressing the delegates of nearly 
40 nations attending the United Nations Conference to establish an Edu-
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At the beginning of my first chapter I have endeavoured 
to distinguish and relate the three principal uses of the word: 
and to make the point, that when we use the tenn in one of 
these three ways we should do so in awareness of the others. 
I then try to expose the essential relation of culture to religion, 
and to make clear the limitations of the word relation as an 
expression of this "relation." The first important assertion is 
that no culture has appeared or developed except together 
with a religion: according to the point of view of the observer 
the culture will appear to be the product of the religion, or 
the religion the product of the culture. 

In the next three chapters I discuss what seem to me to be 
three important conditions for culture. The first of these is 
organic (not merely planned, but growing) structure, such 
as will foster the hereditary transmission of culture within a 

cational and Cultural Organisation in London on Thursday afternoon, 
he extended to them the i'"eetings of His Majesty's Government. . . .  Mr. 
Aulee concluded with a plea that if we were to know our neighbours we 
must understand their culture, through their books, newspapers, radio 
and films." 

The Minister of Education committed herself to the following: 
"Now we are met together: workers in education, in scientific research, 

and in the varied fields of culture. We represent those who teach, those 
who discover, those who write, those who express their inspiration in 
music or in art. . . .  Lastly we have culture. Some may argue that the 
artist, the musician, the writer, all the creative workers in the humanities 
and the arts, cannot be organised either nationally or internationally. 
The artist, it has been said, works to please himself. That might have 
been a tenable argument before the war. But those of us who remember 
the struggle in the Far East and in Europe in the days preceding the 
open war know how much the fight against Fascism depended upon the 
determination of writers and artists to keep their international contacts 
that they might reach across the rapidly rising frontier barriers." 

It is only fair to add, that when it comes to talking nonsense about 
culture, there is nothing to choose between politicians of one stripe or 
another. Had the election of 1 945 brought the alternative party into 
power, we should have heard much the same pronouncements m the 
same circumstances. The pursuit of politics is incompatible with a strict 
attention to exact meanings on all occasions. The reader should therefore 
abstain from deriding either Mr. Attlee or the late regretted Miss Wilkin
son. 
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culture: and this requires the persistence of social classes. The 
second is the necessity that a culture should be analysable, 
geographically, into local cultures: this raises the problem of 
"regionalism." The third is the balance of unity and diversity 
in religion-that is, universality of doctrine with particularity 
of cult and devotion. The reader must keep in mind that I 
am not pretending to account for all the necessary conditions 
for a flourishing culture; I discuss three which have especially 
struck my attention. '  He must also remember that what I 
offer is not a set of directions for fabricating a culture. I do 
not say that by setting about to produce these, and any other 
additional conditions, we can confidently expect to improve 
our civilisation. I say only that, so far as my observation goes, 
you are unlikely to have a high civilisation where these condi
tions are absent. 

The remaining two chapters of the book make some slight 
attempt to disentangle culture from politics and education. 

I dare say that some readers will draw political inferences 
from this discussion: what is more likely is that particular 
minds will read into . my text a confirmation or repudiation 
of their own political convictions and prejudices. The writer 
himself is not without political convictions and prejudices; but 
the imposition of them is no part of his present intention. 
What I try to say is this: here are what I believe to be essential 

1 In an illuminating supplement to the Christian News-Letter of July 24, 
1946, Miss Marjorie Reeves has a very suggestive paragraph on ''The 
Culture of an Industry." If she somewhat enlarged her meaning, what 
she says would fit in with my own way of using the word "culture." She 
says, of the culture of an industry, which she believes quite righdy should 
be presented to the young worker: "it includes the geography of its 
raw materials and final markets, its historical evolution, inventions and 
scientific background, its economics and so forth." It includes all this, 
certainly; but an industry, if it is to engage the interest of more than the 
conscious mind of the worker, should also have a way of life somewhat 
peculiar to its initiates, with its own forms of festivity and observances. 
I mention this interesting reminder of the culture of industry, however, 
as evidence that I am aware of other nuclei of culture than those discussed 
in this book. 
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conditions for the growth and for the survival of culture. If 
they conflict with any passionate faith of the reader-if, for 
instance, he finds it shocking that culture and equalitarianism 
should conflict, if it seems monstrous to him that anyone 
should have "advantages of birth"-! do not ask him to 
change his faith, I merely ask him to stop paying lip-service 
to culture. If the reader says: "the state of affairs which I wish 
to bring about is right (or is just, 1 • or is inevitable) ; and if this 
must lead to a further deterioration of culture, we must accept 
that deterioration"-then I can have no quarrel with him. I 
might even, in some circumstances, feel obliged to support 
him. The effect of such a wave of honesty would be that the 
word culture would cease to be abused, cease to appear in 
contexts where it does not belong: and to rescue this word is 
the extreme of my ambition. 

As things are, it is normal for anybody who advocates any 
social change, or any alteration of our political system, or any 
expansion of public education, or any development of social 
service, to claim confidently that it will lead to the improve
ment and increase of culture. Sometimes culture, or civilisa
tion, is set in the forefront, and we are told that what we need, 
must have, and shall get, is a "new civilisation." In 1 944 I read 
a symposium in The Sunday Times (November 3 1 )  in which 
Professor Harold Laski, or his headline writer, affirmed that 
we were fighting the late war for a "new civilisation." Mr. 
Laski at least asserted this : 

If it is agreed that these who seek to rebuild what Mr. Churchill 
likes to call "traditional" Britain have no hope of fulfilling that end, 
it follows that there must be a new Britain in a new civilisation. 

1 1  must introduce a parenthetical protest against the abuse of the 
current term "social justice." From meaning '1ustice in relations between 
groups or classes" it may slip into meaning a particular assumption as to 
what these relations should be; and a course of action might be supported 
because it represented the aim of "social justice," which from the point 
of view of 'justice" was not just. The term "social justice" is in danger 
of losing its rational content-which would be replaced by a powerful 
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We might murmur "it is not agreed," but that would be to 
miss my point. Mr. Laski is right to this extent, that if we lose 
anything finally and irreparably, we must make do without 
it: but I think he meant to say something more than that. 

Mr. Laski is, or was convinced that the particular political 
and social changes which he desires to bring about, and which 
he believes to be advantageous for society, will, because they 
are so radical, result in a new civilisation. That is quite conceiv
able: what we are not justified in concluding, with regard to his 
or any other changes in the social framework which anybody 
advocates, is that the "new civilisation" is itself desirable. For 
one thing, we can have no notion of what the new civilisation 
will be like: so many other causes operate than those we may 
have in mind, and the results of these and the others, op
erating together, are so incalculable, that we cannot imagine 
what it would feel like to live in that new civilisation. For 
another thing, the people who live in that new civilisation will, 
by the fact of belonging to it, be different from ourselves, and 
they will be just as different from Mr. Laski. Every change 
we make is tending to bring about a new civilisation of the 
nature of which we are ignorant, and in which we should all 
of us be unhappy. A new civilisation is, in fact, coming into 
being all the time: the civilisation of the present day would 
seem very new indeed to any civilised man of the eighteenth 
century, and I cannot imagine the most ardent or radical 
reformer of that age taking much pleasure in the civilisation 
that would meet his eye now. All that a concern for civilisation 
can direct us to do, is to improve such civilisation as we have, 
for we can imagine no other. On the other hand, there have 
always been people who have believed in particular changes 
as good in themselves, without worrying about the future of 

emotional charge. I believe that I have used the term myself: it should 
never be employed unless the user is prepared to define clearly what 
social justice means to him, and why he thmks it just. 
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civilisation, and without finding it necessary to recommend their 
innovations by the specious glitter of unmeaning promises. 

A new civilisation is always being made: the state of affairs 
that we enjoy today illustrates what happens to the aspirations 
of each age for a better one. The most important question 
that we can ask, is whether there is any permanent standard, 
by which we can compare one civilisation with another, and 
by which we can make some guess at the improvement or 
decline of our own. We have to admit, in comparing one 
civilisation with another, and in comparing the different 
stages of our own, that no one society and no one age of it 
realises all the values of civilisation. Not all of these values 
may be compatible with each other: what is at least as certain 
is that in realising some we lose the appreciation of others. 
Nevertheless, we can distinguish between higher and lower 
cultures; we can distinguish between advance and retrogres
sion. We can assert with some confidence that our own period 
is one of decline; that the standards of culture are lower than 
they were fi fty years ago; and that the evidences of this decline 
are visible in every department of human activity.1 I see no 
reason why the decay of culture should not proceed much 
further, and why we may not even anticipate a period, of 
some duration, of which it is possible to say that it will have 
no culture. Then culture will have to grow again from the 
soil; and when I say it must grow again from the soil, I do 
not mean that it will be brought into existence by any activity 
qf political demagogues. The question asked by this essay, is 
whether there are any permanent conditions, in the absence 
of which no higher culture can be expected. 

If we succeed even partially in answering this question, we 
must then put ourselves on guard against the delusion of 
trying to bring about these conditions f(JT the sake of the im-

1 For confirmation from a point of view very different from that from 
which this essay is written, see Our Threatened Values by Victor Gollancz 
( 1 946). 
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provement of our culture. For if any definite conclusions 
emerge from this study one of them is surely this, that culture 
is the one thing that we cannot deliberately aim at. It is the 
product of a variety of more or less harmonious activities, 
each pursued for its own sake: the artist must concentrate 
upon his canvas, the poet upon his typewriter, the civil servant 
upon the just settlement of particular problems as they pres
ent themselves upon his desk, each according to the situation 
in which he finds himself. Even if these conditions with which 
I am concerned, seem to the reader to represent desirable 
social aims, he must not leap to the conclusion that these 
aims can be fulfilled solely by deliberate organisation.  A class 
division of society planned by an absolute authority would 
be artificial and intolerable; a decentralisation under central 
direction would be a contradiction; an ecclesiastical unity can
not be imposed in the hope that it will bring about unity of 
faith, and a religious diversity cultivated for its own sake would 
be absurd. The point at which we can arrive, is the recognition 
that these conditions of culture are "natural" to human beings; 
that although we can do little to encourage them, we can 
combat the intellectual errors and the emotional prejudices 
which stand in their way. For the rest, we should look for 
the improvement of society, as we seek our own individual 
improvement, in relatively minute particulars. We cannot say: 
"I shall make myself into a different person"; we can only 
say: "I will give up this bad habit, and endeavour to contract 
this good one." So of society we can only say: "We shall try 
to improve it in this respect or the other, where excess or 
defect is evident; we must try at the same time to embrace so 
much in our view, that we may avoid, in putting one thing 
right, putting something else wrong." Even this is to express 
an aspiration greater than we can achieve: for it is as much, 
or more, because of what we do piecemeal without under
standing or foreseeing the consequences, that the culture of 
one age differs from that of its predecessor. 



C H A P T E R  I 

The Three Senses of "Culture" 

THE term culture has different associations according 
to whether we have in mind the development of an 
individual, of a group or class, or of a whole society. It is 

a part of my thesis that the culture of the individual is depen
dent upon the culture of a group or class, and that the culture 
of the group or class is dependent upon the culture of the 
whole society to which that group or class belongs. Therefore 
it is the culture of the society that is fundamental, and it is 
the meaning of the term "culture" in relation to the whole 
society that should be examined first. When the term "culture" 
is applied to the manipulation of lower organisms-to the 
work of the bacteriologist or the agriculturalist-the meaning 
is clear enough, for we can have unanimity in respect of the 
ends to the attained, and we can agree when we have or have 
not attained them. When it is applied to the improvement of 
the human mind and spirit, we are less likely to agree as to 
what culture is. The term itself, as signifying something to be 
consciously aimed at in human affairs, has not a long history. 
As something to be achieved by deliberate effort, "culture" is 
relatively intelligible when we are concerned with the self
cultivation of the individual, whose culture is seen against the 
background of the culture of the group and of the society. The 
culture of the group also has a definite meaning in contrast to 
the less developed culture of the mass of society. The differ-
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ence between the three applications of the term can be best 
apprehended by asking how far, in relation to the individual, 
the group, and society as a whole the conscious aim to achieve 
culture has any meaning. A good deal of confusion could be 
avoided, if we refrained from setting before the group, what 
can be the aim only of the individual; and before society as a 
whole, what can be the aim only of a group. 

The general, or anthropological sense of the word culture, 
as used for instance by E. B. Tylor in the title of his book 
Primitive Culture, has flourished independently of the other 
senses: but if we are considering highly developed societies, 
and especially our own contemporary society, we have to con
sider the relationship of the three senses. At this point anthro
pology passes over into sociology. Amongst men of letters and 
moralists, it has been usual to discuss culture in the first two 
senses, and especially the first, without relation to the third. 
The most easily remembered example of this selection is Mat
thew Arnold's Culture and Anarchy. Arnold is concerned pri
marily with the individual and the "perfection" at which he 
should aim. It is true that in his famous classification of "Bar
barians, Philistines, Populace" he concerns himself with a cri
tique of classes; but his criticism is confined to an indictment 
of these classes for their shortcomings, and does not proceed 
to consider what should be the proper function or "perfec
tion" of each class. The effect, therefore, is to exhort the 
individual who would attain the peculiar kind of "perfection" 
which Arnold calls "culture," to rise superior to the limitations 
of any class, rather than to realise its highest attainable ideals. 

The impression of thinness which Arnold's "culture" conveys 
to a modem reader is partly due to the absence of social back
ground to his picture. But it is also due, I think, to his failure to 
take account of another way in which we use the word "culture," 
besides the three already mentioned. There are several kinds 
of attainment which we may have in mind in different contexts. 
We may be thinking of refinement of manners-or urbanity and 
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civility: if so, we shall think first of a social class, and of the 
superior individual as representative of the best of that class. 
We may be thinking of learning and a close acquaintance with 
the accumulated wisdom of the past: if so, our man of culture 
is the scholar. We may be thinking of philosopky in the widest 
sense-an interest in, and some ability to manipulate, abstract 
ideas: if so, we may mean the intellectual (recognising the fact 
that this term is now used very loosely, to comprehend many 
persons not conspicuous for strength of intellect). Or we may 
be thinking of th£ arts: if so, we mean the anist and the amateur 
or dilettante. But what we seldom have in mind is all of these 
things at the same time. We do not find, for instance, that an 
understanding of music or painting figures explicitly in Arnold's 
description of the cultured man: yet no one will deny that these 
attainments play a part in culture. 

If we look at the several activities of culture listed in the 
preceding paragraph, we must conclude that no perfection in 
any one of them, to the exclusion of the others, can confer 
culture on anybody. We know that good manners, without edu
cation, intellect or sensibility to the arts, tends towards mere 
automatism; that learning without good manners or sensibility 
is pedantry; that intellectual ability without the more human 
attributes is admirable only in the same way as the brilliance of 
a child chess prodigy; and that the arts without intellectual con
text are vanity. And if we do not find culture in any one of 
these perfections alone, so we must not expect any one person 
to be accomplished in all of them; we shall come to infer that 
the wholly cultured individual is a phantasm; and we shall look 
for culture, not in any individual or in any one group of individ
uals, but more and more widely; and we are driven in the end 
to find it in the pattern of the society as a whole. This seems to 
me a very obvious reflection: but it is frequently overlooked. 
People are always ready to consider themselves persons of cul
ture, on the strength of one proficiency, when they are not only 
lacking in others, but blind to those they lack. An anist of any 
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kind, even a very great artist, is not for this reason alone a man 
of culture: artists are not only often insensitive to other arts 
than those which they practise, but sometimes have very bad 
manners or meagre intellectual gifts. The person who contri
butes to culture, however important his contribution may be, is 
not always a "cultured person." 

It does not follow from this that there is no meaning in speak

ing of the culture of an individual, or of a group or class. We 

only mean that the culture of the individual cannot be isolated 
from that of the group, and that the culture of the group cannot 
be abstracted from that of the whole society; and that our notion 
of "perfection" must take all three senses of "culture" into ac

count ·at once. Nor does it follow that in a society, of whatever 
grade of culture, the groups concerned with each activity of 

culture will be distinct and exclusive: on the contrary, it is only 
by an overlapping and sharing of interests, by participation and 
mutual appreciation, that the cohesion necessary for culture can 
obtain. A religion requires not only a body of priests who know 
what they are doing, but a body of worshippers who know what 
is being done. 

It is obvious that among the more primitive communities 
the several activities of culture are inextricably interwoven. The 
Dyak who spends the better part of a season in shaping, carving 

and painting his barque of the peculiar design required for 
the annual ritual of head-hunting, is exercising several cultural 
activities at once-of art and religion, as well as of amphibious 
warfare. As civilisation becomes more complex, greater occupa
tional specialisation evinces itself: in the "stone age" New Hebri

des, Mr. John La yard says, certain islands specialise in particular 
arts and crafts, exchanging their wares and displaying their 

accomplishments to the reciprocal satisfaction of the members 
of the archipelago. But while the individuals of a tribe, or of a 

group of islands or villages, may have separate functions-of 
which the most peculiar are those of the king and the witch
doctor-it is only at a much further stage that religion, science, 
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politics and art become abstractly conceived apart from each 
other. And just as the functions of individuals become heredi
tary, and hereditary function hardens into class or caste distinc
tion, and class distinction leads to conflict, so do religion, politics, 
science and art reach a point at which there is conscious struggle 
between them for autonomy or dominance. This friction is, at 
some stages and in some situations, highly creative: how far it 
is the result, and how far the cause, of increased consciousness 
need not here be considered. The tension within the society may 
become also a tension within the mind of the more conscious 
individual: the clash of duties in Antigone, which is not simply a 
clash between piety and civil obedience, or between religion 
and politics, but between conflicting laws within what is still a 
religious-political complex, represents a very advanced stage of 
civilisation: for the conflict must have meaning in the audience's 
experience before it can be made articulate by the dramatist and 
receive from the audience the response which the dramatist's art 
requires. 

As a society develops towards functional complexity and dif
ferentiation, we may expect the emergence of several cultural 
levels: in short, the culture of the class or group will present 
itself. It will not, I think, be disputed that in any future society, 
as in every civilised society of the past, there must be these 
different levels. I do not think that the most ardent champions 
of social equality dispute this: the difference of opinion turns 

on whether the transmission of group culture must be by inheri
tance-whether each cultural level must propagate itself-or 
whether it can be hoped that some mechanism of selection will 
be found, so that every individual shall in due course take his 
place at the highest cultural level for which his natural aptitudes 
qualify him. What is pertinent at this point is that the emergence 
of more highly cultured groups does not leave the rest of society 
unaffected: it is itself part of a process in which the whole society 
changes. And it is certain-and especially obvious when we turn 
our attention to the arts-that as new values appear, and as 
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thought, sensibility and expression become more elaborate, 
some earlier values vanish. That is only to say that you cannot 
expect to have all stages of development at once; that a civilisa
tion cannot simultaneously produce great folk poetry at one 
cultural level and Paradise Lost at another. Indeed, the one thing 
that time is ever sure to bring about is the loss: gain or compensa
tion is almost always conceivable but never certain. 

While it appears that progress in civilisation will bring into 
being more specialised culture groups, we must not expect this 
development to be unattended by perils. Cultural disintegration 
may ensue upon cultural specialisation: and it is the most radical 
disintegration that a society can suffer. It  is not the only kind, 
or it is not the only aspect, under which disintegration can be 
studied; but, whatever be cause or effect, the disintegration of 
culture is the most serious and the most difficult to repair. (Here, 
of course, we are emphasising the culture of the whole society.) 
It must not be confused with another malady, ossification into 
caste, as in Hindu India, of what may have been originaUy only 
a hierarchy of functions: even though it is possible that both 
maladies have some hold upon British society today. Cultural 
disintegration is present when two or more strata so separate 
that these become in effect distinct cultures; and also when 
culture at the upper group level breaks into fragments each of 
which represents one cultural activity alone. If I am not mis
taken, some disintegration of the classes in which culture is, or 
should be, most highly developed, has already taken place in 
western society-as well as some cultural separation between 
one level of society and another. Religious thought and practice, 
philosophy and art, all tend to become isolated areas cultivated 
by groups in no communication with each other. The artistic 
sensibility is impoverished by its divorce from the religious sensi
bility, the religious by its separation from the artistic; and the 
vestige of manners may be left to a few survivors of a vanishing 
class who, their sensibility untrained by either religion or an 
and their minds unfurnished with the material for witty conver-
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sation, will have no context in their lives to give value to their 
behaviour. And deterioration on the higher levels is a matter 
of concern, not only to the group which is visibly affected, but 
to the whole people. 

The causes of a total decline of culture are as complex as the 
evidence of it is various. Some may be found in the accounts 
given, by various specialists, of the causes of more readily appre
hended social ailments for which we must continue to seek spe
cific remedies. Yet we become more and more aware of the 
extent to which the baffiing problem of "culture" underlies the 
problems of the relation of every part of the world to every 
other. When we concern ourselves with the relation of the great 
nations to each other; the relation of the great to the small 
nations; 1 the relation of inter-mixed "communities," as in India, 
to each other; the relation of parent nations to those which have 
originated as colonies; the relation of the colonist to the native; 
the relation between peoples of such areas as the West Indies, 
where compulsion or economic inducement has brought to
gether large numbers of different races: behind all these per
plexing questions, involving decisions to be made by many men 
everyday, there is the question of what culture is, and the ques
tion whether it is anything that we can control or deliberately 
influence. These questions confront us whenever we devise a 
theory, or frame a policy, of education. If we take culture seri
ously, we see that a people does not need merely enough to eat 
(though even that is more than we seem able to ensure) but a 

1 This point is touched upon, though without any discussion of the 
meaning of "culture," by E. H. Carr: Conditioru of Peace, Part I, ch. iii. 
He says: "In a clumsy but convenient terminology which originated in 
Central Europe, we must distinguish between 'cultural nation' and 'state 
nation.' The existence of a more or less homogeneous racial or linguistic 
group bound together by a common tradition and the cultivation of a 
common culture must cease to provide a prima facie case for the setting 
up or the maintenance of an independent f>?litical unit." But Mr. Carr 
is here, concerned with the problem of pohtical unity, rather than with 
that of the preservation of cultures, or the question whether they are 
worth preserving, in the political unit. 
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proper and panicular cuisine: one symptom of the decline of 
culture in Britain is indifference to the art of preparing food. 
Culture may even be described simply as that which inakes life 
worth living. And it is what justifies other peoples and other 
generations in saying, when they contemplate the remains and 
the influence of an extinct civilisation, that it was worth while for 
that civilisation to have existed. 

I have already asserted, in my introduction, that no culture 
can appear or develop except in relation to a religion. But the 
use of the term relation here may easily lead us into error. The 
facile assumption of a relationship between culture and religion 
is perhaps the most fundamental weakness of Arnold's Culture 
and Anarchy. Arnold gives the impression that Culture (as he 
uses the term) is something more comprehensive than religion; 
that the latter is no more than a necessary element, supplying 
ethical formation and some emotional colour, to Culture which 
is the ultimate value. 

It may have struck the reader that what I have said about the 
development of culture, and about the dangers of disintegration 
when a culture has reached a highly developed stage, may apply 
also in the history of religion. The development of culture and 
the development of religion, in a society uninfluenced from 
without, cannot be dearly isolated from each other: and it will 
depend upon the bias of the panicular observer, whether a 
refinement of culture is held to be the cause of progress in 
religion, or whether a progress in religion is held to be the cause 
of a refinement of the culture. What perhaps influences us 
towards treating religion and culture as two different things is 
the history of the penetration of Graeco-Roman culture by the 
Christian Faith-a penetration which had profound effects both 
upon that culture and upon the course of development taken 
by Christian thought and practice. But the culture with which 
primitive Christianity came into contact (as well as that of the 
environment in which Christianity took its origins) was itself a 
religious culture in decline. So, while we believe that the same 
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religion may inform a variety of cultures, we may ask whether 
any culture could come into being, or maintain itself, without a 
religious basis. We may go further and ask whether what we 
call the culture, and what we call the religion, of a people are 
not different aspects of the same thing: the culture being, essen
tially, the incarnation (so to speak) of the religion of a people. 
To put the matter in this way may throw light on my reservations 
concerning the word relntion. 

As a society develops, a greater number of degrees and kinds 
of religious capacity and function-as well as of other capacities 
and functions-will make their appearance. It is to be noticed 
that in some religions the differentiation has been so wide that 
there have resulted in effect two religions-one for the populace 
and one for the adepts. The evils of "two nations" in religion 
are obvious. Christianity has resisted this malady better than 
Hinduism. The schisms of the sixteenth century, and the subse
quent multiplication of sects, can be studied either as the history 
of division of religious thought, or as a struggle between oppos
ing social groups-as the variation of doctrine, or as the disinte
gration of European culture. Yet, while these wide divergences 
of belief on the same level are lamentable, the Faith can, and 
must, find room for many degrees of intellectual, imaginative 
and emotional receptivity to the same doctrines, just as it can 

embrace many variations of order and ritual. The Christian 
Faith also, psychologically considered-as systems of beliefs and 
attitudes in particular embodied minds-will have a history: 
though it would be a gross error to suppose that the sense in 
which it can be spoken of as developing and changing, implies 
the possibility of greater sanctity or divine illumination becoming 
available to human beings through collective progress. (We do 
not assume that there is, over a long period, progress even in 
an, or that "primitive" art is, as art, necessarily inferior to the 
more sophisticated.) But one of the features of development, 
whether we are taking the religious or the cultural point of view, 
is the appearance of scepticism-by which, of course, I do not 
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mean infidelity or destructiveness (still less the unbelief which 
is due to mental sloth) but the habit of examining evidence and 
the capacity for delayed decision. Scepticism is a highly civilised 
trait, though, when it declines into pyrrhonism, it is one of which 
civilisation can die. Where scepticism is strength, pyrrhonism is 
weakness: for we need not only the strength to defer a decision, 
but the strength to make one. 

The conception of culture and religion as being, when each 
term is taken in the right context, different aspects of the same 
thing, is one which requires a good deal of explanation. But I 
should like to suggest first, that it provides us with the means 
of combating two complementary errors. The one more widely 
held is that culture can be preserved, extended and developed 
in the absence of religion. This error may be held by the Chris
tian in common with the infidel, and its proper refutation would 
require an historical analysis of considerable refinement, be-
cause the truth is not immediately apparent, and may seem even 
to be contradicted by appearances: a culture may linger on, and 
indeed produce some of its most brilliant artistic and other 
successes after the religious faith has fallen into decay. The 
other error is the belief that the preservation and maintenance 
of religion need not reckon with the preservation and mainte
nance of culture: a belief which may even lead to the rejection 
of the products of culture as frivolous obstructions to the spiri
tual life. To be in a position to reject this error, as with the 
other, requires us to take a distant view; to refuse to accept the 
conclusion, when the culture that we see is a culture in decline, 
that culture is something to which we can afford to remain 
indifferent. And I must add that to see the unity of culture and 
religion in this way neither implies that all the products of art 
can be accepted uncritically, nor provides a criterion by which 
everybody can immediately distinguish between them. Esthetic 
sensibility must be extended into spiritual perception, and spiri
tual perception must be extended into esthetic sensibility and 
disciplined taste before we are qualified to pass judllffient upon 
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decadence or diabolism or nihilism in art. To judge a work of 
art by artistic or by religious standards, to judge a religion by 
religious or artistic standards should come in the end to the 
same thing: though it is an end at which no individual can arrive. 

The way of looking at culture and religion which I have been 
trying to adumbrate is so difficult that I am not sure I grasp it 
myself except in flashes, or that I comprehend all its implica
tions. It is also one which involves the risk of error at every 
moment, by some unperceived alteration of the meaning which 
either term has when the two are coupled in this way, into some 
meaning which either may have when taken alone. It holds good 
only in the sense in which people are unconscious of both their 
culture and their religion. Anyone with even the slightest reli
gious consciousness must be afflicted from time to time by the 
contrast between his religious faith and his behaviour; anyone 
with the taste that individual or gruup culture confers must be 
aware of values which he cannot call religious. And both "reli
gion" and "culture," besides meaning different things from each 
other, should mean for the individual and for the group some
thing towards which they strive, not merely something which 
they possess. Yet there is an aspect in which we can see a religion 
as the whole way of llfe of a people, from birth to the grave, from 
morning to night and even in sleep, and that way of life is also 
its culture. And at the same time we must recognise that when 
this identification is complete, it means in actual societies both 
an inferior culture and an inferior religion. A universal religion 
is at least potentially higher than one which any race or nation 
claims exclusively for itself; and a culture realising a religion 
also realised in other cultures is at least potentially a higher 
culture than one which has a religion exclusively to itself. From 
one point of view we may identify: from another, we must 
separate. 

Taking now the point of view of identification, the reader 
must remind himself, as the author has constantly to do, of how 
much is here embraced by the term culiure. It includes all the 
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characteristic activities and interests of a people: Derby Day, 
Henley Regatta, Cowes, the twelfth of August, a cup final, the 
dog races, the pin table, the dart board, Wensleydale cheese, 
boiled cabbage cut into sections, beetroot in vinegar, nineteenth
century Gothic churches and the music of Elgar. The reader 
can make his own list. And then we have to face the strange 
idea that what is part of our culture is also a part of our lived 
religion. 

We must not think of our culture as completely unified-my 
list above was designed to avoid that suggestion. And the actual 
religion of no European people has ever been purely Christian, 
or purely anything else. There are always bits and traces of 
more primitive faiths, more or less absorbed; there is always the 
tendency towards parasitic beliefs; there are always perversions, 
as when patriotism, which pertains to natural religion and is 
therefore licit and even encouraged by the Church, becomes 
exaggerated into a caricature of itself. And it is only too easy 
for a people to maintain contradictory beliefs and to propitiate 
mutually antagonistic powers. 

The reflection that what we believe is not merely what we 
formulate and subscribe to, but that behaviour is also belief, and 
that even the most conscious and developed of us live also at 
the level on which belief and behaviour cannot be distinguished, 
is one that may, once we allow our imagination to play upon it, 
be very disconcerting. It gives an importance to our most trivial 
pursuits, to the occupation of our every minute, which we cannot 
contemplate long without the horror of nightmare. When we 
consider the quality of the integration required for the full culti
vation of the spiritual life, we must keep in mind the possibility 
of grace and the exemplars of sanctity in order not to sink into 
despair. And when we consider the problem of evangelisation, 
of the development of a Christian society, we have reason to 
quail. To believe that we are religious people and that other 
people are without religion is a simplification which approaches 
distortion. To reflect that from one point of view religion is 
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culture, and from another point of view culture is religion, can 
be very disturbing. To ask whether the people have not a reli
gion already, in which Derby Day and the dog track play their 
parts, is embarrassing; so is the suggestion that part of the reli
gion of the higher ecclesiastic is gaiters and the Athenaeum. It 
is inconvenient for Christians to find that as Christians they 
do not believe enough, and that on the other hand they, with 
everybody else, believe in too many things: yet this is a conse
quence of reflecting, that bishops are a part of English culture, 
and horses and dogs are a part of English religion. 

It is commonly assumed that there is culture, but that it is the 
property of a small section of society; and from this assumption 
it is usual to proceed to one of two conclusions: either that 
culture can only be the concern of a small minority, and that 
therefore there is no place for it in the society of the future; or 
that in the society of the future the culture which has been the 
possession of the few must be put at the disposal of everybody. 
This assumption and its consequences remind us of the Puritan 
antipathy to monasticism and the ascetic life: for just as a culture 
which is only accessible to the few is now deprecated, so was the 
enclosed and contemplative life condemned by extreme Protes
tantism, and celibacy regarded with almost as much abhorrence 
as perversion. 

In order to apprehend the theory of religion and culture 
which I have endeavoured to set forth in this chapter, we have 
to try to avoid the two alternative errors: that of regarding 
religion and culture as two separate things between which there 
is a relation, and that of identifying religion and culture. I spoke 
at one point of the culture of a people as an incarnation of its 
religion; and while I am aware of the temerity of employing 
such an exalted tenn, I cannot think of any other which would 
convey so well the intention to avoid relation on the one hand 
and identification on the other. The truth, partial truth, or falsity 
of a religion neither consists in the cultural achievements of the 
peoples professing that religion, nor submits to being exactly 
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tested by them. For what a people may be said to believe, as 
shown by its behaviour, is, as I have said, always a great deal 
more and a great deal less than its professed faith in its purity. 
Furthermore, a people whose culture has been formed together 
with a religion of partial truth, may live that religion (at some 
period in its history, at least) with greater fidelity than another 
people which has a truer light. It is only when we imagine our 
culture as it ought to be, if our society were a really Christian 
society, that we can dare to speak of Christian culture as the 
highest culture; it is only by referring to all the phases of this 
culture, which has been the culture of Europe, that we can 

affirm that it is the highest culture that the world has ever 
known. In comparing our culture as it is today, with that of 
non-Christian peoples, we must be prepared to find that ours 
is in one respect or another inferior. I do not overlook the 
possibility that Britain, if it consummated its apostasy by re
forming itself according to the prescriptions of some inferior or 
materialistic religion, might blossom into a culture more brilliant 
than that we can show today. That would not be evidence that 
the new religion was true, and that Christianity was false. It 
would merely prove that any religion, while it lasts, and on 
its own level, gives an apparent meaning to life, provides the 
framework for a culture, and protects the mass of humanity 
from boredom and despair. 



C H A P T E R  I I  

The Class and the Elite 

IT would appear, according to the account of levels of 
culture put forward in the previous chapter, that among 
the more primitive societies, the higher types exhibit 

more marked differentiations of function amongst their mem
bers than the lower types. 1 At a higher stage still, we find 
that some functions are more honoured than others, and this 
division promotes the development of classes, in which higher 
honour and higher privilege are accorded, not merely to the 
person as functionary but as member of the class. And the 
class itself possesses a function, that of maintaining that part 
of the total culture of the society which pertains to that class. 
We have to try to keep in mind, that in a healthy society this 
maintenance of a particular level of culture is to the benefit, 
not merely of the class which maintains it, but of the society 
as a whole. Awareness of this fact will prevent us from suppos
ing that the culture of a "higher" class is something superflu
ous to society as a whole, or to the majority, and from 
supposing that it is something which ought to be shared 
equally by all other classes. It should also remind the "higher" 
class, in so far as any such exists, that the survival of the 

1 I am anxious to avoid speakins as if the evolution of primitive culture 
to higher forms was a process whtch we knew by observation. We observe 
the differences, we infer that some have developed from a sta�e similar 
to that of the lower stages which we observe: but however legiumate our 
inference, I am here not concerned with that development. 
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culture in which it is particularly interested is dependent upon 
the health of the culture of the people. 

It has now become a commonplace of contemporary think
ing, that a society thus articulated is not the highest type to 
which we may aspire; but that it is indeed in the nature of 
things for a progressive society eventually to overcome these 
divisions, and that it is also within the power of our conscious 
direction, and therefore a duty incumbent upon us, to bring 
about a classless society. But while it is generally supposed 
that class, in any sense which maintains associations of the 
past, will disappear, it is now the opinion of some of the most 
advanced minds that some qualitative differences between 
individuals must still be recognised, and that the superior 
individuals must be formed into suitable groups, endowed 
with appropriate powers, and perhaps with varied emolu
ments and honours. Those groups, formed of individuals apt 
for powers of government and administration, will direct the 
public life of the nation; the individuals composing them will 
be spoken of as "leaders." There will be groups concerned 
with art, and groups concerned with science, and groups con
cerned with philosophy, as well as groups consisting of men 
of action: and these groups are what we call elites. 

It is obvious, that while in the present state of society there 
is found the voluntary association of like-minded individuals, 
and association based upon common material interest, or com
mon occupation or profession, the elites of the future will 
differ in one important respect from any that we know: they 
will replace the classes of the past, whose positive functions 
they will assume. This transformation is not always explicitly 
stated. There are some philosophers who regard class divi
sions as intolerable, and others who regard them merely as 
moribund. The latter may simply ignore class, in their design 
for an elite-governed society, and say that the elites will "be 
drawn from all sections of society." But it would seem that as 
we perfect the means for identifying at an early age, educating 
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for their future role, and settling into positions of authority, 
the individuals who will form the elites, all former class distinc
tions will become a mere shadow or vestige, and the only social 
distinction of rank will be between the elites and the rest of 
the community, unless, as may happen, there is to be an order 
of precedence and prestige amongst the several elites them
selves. 

However moderately and unobtrusively the doctrine of 
elites is put, it implies a radical transformation of society. 
Superficially, it appears to aim at no more than what we must 
all desire-that all positions in society should be occupied 
by those who are best fitted to exercise the functions of the 
positions. We have all observed individuals occupying situa
tions in life for which neither their character nor their intellect 
qualified them, and so placed only through nominal educa
tion, or birth or consanguinity. No honest man but is vexed 
by such a spectacle. But the doctrine of elites implies a good 
deal more than the rectification of such injustice. It posits an 
atomic view of society. 

The philosopher whose views on the subject of elites deserve 
the closest attention, both for their own value and because of 
the influence they exert, is the late Dr. Karl Mannheim. It is, 
for that matter, Dr. Mannheim who has founded the fortunes, 
in this country, of the term elite. I must remark that Dr. 
Mannheim's description of culture is different from that given 
in the previous chapter of this essay. He says: 

A sociological investigation of culture in liberal society must begin 
with the life of those who create culture, i.e. the intelligentsia and 
their position within society as a whole.1  

According to the account which I have given, a "culture" is 
conceived as the creation of the society as a whole: being, 
from another aspect, that which makes it a society. It is not 

1 P. 8 1 ,  Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, 1940, New York, 
Harcourt, Brace. 
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the creation of any one part of that society. The function of 
what Dr. Mannheim would call the culture-creating groups, 
according to my account, would be rather to bring about a 
further development of the culture in organic complexity: 
culture at a more conscious level, but still the same culture. 
This higher level of culture must be thought of both as valu
able in itself, and as enriching the lower levels: thus the move
ment of culture would proceed in a kind of cycle, each class 
nourishing the others. 

This is, already, a difference of some importance. My next 
observation is that Dr. Mannheim is concerned rather with 
elites than with an elite. 

We may distinguish [he says, in Man and Society, p. 82] the following 
types of elites: the political, the organising, the intellectual, the artis
tic, the moral and the religious. Whereas the political and organising 
elites aim at integrating a great number of individual wills, it is the 
function of the intellectual, aesthetic, and moral-religious elites to 
sublimate those psychic energies which society, in the daily struggle 
for existence, does not fully exhaust. 

This departmentalisation of elites already exists, to some ex
tent; and to some extent it is a necessary and a good thing. 
But, so far as it can be observed to exist, it is not altogether a 
good thing. I have suggested elsewhere that a growing weak
ness of our culture has been the increasing isolation of elites 
from each other, so that the political, the philosophical, the 
artistic, the scientific, are separated to the great loss of each 
of them, not merely through the arrest of any general circula
tion of .ideas, but through the lack of those contacts and mu
tual influences at a less conscious level, which are perhaps even 
more important than ideas. The problem of the formation, 
preservation and development of the elites is therefore also 
the problem of the formation, preservation and development 
of the elite, a problem upon which Dr. Mannheim does not 
touch. · 

As an introduction to this problem, I must draw attention 
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to another difference between my view and that of Dr. Mann
heim. He observes, in a passage which I think contains an 
important truth (p. 85): 

The crisis of culture in liberal-democratic society is due, in the 
first place, to the fact that the fundamental social processes, which 
previously favoured the development of the culturally creative elites, 
now have the opposite effect, i.e. have become obstacles to the form
ing of elites because wider sections of the population take an active 
part in cultural activities. 

I cannot, of course, admit the last clause of this sentence as 

it stands. According to my view of culture, the whole of the 
population should "take an active part in cultural activities"
not all in the same activities or on the same level. What this 
clause means, in my terms, is that an increasing proportion 
of the population is concerned with group culture. This comes 
about, I think Dr. Mannheim would agree, through the grad
ual alteration of the class-structure. But at this point it seems 
to me that Dr. Mannheim begins to confuse elite with class. 
For he says (p. 8g) : 

If one calls to mind the essential forms of selecting elites which 
up to the present have appeared on the historical scene, three princi
ples can be distinguished: selection on the basis of blood, property and 
achievement. Aristocratic society, especially after it had entrenched 
itself, chose its elites primarily on the blood principle. Bourgeois 
society gradually introduced, as a supplement, the principle of 
wealth, a principle which also obtained for the intellectual elite, inas
much as education was more or less available only to the offspring 
of the well-to-do. It is, of course, true that the principle of achieve
ment was combined with the two other principles in earlier periods, 
but it is the important contribution of modern democracy as long 
as it is rigorous, that the achievement principle increasingly tends 
to become the criterion of social success. 

I am ready to accept, in a rough and ready way, this account 
of three historical periods. But I would remark that we are 
here not concerned with elites but with classes or, more pre-
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cisely, with the evolution from a class to a classless society. It 
seems to me that at the stage of th.e sharpest division into 
classes we can distinguish an elite also. Are we to believe that 
the artists of the Middle Ages were all men of noble rank, or 
that the hierarchy and the statesmen were all selected ac
cording to their pedigrees? 

I do not think that this is what Dr. Mannheim wishes us to 
believe; but I think that he is confusing the elites with the 
dominant section of society which the elites served, from 
which they took their colour, and into which some of their 
individual members were recruited. The general scheme of 
the transition of society, in the last five hundred years or so, 
is usually accepted, and I have no interest in questioning it. 
I would only propose one qualification. At the stage of domi
nance of bourgeois society (I think it would be more exact to 
say here, "upper middle class society") there is a difference 
applying particularly to England. However powerful it was
for its power is now commonly said to be passing-it would 
not have been what it was, without the existence of a class 
above it, from which it drew some of its ideals and some of 
its criteria, and to the condition of which its more ambitious 
members aspired. This gives it a difference in kind from the 
aristocratic society which preceded it, and from the mass
society which is expected to follow it. 

I now come to another passage in Dr. Mannheim's discus
sion, which seems to me true. His intellectual integrity pre
vents him from dissimulating the gloom of our present 
position; but he succeeds, so far as I can judge, in communicat
ing to most of his readers a feeling of active hopefulness, by 
infecting them with his own passionate faith in the possibilities 
of "planning." Yet he says quite clearly: 

We have no clear idea how the selection of elites would work in 
an open mass society in which only the principle of achievement 
mattered. It is possible that in such a society the succession of the 
elites would take place much too rapidly, and social continuity which 
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is essentially due to the slow and gradual broadening of the influence 
of the dominant groups would be lacking in it. 1 

This raises a problem of the first importance to my present 
discussion, with which I do not think Dr. Mannheim has dealt 
in any detail : that of the transmission of culture. 
When we are concerned with the history of certain parts 

of culture, such as the history of art, or of literature, or of 
philosophy, we naturally isolate a particular class of phenom
ena; though there has been a movement, which has produced 
books of interest and value, to relate these subjects more 
closely to a general social history. But even such accounts are 
usually only the history of one class of phenomena interpreted 
in the light of the history of another class of phenomena and, 
like that of Dr. Mannheim, tend to take a more limited view 
of culture than that adopted here. What we have to consider 
is the parts played by the elite and by the class in the transmis
sion of culture from one generation to the next. 
We must remind ourselves of the danger, mentioned in the 

previous chapter, of identifying culture with the sum of dis
tinct cultural activities ; and if we avoid this identification we 
shall also decline to identify our group culture with the sum 
of the activities of Dr. Mannheim's elites. The anthropologist 
may study the social system, the economics, the arts, and the 
religion of a particular tribe, he may even study their psycho
logical peculiarities: but it is not merely by observing in detail 
all of these manifestations, and grasping them together, that 
he will approach to an understanding of the culture. For to 
understand the culture is to understand the people, and this 
means an imaginative understanding. Such understanding 
can never be complete: either it is abstract-and the essence 
escapes-or else it is lived; and in so far as it is lived, the 

1 Dr. Mannheim proceeds to call attention to a tendency in mass-society 
to renounce even the achievement principle. This passage is important; 
but as I agree with him that the dangers from this are still more afarming , 
it is unnecessary to quote it here. 
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student will tend to identify himself so completely with the 
people whom he studies, that he will lose the point of view 
from which it was worth while and possible to study it. Under
standing involves an area more extensive than that of which 
one can be conscious; one cannot be outside and inside at the 
same time. What we ordinarily mean by understanding of 
another people, of course, is an approximation towards un
derstanding which stops short at the point at which the student 
would begin to lose some essential of his own culture. The 
man who, in order to understand the inner world of a cannibal 
tribe, has partaken of the practice of cannibalism, has proba
bly gone too far: he can never quite be one of his own folk 
again. 1 

I have raised this question, however, solely in support of 
my contention that culture is not merely the sum of several 
activities, but a way of life. Now the specialist of genius, who 
may be fully qualified on the ground of his vocational attain
ment for membership of one of Dr. Mannheim's elites, may 
very well not be one of the "cultured persons" representative 
of group culture. As I have said before, he may be only a 
highly valued contributor to it. Yet group culture, as observ
able in the past, has never been co-extensive with class, 
whether an aristocracy or an upper middle class. A very large 
number of members of these classes always have been conspic
uously deficient in "culture." I think that in the past the reposi
tory of this culture has been the elite, the major part of which 
was drawn from the dominant class of the time, constituting 
the primary consumers of the work of thought and art pro
duced by the minority members, who will have originated 
from various classes, including that class itself. The units of 
this majority will, some of them, be individuals; others will be 
families. But the individuals from the dominant class who 
compose the nucleus of the cultural elite must not thereby be 

1Joseph Conrad's Hearl of Darkness gives a hint of something similar. 
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cut off from the class to which they belong, for without their 
membership of that class they would not have their part to 
play. It is their function, in relation to the producers, to trans
mit the culture which they have inherited; just as it is their 
function, in relation to the rest of their class, to keep it from 
ossification. It is the function of the class as a whole to preserve 
and communicate standards of manners-which are a vital 
element in group culture. 1 It is the function of the superior 
members and superior families to preserve the group culture, 
as it is the function of the producers to alter it. 

In an elite composed of individuals who find their way into 
it solely for their individual pre-eminence, the differences of 
background will be so great, that they will be united only by 
their common interests, and separated by everything else. An 
elite must therefore be attached to some class, whether higher 
or lower: but so long as there are classes at all it is likely to 
be the dominant class that attracts this elite to itself. What 
would happen in a classless society-which is much more dif
ficult to envisage than people think-brings us into the area 
of conjecture. There are, however, some guesses which seem 
to me worth venturing. 

The primary channel of transmission of culture is the fam
ily: no man wholly escapes from the kind, or wholly surpasses 
the degree, of culture which he acquired from his early envi
ronment. It would not do to suggest that this can be the only 
channel of transmission: in a society of any complexity it is 
supplemented and continued by other conduits of tradition. 
Even in relatively primitive societies this is so. In more civilised 
communities of specialised activities, in which not all the sons 
would follow the occupation of their father, the apprentice 

1 To avoid misunderstanding at this point, it should be observed that 
I do not assume that "good manners' should be peculiar to any one 
stratum of society. In a healthy society, good manners should be found 
throughout. But as we distinguish between the meanings of "culture" at 
the several levels, so we distinguish also between the meanings of more 
and less conscious "good .manners." 
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(ideally, at least) did not merely serve his master, and did 
not merely learn from him as one would learn at a technical 
school-he became assimilated into a way of life which went 
with that particular trade or craft; and perhaps the lost secret 
of the craft is this, that not merely a skill but an entire way 
of life was transmitted. Culture-distinguishable from knowl
edge about culture-was transmitted by the older universities: 
young men have profited there who have been profitless stu
dents, and who have acquired no taste for learning, or for 
Gothic architecture, or for college ritual and form. I suppose 
that something of the same sort is transmitted also by societies 
of the masonic type: for initiation is an introduction into a 
way of life, of however restricted viability, received from the 
past and to be perpetuated in the future. But by far the most 
important channel of transmission of culture remains the fam
ily : and when family life fails to play its part, we must expect 
ou.r culture to deteriorate. Now the family is an institution 
of which nearly everybody speaks well: but it is advisable to 
remember that this is a term that may vary in extension. In 
the present age it means little more than the living members. 
Even of living members, it is a rare exception when an adver
tisement depicts a large family or three generations: the usual 
family on the hoardings consists of two parents and one or 
two young children. What is held up for admiration is not 
devotion to a family, but personal affection between the mem
bers of it: and the smaller the family, the more easily can this 
personal affection be sentimentalised. But when I speak of 
the family, I have in mind a bond which embraces a longer 
period of time than this: a piety towards the dead, however 
obscure, and a solicitude for the unborn, however remote. 
Unless this reverence for past and future is cultivated in the 
home, it can never be more than a verbal convention in the 
community. Such an interest in the past is different from the 
vanities and pretensions of genealogy; such a responsibility 
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for the future is different from that of the builder of social 
programmes. 

I should say then that in a vigorous society there will be both 
class and elite, with some overlapping and constant interaction 
between them. An elite, if it is a governing elite, and so far 
as the natural impulse to pass on to one's offspring both power 
and prestige is not artificially checked, will tend to establish 
itself as a class-it is this metamorphosis, I think, which leads 
to what appears to me an oversight on the part of Dr. Mann
heim. But an elite which thus transforms itself tends to lose 
its function as elite, for the qualities by which the original 
members won their position will not all be transmitted equally 
to their descendants. On the other hand, we have to consider 
what would be the consequence when the converse took place, 
and we had a society in which the functions of class were 
assumed by elites. Dr. Mannheim seems to have believed that 
this will happen; he showed himself, as a passage which I 
have quoted indicates, aware of the dangers; and he does not 
appear to have been ready to propose definite safeguards 
against them. 

The situation of a society without classes, and dominated 
exclusively by elites is, I submit, one about which we have no 
reliable evidence. By such a society, I suppose we must mean 
one in which every individual starts without advantage or 
handicap; and in which, by some mechanism set up by the 
best designers of such machinery, everybody will find his way, 
or be directed, to that station of life which he is best fitted to 
fill, and every position will be occupied by the man or woman 
best fitted for it. Of course, not even the most sanguine would 
expect the system to work as well as that: if, by and large, it 
seemed to come nearer to putting the right people in the right 
places than any previous system, we should all be satisfied. 
When I say "dominated," rather than "governed" by elites, I 
mean that such a society must not be content to be govern.ed 
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by the right people: it must see that the ablest artists and 
architects rise to the top, influence taste, and execute the 
important public commissions; it must do the same by the 
other arts and by science; and above all, perhaps, it must be 
such that the ablest minds will find expression in speculative 
thought. The system must not only do all this for society in 
a particular situation-it must go on doing it, generation after 
generation. It would be folly to deny that in a particular phase 
of a country's development, and for a limited purpose, an elite 
can do a very good job. It may, by expelling a previous govern
ing group, which in contrast to itself may be a class, save 
or reform or revitalise the national life. Such things have 
happened. But we have very little evidence about the perpetu
ation of government by elite, and such as we have is unsatisfac
tory. A considerable time must elapse before we can draw 
any illustration from Russia. Russia is a rude and vigorous 
country; it is also a very big country; and it will need a long 
period of peace and internal development. Three things may 
happen. Russia may show us how a stable government and a 
flourishing culture can be transmitted only through elites; it 
may lapse into oriental lethargy; or the governing elite may 
follow the course of other governing elites and become a 
governing class. Nor can we rely upon any evidence from the 
United States of America. The real revolution in that country 
was not what is called the Revolution in the history books, 
but is a consequence of the Civil War; after which arose a 
plutocratic elite; after which the expansion and material de
velopment of the country was accelerated; after which was 
swollen that stream of mixed immigration, bringing (or rather 
multiplying) the danger of development into a caste system1 
which has not yet been quite dispelled. For the sociologist, 
the evidence from America is not yet ripe. Our other evidence 

1 1  believe that the essential difference between a caste and a class 
system is that the basis of the former is a difference such that the domi
nant class comes to consider itself a superior race. 
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for government by elite comes chiefly from France. A govern
ing class, which, during a long period in which the Throne 
was all-powerful, had ceased to govern, was reduced to the 
ordinary level of citizenship. Modern France has had no gov
erning class: her political life in the Third Republic, whatever 
else we may say of it, was unsettled. And here we may remark 
that when a dominant class, however badly it has performed 
its function, is forcibly removed, its function is not wholly 
taken over by any other. The "flight of the wild geese" is 
perhaps a symbol of the harm that England has done to Ire
land-more serious, from this point of view, than the massa
cres of Cromwell, or any of the grievances which the Irish 
most gladly recall. It may be, too, that England has done more 
harm to Wales and Scotland by gently attracting their upper 
classes to certain public schools, than by the wrongs (some 
real, some imaginary, some misunderstood) voiced by their 
respective nationalists. But here again, I wish to reserve judg
ment about Russia. That country, at the time of its revolution, 
may still have been at so early a stage of its development, that 
the removal of its upper class may prove not only not to have 
arrested that development but to have stimulated it. There 
are, however, some grounds for believing that the elimination 
of an upper class at a more developed stage can be a disaster 
for a country: and most certainly when that removal is due 
to the intervention of another nation. 

I have, in the preceding paragraphs, been speaking mainly 
of the "governing class" and the "governing elite." But I must 
remind the reader again that in concerning ourselves with 
class versus elite, we are concerned with the total culture of a 
country, and that involves a good deal more than government. 
We can yield ourselves with some confidence to a governing 
elite, as the republican Romans surrendered power to dicta
tors, so long as we have in view a defined purpose in a crisis
and a crisis may last a long time. This limited purpose also 
makes it possible to choose the elite, for we know what we are 
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choosing it for. But, if we are looking for a way to select the 
right people to constitute every elite, for an indefinite future, 
by what mechanism are we to do this? If our "purpose" is 
only to get the best people, in every walk of life, to the top, 
we lack a criterion of who are the best people; or, if we impose 
a criterion, it will have an oppressive effect upon novelty. The 
new work of genius, whether in art, science or philosophy, 
frequently meets with opposition. 

All that concerns me at the moment is the question whether, 
by education alone, we can ensure the transmission of culture 
in a society in which some educationists appear indifferent to 
class distinctions, and from which some other educationists 
appear to want to remove class distinctions altogether. There 
is, in any case, a danger of interpreting "education" to cover 
both too much and too little : too little, when it implies that 
education is limited to what can be taught; too much, when 
it implies that everything worth preserving can be transmitted 
by teaching. In the society desired by some reformers, what 
the family can transmit will be limited to the minimum, espe
cially ifthe child is to be, as Mr. H .  C. Dent hopes, manipulated 
by a unified educational system "from the cradle to the grave." 
And unless the child is classified, by the officials who will have 
the task of sorting him out, as being just like his father, he 
will be brought up in a different-not necessarily a better, 
because all will be equally good, but a different-school envi
ronment, and trained on what the official opinion of the mo
ment considers to be "the genuinely democratic lines." The 
elites, in consequence, will consist solely of individuals whose 
only common bond will be their professional interest: with no 
social cohesion, with no social continuity. They will be united 
only by a part, and that the most conscious part, of their 
personalities; they will meet like committees. The greater part 
of their "culture" will be only what they share with all the 
other individuals composing their nation. 

The case for a society with a class structure, the affirmation 
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that it is, in some sense, the "natural" society, is prejudiced if 
we allow ourselves to be hypnotised by the two contrasted 
terms aristocracy and democracy. The whole problem is falsified 
if we use these terms antithetically. What I have advanced is 
not a "defence of aristocracy"-an emphasis upon the impor
tance of one organ of society. Rather it is a plea on behalf of 
a form of society in which an aristocracy should have a pecu
liar and essential function, as peculiar and essential as the 
function of any other part of society. What is important is a 
structure of society in which there will be, from "top" to "bot
tom," a continuous gradation of cultural levels: it is important 
to remember that we should not consider the upper levels as 
possessing more culture than the lower, but as representing a 
more conscious culture and a greater specialisation of culture. 
I incline to believe that no true democracy can maintain itself 
unless it contains these different levels of culture. The levels 
of culture may also be seen as levels of power, to the extent 
that a smaller group at a higher level will have equal power 
with a larger group at a lower level ; for it may be argued 
that complete equality means universal irresponsibility; and 
in such a society as I envisage, each individual would inherit 
greater or less responsibility towards the commonwealth, ac
cording to the position in society which he 

·
inhe'rited-each 

class would have somewhat different responsibilities. A de
mocracy in which everybody had an equal responsibility in 
everything would be oppressive for the conscientious and li
centious for the rest. 

There are other grounds upon which a graded society can 
be defended; and I hope, in general, that this essay will sug
gest lines of thpught that I shall not myself explore; but I 
must constantly remind the reader of the limits of my subject. 
If we agree that the primary vehicle for the transmission of 
culture is the family, and if we agree that in a more highly 
civilised society there must be different levels of culture, then 
it follows that to ensure the transmission of the culture of 
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these different levels there must be groups of families per
sisting, from generation to generation, each in the same way 
of life. 

And once again I must repeat, that the "conditions of cul
ture" which I set forth do not necessarily produce the higher 
civilisation: I assert only that when they are absent, the higher 
civilisation is unlikely to be found. 



C H A P T E R  I l l  

Unity and Diversity: The Region 

A diversification among human communities is essential for the provision of the incen
tive and material for the Odyssey of the human spirit. Other nations of different 
habits art not rnernies: they are godsends. Men require of thtir neighbours something 
sufficimtly akin to be understood, something sufficiently different to provo/ce attrntion, 
and something great enough to command admiration. 

A.N. WHITEHEAD: Science and the Modern World 

IT is a recurrent theme of this essay, that a people should 
be neither too united nor too divided, if its culture is to 
flourish. Excess of unity may be due to barbarism and 

may lead to tyranny; excess of division may be due to deca
dence and may also lead to tyranny: either excess will prevent 
further development in culture. The proper degree of unity 
and of diversity cannot be determined for all peoples at all 
times. We can only state and illustrate some departments in 
which excess or defect is dangerous: what is necessary, bene
ficial or deleterious for a particular people at a particular time, 
must be left to the wisdom of the sage and the insight of the 
statesman. Neither a classless society, nor a society of strict 
and impenetrable social barriers is good; each class should 
have constant additions and defections; the classes, while re
maining distinct, should be able to mix freely ; and they should 
all have a community of culture with each other which will 
give them something in common, more fundamental than the 
community which each class has with its counterpart in an-

1 23 
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other society. In the previous chapter we considered the spe
cial developments of culture by class: we have now to consider 
the special developments of culture by region. 

Of the advantages of administrative and sentimental unity 
we hardly need to be reminded, after the experience of war; 
but it is often assumed that the unity of wartime should be 
preserved in time of peace. Amongst any people engaged in 
warfare, especially when the war appears, or can be made to 
appear, purely defensive, we may expect a spontaneous unity 
of sentiment which is genuine, an affectation of it on the part 
of those who merely wish to escape odium, and, from all, 
submission to the commands of the constituted authorities. 
We should hope to find the same harmony and docility among 
the survivors of a shipwreck adrift in a lifeboat. People often 
express regret that the same unity, self-sacrifice and fraternity 
which prevail in an emergency, cannot survive the emergency 
itself. Most audiences at Barrie's play, The Admirable Crichton, 
have drawn the inference that the social organisation on the 
island was right, and that the social organisation at the country 
seat was wrong: I am not sure that Barrie's play is not suscepti
ble of a different interpretation. We must distinguish at all 
events between the kind of unity which is necessary in an 
emergency, and that which is appropriate for the develop
ment of culture in a nation at peace. It is conceivable, of 
course, that a period of "peace" may be a period of prepara
tion for war, or of continuation of warfare in another form : 
in which situation we may expect a deliberate stimulation of 
patriotic sentiment and a rigorous central government con
trol. It might be expected, too, in such a period, that "eco
nomic warfare" would be conducted by strict government 
discipline, not left to the guerillas and privateers of enterprise. 
But I am concerned here with the kind and degree of unity 
desirable in a country which is at peace with other countries: 
for if we cannot have periods of real peace, it is futile to hope 
for culture at all. The kind of unity with which I am concerned 
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is not expressible as a common enthusiasm or a common pur
pose: enthusiasms and purposes are always transient. 

The unity with which I am concerned must be largely un
conscious, and therefore can perhaps be best approached 
through a consideration of the useful diversities. Here I have 
to do with diversity of region. It is important that a man 
should feel himself to be, not merely a citizen of a particular 
nation, but a citizen of a particular part of his country, with 
local loyalties. These, like loyalty to class, arise out of loyalty to 
the family. Certainly, an individual may develop the warmest 
devotion to a place in which he was not born, and to a commu
nity with which he has no ancestral ties. But I think we should 
agree that there would be something artificial, something a 
little too conscious, about a community of people with strong 
local feeling, all of whom had come from somewhere else. I 
think we should say that we must wait for a generation or two 
for a loyalty which the inhabitants had inherited, and which 
was not the result of a conscious choice. On the whole, it 
would appear to be for the best that the great majority of 
human beings should go on living in the place in which they 
were born. Family, class and local loyalty all support each 
other; and if one of these decays, the others will suffer also. 

The problem of "regionalism" is seldom contemplated in 
its proper perspective. I introduce the term "regionalism" 
deliberately, because of the associations which it is apt to con
jure up. It means, I think, to most people, the conception of 
some small group of local malcontents conducting a political 
agitation which, because it is not formidable, is regarded as 
ludicrous-for any movement for what is assumed to be a lost 
cause always excites ridicule. We expect to find "regionalists" 
attempting to revive some language which is disappearing and 
ought to disappear; or to revive custoins of a bygone age 
which have lost all significance; or to obstruct the inevitable 
and accepted progress of mechanisation and large-scale indus
try. The champions of local tradition, indeed, often fail to 
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make the best of their case; and when, as sometimes happens, 
they are most vigorously opposed and derided by others 
among their own people, the outsider feels that he has no 
reason to take them seriously. They sometimes misconceive 
their own case. They are inclined to formulate the remedy 
wholly in political terms; and as they may be politically inexpe
rienced, and at the same time are agitated by deeper than 
political motives, their programmes may be patently impracti
cable. And when they put forward an economic programme, 
there, too, they are handicapped by having motives which go 
deeper than economics, in contrast with men who have the 
reputation of being practical. Furthermore, the usual region
alist is concerned solely with the interests of his own region, 
and thereby suggests to his neighbour across the border, that 
what is to the interest of one must be to the disadvantage of 
the other. The Englishman, for instance, does not ordinarily 
think of England as a "region" in the way that a Scottish or 
Welsh national can think of Scotland or Wales; and as it is 
not made clear to him that his interests also are involved, 
his sympathies are not enlisted. Thus the Englishman may 
identify his own interests with a tendency to obliterate local 
and racial distinctions, which is as harmful to his own culture 
as to those of his neighbours. Until the case is generalised, 
therefore, it is not likely to meet with a fair hearing. 

At this point the professed regionalist, if he reads these 
pages, may suspect that I am playing a trick which he sees 
through. What I am up to, he may think, is trying to deny 
him the political and economic autonomy of his region, and 
appease him by offering him a substitute, "cultural auton
omy," which, because it is divorced from political and eco
nomic power, will only be a shadow of the real thing. I am 
quite aware that the political, the economic and the cultural 
problems cannot be isolated from each other. I am quite aware 
that any local "cultural revival" which left the political and 
economic framework unaffected, would hardly be more than 
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an artificially sustained antiquarianism: what is wanted is not 
to restore a vanished, or to revive a vanishing culture under 
modern conditions which make it impossible, but to grow a 
contemporary culture from the old roots. But the political 
and economic conditions of healthy regionalism are not the 
concern of the present essay; nor are they matters on which 
I am qualified to pronounce. Nor, I think, should the political 
or the economic problem be the primary concern of the true 
regionalist. The absolute value is that each area should have 
its characteristic culture, which should also harmonise with, 
and enrich, the cultures of the neighbouring areas. In order 
to realise this value it is necessary to investigate political and 
economic alternatives to centralisation in London or else
where: and here, it is a question of the possible-of what can 
be done which will support this absolute value of culture, 
without injury to the island as a whole and by consequence 
to that part of it also in which the regionalist is interested. 
But this is beyond my scope. 

We are, you will have noticed, primarily concerned with 
the particular constellation of cultures which is found in the 
British Isles. The dearest among the differences to be consid
ered is that of the areas which still possess languages of their 
own. Even this division is not so simple as it looks: for a people 
(like the English-speaking Irish) which has lost its language 
may ·preserve enough of the structure, idiom, intonation and 
rhythm of its original tongue (vocabulary is of minor impor
tance) for its speech and writing to have qualities not else
where found in the language of its adoption. And on the 
other hand a "dialect" may preserve the vestiges, on the lowest 
level of culture, of a variety of the language which once had 
equal status with any. But the unmistakable satellite culture 
is one which preserves its language, but which is so closely 
associated with, and dependent upon, another, that not only 
certain classes of the population, but all of them, have to be 
bi-lingual. It differs from the culture of the independent small 
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nation in this respect, that in the latter it is usually only neces
sary for some classes to know another language; and in the 
independent small nation, those who need to· know one for
eign language are likely to need two or three: so that the pull 
towards one foreign culture will be balanced by the attraction 
of at least one other. A nation of weaker culture may be under 
the influence of one or another stronger culture at different 
periods: a true satellite culture is one which, for geographical 
and other reasons, has a permanent relation to a stronger 
one. 

When we consider what I call the satellite culture, we find 
two reasons against consenting to its complete absorption into 
the stronger culture. The first objection is one so profound 
that it must simply be accepted: it is the ins�nct of every 
living thing to persist in its own being. The resentment against 
absorption is sometimes most strongly felt, and most loudly 
voiced, by those individuals in whom it is united with an unac
knowledged awareness of inferiority or failure; and on the 
other hand it is often repudiated by those individuals for 
whom adoption into the stronger culture has meant success
greater power, prestige or wealth than could have been theirs 
had their fortunes been circumscribed by their area of origin. 1 

But when the testimony of both these types of individual has 
been discounted, we may say that any vigorous small people 
wants to preserve its individuality. 

The other reason for the preservation of local culture is 
one which is also a reason for the satellite culture continuing 
to be satellite, and not going so far as to try to cut itself 
off completely. It is that the satellite exercises a considerable 
influence upon the stronger culture; and so plays a larger 
part in the world at large than it could in isolation. For Ireland, 

1 It is not unknown, however, that the successful self-exile sometimes 
manifests an exaggerated sentiment towards his native region, to which 
he may return for his holidays, or to enjoy the affluent retirement of 
his declining years. 
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Scotland and Wales to cut themselves off completely from 
England would be to cut themselves off from Europe and the 
world, and no talk of auld alliances would help matters. But 
it is the other side of the question that interests me more, for 
it is the side that has received less acknowledgement. It is that 
the survival of the satellite culture is of very great value to 
the stronger culture. It would be no gain whatever for English 
culture, for the Welsh, Scots and Irish to become indistin
guishable from Englishmen-what would happen, of course, 
is that we should all become indistinguishable featureless "Bri
tons," at a lower level of culture than that of any of the sepa
rate regions. On the contrary, it is of great advantage for 
English culture to be constantly influenced from Scotland, 
Ireland and Wales. 

A people is judged by history according to its contribution 
to the culture of other peoples flourishing at the same time 
and according to its contribution to the cultures which arise 
afterwards. It is from this point of view that I look at the 
question of the preservation of languages-I am not inter
ested in languages in an advanced state of decay (that is to 
say, when they are no longer adequate to the needs of expres
sion of the more educated members of the community). It is 
sometimes considered an advantage, and a source of glory, 
that one's own language should be a necessary medium for 
as many foreigners as possible: I am not sure that this popular
ity is without grave dangers for any language. A less dubious 
advantage of certain languages which are native to large num
bers of people, is that they have become, because of the work 
done by scientists and philosophers who have thought in those 
languages, and because of the traditions thus created, better 
vehicles than others for scientific and abstract thought. The 
case for the more restricted languages must be put on grounds 
which have less immediate appeal. 

The question we may ask about such a language as Welsh, 
is whether it is of any value to the world at large, that it should 
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be used in Wales. But this is really as much as to ask whether 
the Welsh, qua Welsh, are of any use? not, of course, as human 
beings, but as the preservers and continuers of a culture which 
is not English. The direct contribution to poetry by Welshmen 
and men of Welsh extraction, writing in English, is very con
siderable; and considerable also is the influence of their poetry 
upon poets of different racial origins. The fact that an exten
sive amount of poetry has been written in the Welsh language, 
in the ages when the English language was unknown in Wales, 
is of less direct importance: for there appears no reason why 
this should not be studied by those who will take the trouble 
to learn the language, on the same terms as poetry written in 
Latin or Greek. On the surface, there would seem to be every 
reason why Welsh poets should compose in the English lan
guage exclusively: for I know of no instance of a poet having 
reached the first rank in both languages; and the Welsh influ
ence upon English poetry has been the work chiefly of Welsh 
poets who wrote only in English. But it must be remembered, 
that for the transmission of a culture-a peculiar way of think
ing, feeling and behaving-and for its maintenance, there is 
no safeguard more reliable than a language. And to survive 
for this purpose it must continue to be a literary language
not necessarily a scientific language but certainly a poetic one: 
otherwise the spread of education will extinguish it. The liter
ature written in that language will not, of course, make any 
direct impact upon the world at large; but if it is no longer 
cultivated, the people to whom it belongs (we are considering 
particularly the Welsh) will tend to lose their racial character. 
The Welsh will be less Welsh; and their poets will cease to 
have any contribution to make to English literature, beyond 
their individual genius. And I am of opinion, that the benefits 
which Scottish, Welsh and Irish writers have conferred upon 
English literature are far in excess of what the contribution 
of all these individual men of genius would have been had 
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they, let us say, all been adopted in early infancy by English 
foster-parents. 

I am not concerned, in an e&say which aims at least at the 
merit of brevity, to defend the thesis, that it is desirable that 
the English should continue to be English. I am obliged to 
take that for granted: and if this assumption is called into 
question, I must defend it on another occasion. But if I can 
defend with any success the thesis, that it is to the advantage 
of England that the Welsh should continue to be Welsh, the 
Scots Scots and the Irish Irish, then the reader should be 
disposed to agree that there may be some advantage to other 
peoples in the English continuing to be English. It is an essen
tial part of my case, that if the other cultures of the British Isles 
were wholly superseded by English culture, English culture 
would disappear ·too. Many people seem to take for granted 
that English culture is something self-sufficient and secure; 
that it will persist whatever happens. While some refuse to 
admit that any foreign influence can be bad, others assume 
complacently that English culture could flourish in complete 
isolation from the Continent. To many it has never occurred 
to reflect that the disappearance of the peripheral cultures of 
England (to say nothing of the more humble local peculiarities 
within England itself) might be a calamity. We have not given 
enough attention to the ecology of cultures. It is probable, I 
think, that complete uniformity of culture throughout these 
islands would bring about a lower grade of culture altogether. 

It should be �lear that I attempt no solution of the regional 
problem; and the "solution" would have in any case to vary 
indefinitely according to local needs and possibilities. I am 
trying only to take apart, and leave to others to reassemble, 
the elements in the problem. I neither support nor dispute 
any specific proposals for particular regional reforms. Most 
attempts to solve the problem seem to me to suffer from a 
failure to examine closely either the unity, or the differences, 



Christianity and Culture 

between the cultural, political and economic aspects. To deal 
with one of these aspects, to the exclusion of the others, is to 
produce a programme which will, because of its inadequacy, 
appear a little absurd. If the nationalistic motive in regional
ism were pushed very far, it certainly would lead to absurdity. 
The close association of the Bretons with the French, and of 
the Welsh with the English, is to the advantage of everybody: 
an association of Brittany and Wales which ruptured their 
connexions with France and England respectively, would be 
an unqualified misfortune. For a national culture, if it is to 
flourish, should be a constellation of cultures, the constituents 
of which, benefiting each other, benefit the whole. 

At this point I introduce a new notion: that of the vital 
importance for a society of friction between its parts. Accus
tomed as we are to think in figures of speech taken from 
machinery, we assume that a society, like a machine, should 
be as well oiled as possible, provided with ball bearings of the 
best steel. We think of friction as waste of energy. I shall not 
attempt to substitute any other imagery: perhaps at this point 
the less we think in analogies the better. In the last chapter 
I suggested that in any society which became permanently 
established in either a caste or a classless system, the culture 
would decay: one might even put it that a classless society 
should always be emerging into class, and a class society should 
be tending towards obliteration of its class distinctions. I now 
suggest that both class and region, by dividing the inhabitants 
of a country into two different kinds of groups, lead to a 
conflict favourable to creativeness and progress. And (to re
mind the reader of what I said in my introduction) these are 
only two of an indefinite number of conflicts and jealousies 
which should be profitable to society. Indeed, the more the 
better: so that everyone should be an ally of everyone else in 
some respects, and an opponent in several others, and no one 
conflict, envy or fear will dominate. 

As individuals, we find that our development depends upon 
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the people whom we meet in the course of our lives. (These 
people include the authors whose books we read, and charac
ters in works of fiction and history.) The benefit of these 
meetings is due as much to the differences as to the resem
blances; to the conflict, as well as the sympathy, between per
sons. Fortunate the man who, at the right moment, meets the 
right friend; fortunate also the man who at the right moment 
meets the right enemy. I do not approve the extermination 
of the enemy: the policy of exterminating or, as is barbarously 
said, liquidating enemies, is one of the most alarming develop
ments of modern war and peace, from the point of view of 
those who desire the survival of culture. One needs the enemy. 
So, within limits, the friction, not only between individuals 
but between groups, seems to me quite necessary for civilisa
tion. The universality of irritation is the best assurance of 
peace. A country within which the divisions have gone too far 
is a danger to itself: a country which is too well united
whether by nature or by device, by honest purpose or by 
fraud and oppression-is a menace to others. In Italy and in 
Germany, we have seen that a unity with politico-economic 
aims, imposed violently and too

'
rapidly, had unfortunate ef

fects upon both nations. Their cultures had developed in the 
course of a history of extreme, and extremely sub-divided 
regionalism: the attempt to teach Germans to think of them
selves as Germans first, and the attempt to teach Italians to 
think of themselves as Italians first, rather than as natives 
of a particular small principality or city, was to disturb the 
traditional culture from which alone any future cuJture could 
grow. 

I may put the idea of the importance of conflict within a 
nation more positively, by insisting on the importance of vari
ous and sometimes conflicting loyalties. If we consider these 
two divisions alone, of class and region, these ought to some 
extent to operate against each other: a man should have cer
tain interests and sympathies in common with other men of 
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the same local culture as against those of his own class else
where; and interests and sympathies in common with others 
of his class, irrespective of place. Numerous cross-divisions 
favour peace within a nation, by dispersing and confusing 
animosities; they favour peace between nations, by giving ev
ery man enough antagonism at home to exercise all his aggres
siveness. The majority of men commonly dislike foreigners, 
and are easily inflamed against them; and it is not possible 
for the majority to know much about foreign peoples. A na
tion which has gradations of class seems to me, other things 
being equal, likely to be more tolerant and pacific than one 
which is not so organised. 

So far, we have proceeded from the greater to the less, 
finding a national culture to be the resultant of an indefinite 
number of local cultures which, when themselves analysed, 
are composed of still smaller local cultures. Ideally, each vil
lage, and of course more visibly the larger towns, should have 
each its peculiar character. But I have already suggested that 
a national culture is the better for being in contact with outside 
cultures, both giving and receiving: and we shall now proceed 
in the opposite direction, from the smaller to the larger. As 
we go in this direction, we find that the content of the term 
culture undergoes some change: the word means something 
rather different, if we are speaking of the culture of a village, 
of a small region, of an island like Britain which comprehends 
several distinct racial cultures; and the meaning is altered 
much more when we come to speak of "European culture." 
We have to abandon most of the political associations, for 
whereas in such smaller units of culture as I have just men
tioned there is normally a cenain unity of government, the 
unity of government of the Holy Roman Empire was, 
throughout most of the period covered by the term, both 
precarious and largely nominal. Of the nature of the unity of 
culture in Western Europe, I have written in the three broad
cast talks-composed for another audience and therefore in 
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a somewhat different style from the body of this essay-which 
I have added as an appendix under the title of "The Unity 
of European Culture." I shall not attempt to cover the same 
ground in this chapter, but shall proceed to enquire what 
meaning, if any, can be attached to the term "world culture." 
The investigation of a possible "world culture" should be of 
particular interest to those who champion any of the various 
schemes for world-federation, or for a world government: 
for, obviously, so long as there exist cultures which are beyond 
some point antagonistic to each other, antagonistic to the point 
of irreconcilability, all attempts at politico-economic unifica
tion will be in vain. I say "beyond some point," because in the 
relations of any two cultures there will be two opposite forces 
balancing each other: attraction and repulsion-without the 
attraction they could not affect each other, and without the 
repulsion they could not survive as distinct cultures; one 
would absorb the other, or both would be fused into one 
culture. Now the zealots of world-government seem to me 
sometimes to assume, unconsciously, that their unity of organ
isation has an absolute value, and that if differences between 
cultures stand in the way, these must be abolished. If these 
zealots are of the humanitarian type, they will assume that 
this process will take place naturally and painlessly: they may, 
without knowing it, take for granted that the final world
culture will be simply an extension of that to which they belong 
themselves. Our Russian friends, who are more realistic, if 
not in the long run any more practical, are much more con
scious of irreconcilability between cultures; and appear to 
hold the view that any culture incompatible with their own 
should be forcibly uprooted. 

The world-planners who are both serious and humane, 
however, might-if we believed that their methods would suc
ceed-be as grave a menace to culture as those who practise 
more violent methods. For it must follow from what I have 
already pleaded about the value of local cultures, that a world 
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culture which was simply a uniform culture would be no culture 
at all. We should have a humanity de-humanised. It would 
be a nightmare. But on the other hand, we cannot resign the 
idea of world-culture altogether. For if we content ourselves 
with the ideal of "European culture" we shall still be unable 
to fix any definite frontiers. European culture has an area, 
but no definite frontiers: and you cannot build Chinese walls. 
The notion of a purely self-contained European culture would 
be as fatal as the notion of a self-contained national culture: 
in the end as absurd as the notion of preserving a local uncon
taminated culture in a single county or village of England. 
We are therefore pressed to maintain the ideal of a world 
culture, while admitting that it is something we cannot imagine. 
We can only conceive it, as the logical term of relations be
tween cultures. Just as we recognise that the parts of Britain 
must have in one sense, a common culture, though this com
mon culture is only actual in diverse local manifestations, so 
we must aspire to a common world culture, which will yet not 
diminish the particularity of the constituent parts. And here, 
of course, we are finally up against religion, which so far, in 
the consideration of local differences within the same area, 
we have not had to face. Ultimately, antagonistic religions 
must mean antagonistic cultures; and ultimately, religions 
cannot be reconciled. From the official Russian point of view 
there are two objections to religion: first, of course, that reli
gion is apt to provide another loyalty than that claimed by 
the State; and second, that there are several religions in the 
world still firmly maintained by many believers. The second 
objection is perhaps even more serious than the first: for 
where there is only one religion, it is always possible that that 
religion may be subtly altered, so that it will enjoin conformity 
rather than stimulate resistance to the State. 

We are the more likely to be able to stay loyal to the ideal 
of the unimaginable world culture, if we recognize all the 
difficulties, the practical impossibility, of its realisation. And 
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there are further difficulties which cannot be ignored. We 
have so far considered cultures as if they had all come into 
being by the same process of growth: the same people in 
the same place. But there is the colonial problem, and the 
colonisation problem: it is a pity that the world "colony" has 
had to do duty for two quite different meanings. The colonial 
problem is that of the relation between ari indigenous native 
culture and a foreign culture, when a higher foreign culture 
has been imposed, often by force, upon a lower. This problem 
is insoluble, and takes several forms. There is one problem 
when we come into contact with a lower culture for the first 
time: there are very few places in the world where this is still 
possible. There is another problem where a native culture has 
already begun to disintegrate under foreign influence, and 
where a native population has already taken in more of the 
foreign culture than it can ever expel. There is a third prob
lem where, as in some of the West Indies, several uprooted 
peoples have been haphazardly mixed. And these problems 
are insoluble, in the sense that, whatever we do towards their 
solution or mitigation, we do not altogether know what we 
are doing. We must be aware of them; we must do what we 
can, so far as our understanding will take us; but many more 
forces enter into the changes of the culture of a people than 
we can grasp and control; and any positive and excellent de
velopment of culture is always a miracle when it happens. 

The colonisation problem arises from migration. When 
peoples migrated across Asia and Europe in pre-historic and 
early times, it was a whole tribe, or at least a wholly representa
tive part of it, that moved together. Therefore, it was a total 
culture that moved. In the migrations of modern times, the 
emigrants have come from countries already highly civilised. 
They came from countries where the development of social 
organisation was already complex. The people who migrated 
have never represented the whole of the culture of the country 
from which they came, or they have represented it in quite 
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different proportions. They have transplanted themselves ac
cording to some social, religious, economic or political deter
mination, or some peculiar mixture of these. There has 
therefore been something in the removements analogous in 
nature to religious schism. The people have taken with them 
only a part of the total culture in which, so long as they re
mained at home, they participated. The culture which devel
ops on the new soil must therefore be bafflingly alike and 
different from the parent culture: it will be complicated some
times by whatever relations are established with some native 
race, and further by immigration from other than the original 
source. In this way, peculiar types of culture-sympathy and cul
ture-clash appear, between the areas populated by colonisation 
and the countries of Europe from which the migrants came. 

There is finally the peculiar case of India, where almost 
every complication is found to defeat the culture-planner. 
There is stratification of society which is not purely social but 
to some extent racial, in a Hindu world which comprehends 
peoples with an ancient tradition of high civilisation,  and 
tribesmen of very primitive culture indeed. There is Brahmin
ism and there is Islam. There are two or more important 
cultures on completely different religious foundations. Into 
this confused world came the British, with their assurance that 
their own culture was the best in the world, their ignorance of 
the relation between culture and religion, and (at least since 
the nineteenth century) their bland assumption that religion 
was a secondary matter. It is human, when we do not under
stand another human being, and cannot ignore him, to exert 
an unconscious pressure on that person to tum him into some
thing that we can understand: many husbands and wives exert 
this pressure on each other. The effect on the person so influ
enced is liable to be the repression and distortion, rather than 
the improvement, of the personality; and no man is good 
enough to have the right to make another over in his own 
image. The benefits of British rule will soon be lost, but the 
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ill effects of the disturbance of a native culture by an alien 
one will remain. To offer another people your culture first, 
and your religion second, is a reversal of values: and while 
every European represents, for good or ill, the culture to 
which he belongs, only a small minority are worthy represen
tatives of its religious faith. 1 The only prospect of stability in 
India seems the alternative of a development, let us hope 
under peaceful conditions, into a loose federation of king
doms, or to a mass uniformity attainable only at the price of 
the abolition of class distinctions and the abandonment of 
all religion-which would mean the disappearance of Indian 
culture. 

I have thought it necessary to make this brief excursion 
into the several types of culture relation between one nation 
and the different kinds of foreign area, because the regional 
problem within the nation has to be seen in this larger context. 
There can be, of course, no one simple solution. As I have 
said, the improvement and transmission of culture can never 
be the direct object of any of our practical activities: all we 
can do is to try to keep in mind that whatever we do will affect 
our own culture or that of some other people. We can also 
learn to respect every other culture as a whole, however infe
rior to our own it may appear, or however justly we may 
disapprove of some features of it: the deliberate destruction 
of another culture as a whole is an irreparable wrong, almost 
as evil as to treat human beings like animals. But it is when 
we give our attention to the question of unity and diversity 
within the limited area that we know best, and within which 
we have the most frequent opportunities for right action, that 
we can combat the hopelessness that invades us, when we 
linger too long upon perplexities so far beyond our measure. 

1 It is interesting to speculate, even though we cannot prove our conclu
sions, what would have happened to Western Europe had the Roman 
conquest imposed a culture pattern which left the religious beliefs and 
practices unaffected. 
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It was necessary to remind ourselves of those considerable 
areas of the globe, in which the problem takes a different 
form from ours: of those areas particularly, in which two or 
more distinct cultures are so inextricably involved with each 
other, in propinquity and in the ordinary business of living, 
that "regionalism," as we conceive it in Britain,, would be a 
mockery. For such areas it is probable that a very different 
type of political philosophy should inspire political action, 
from that in terms of which we are accustomed to think and 
act in this part of the world. It is as well to have these differ
ences at the back of our mind, that we may appreciate better 
the conditions with which we have to deal at home. These 
conditions are those of a homogeneous general culture, associ
ated with the traditions of one religion: given these conditions, 
we can maintain the conception of a national culture which 
will draw its vitality from the cultures of its several areas, 
within each of which again there will be smaller units of cul
ture having their own local peculiarities. 



C H A P T E R  I V  

Unity and Diversity: Sect and Cult 

I

N the first chapter I tried to place myself at a point of 
view from which the same phenomena appear both reli
gious and cultural. In this chapter I shall be concerned 

with the cultural significance of religious divisions. While the 
considerations put forward should, if worthy of being taken 
seriously, have- a particular interest for those Christians who 
are perplexed over the problem of Christian reunion, they 
are primarily intended to show that Christian divisions, and 
therefore schemes for Christian reunion, should be of con
cern not only to Christians, but to everybody except those 
who advocate a kind of society which would break completely 
with the Christian tradition. 
I asserted, in the first chapter, that in the most primitive 

societies no clear distinction is visible between religious and 
non-religious activities; and that as we proceed to examine 
the more developed societies, we perceive a greater distinc
tion, and finally contrast and opposition, between these activi
ties. The sort of identity of religion and culture which we 
observe amongst peoples of very low development cannot 
recur except in the New Jerusalem. A higher religion is one 
which is much more difficult to believe. For the more con
scious becomes the belief, so the more conscious becomes 
unbelief: indifference, doubt and scepticism appear, and the 
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endeavour to adapt the tenets of religion to what people in 
each age find easiest to believe. In the higher religion, it is 
more difficult also to make behaviour conform to the moral 
laws of the religion. A higher religion imposes a conflict, a 
division, torment and struggle within the individual; a conflict 
sometimes between the laity and the priesthood; a conflict 
eventually between Church and State. 
The reader may have difficulty in reconciling these asser

tions with the point of view set forth in my first chapter, 
according to which there is always, even in the most conscious 
and highly developed societies that we know, an aspect of 
identity between the religion and the culture. I wish to main
tain both these points of view. We do not leave the earlier stage 
of development behind us: it is that upon which we build. 
The identity of religion and culture remains on the uncon
scious level, upon which we have superimposed a conscious 
structure wherein religion and culture are contrasted and can 
be opposed. The meaning of the terms "religion" and "culture" 
is of course altered between these two levels. To the uncon
scious level we constantly tend to revert, as we find conscious
ness an excessive burden; and the tendency towards reversion 
may explain the powerful attraction which totalitarian philos
ophy and practice can exert upon humanity. Totalitarianism 
appeals to the desire to return to the womb. The contrast 
between religion and culture imposes a strain: we escape from 
this strain by attempting to revert to an identity of religion 
and culture which prevailed at a more primitive stage; as when 
we indulge in alcohol as an anodyne, we consciously seek 
unconsciousness. It is only by unremitting effort that we can 
persist in being individuals in a society, instead of merely 
members of a disciplined crowd. Yet we remain members of 
the crowd, even when we succeed in being individuals. Hence, 
for the purposes of this essay, I am obliged to maintain two 
contradictory propositions: that religion and culture are as-
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pects of one unity, and that they are two different and con
trasted things. 

I attempt, as far as possible, to contemplate my problems 
from the point of view of the sociologist, and not from that 
of the Christian apologist. Most of my generalisations are 
intended to have some applicability to all religion, and not only 
to Christianity; and when, as in what follows in this chapter, I 
discuss Christian matters, that is because I am particularly 
concerned with Christian culture, with the Western World, 
with Europe, and with England. In saying that I aim at taking, 
as consistently as I can, the sociological point of view, I must 
make clear that I do not think that the difference between 
the religious and the sociological point of view is so easily 
maintained as the difference between a couple of adjectives 
might lead us to suppose. We may here define the religious 
point of view, as that from which we ask the question, whether 
the tenets of a religion are true or false. lt follows that we 
shall be taking the religious point of view, if we are atheists 
whose thinking is based on the assumption that all religions 
are untrue. From the sociological point of view, the truth or 
falsity is irrelevant: we are concerned only with the compara
tive effects of different religious structures upon culture. 
Now, if students of the subject could be neatly divided into 
theologians, including atheists, and sociologists, the problem 
would be very different from what it is. But, for one thing, 
no religion can be wholly "understood" from the outside
even the sociologist's purposes. For another, no one can 
wholly escape the religious point of view, because in the end 
one either believes or disbelieves. Therefore, no one can be 
as wholly detached and disinterested as the ideal sociologist 
should be. The reader accordingly must try, not only to make 
allowance for the religious views of the author, but, what is 
more difficult, to make allowance for his own-and he may 
never have examined thoroughly his own mind. So both writer 
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and reader must be on guard against assuming that they are 
wholly detached. 1 
We have now to consider unity and diversity in religious 

belief and practice, and enquire what is the situation most 
favourable to the preservation and improvement of culture. 
I have suggested in my first chapter that those among the 
"higher religions" which are most likely to continue to stimu
late culture, are those which are capable of being accepted by 
peoples of different cultures: those which have the greatest 
universality-though potential universality by itself may be 
no criterion of a "higher religion." Such religions can provide 
a ground pattern of common belief and behaviour, upon 
which a variety of local patterns can be embroidered; and 
they will encourage a reciprocal influence of peoples upon 
each other, such that any cultural progress in one area may 
quicken development in another. In certain historical condi
tions, fierce exclusiveness may be a necessary condition for 
the preservation of a culture: the Old Testament bears witness 
to this.2 In spite of this particular historical situation, we 
should be able to agree that the practice of a common religion, 
by peoples each having its own cultural character, should usu
ally promote the exchange of influence to their reciprocal 
advantage. It is of course conceivable that a religion may be 
too easily accommodated to a variety of cultures, and become 
assimilated without assimilating; and that this weakness may 
tend to bring about the opposite result, if the religion breaks 

LSee a valuable article by Professor Evans-Pritchard on"Social Anthro
pology" in Blackfriars for November 1 946. He remarks: "The answer 
would seem to be that the sociologist should also be a moral philosopher 
and that, as such, he should have a set of definite beliefs and values in 
terms of which he evaluates the facts he studies as a sociologist."' 

2· Since the diaspora, and the scattering of Jews amongst peoples hold
ing the Christian Faith, it may have been unfortunate both for these 
peoples and for the jews themselves, that the culture-contact between 
them has had to be within those neutral zones of culture in which religion 
could be ignored: and the effect may have been to strengthen the illusion 
that there can be culture without religion. 
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up into branches or sects so opposed that they cease to influ
ence each other. Christianity and Buddhism have been ex
posed to this danger. 
From this point it is with Christianity alone that I am to be 

concerned; in particular with the relation of Catholicism and 
Protestantism in Europe and the diversity of sects within Prot
estantism. We must try to start without any bias for, or against, 
unity or reunion or the maintenance of the separate corporate 
identity of religious denominations. We must take note of 
whatever injury appears to have been done to European cul
ture, and to the culture of any part of Europe, by division 
into sects. On the other hand, we must acknowledge that many 
of the most remarkable achievements of culture have been 
made since the sixteenth century, in conditions of disunity: 
and that some, indeed, as in nineteenth-century France, ap
pear after the religious found4tions for culture seem to have 
crumbled away. We cannot affirm that if the religious unity of 
Europe had continued, these or equally brilliant achievements 
would have been realised. Either religious unity or religious 
division may coincide with cultural efflorescence or cultural 
decay. 
From this point of view, we may take a moderate satisfac

tion, which should not be allowed to settle into complacency, 
when we review the history of England. In a nation in which 
no tendency to Protestantism appeared, or in which it was negli
gible, there must always be a danger of religious petrifaction, 
and of aggressive unbelief. In a nation in which the relations 
of Church and State run too smoothly, it does not matter 
much, from our present point of view, whether the cause is 
ecclesiasticism, the dominance of State by Church, or erastian
ism, the dominance of Church by State. Indeed, it is not always 
easy to distinguish between the two conditions. The effect 
equally may be, that every disaffected person, and every suf
ferer from injustice, will attribute his misfortunes to the inher
ent evil of the Church, or to an inherent evil in Christianity 
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itself. Formal obedience to the Roman See is itself no assur
ance that, in a wholly Catholic nation, religion and culture 
will not become too closely identified. Elements of local cul
ture-even of local barbarism-may become invested with 
the sanctity of religious observances, and superstition may 
flourish under the guise of piety: a people may tend to slip 
back towards the unity of religion and culture that pertains 
to primitive communities. The result of the unquestioned 
dominance of one cult, when a people is passive, may be 
torpor: when a people is quick and self-assertive, the result 
may be chaos. For, as discontent turns to disaffection, the 
anticlerical bias may become an anti-religious tradition; a dis
tinct and hostile culture grows and flourishes, and a nation is 
divided against itself. The factions have to continue to live 
with each other; and the common language and ways of life 
which they retain, far from mollifying animosity, may only 
exasperate it. The religious division becomes a symbol for a 
group of associated differences, often rationally unrelated; 
around these differences swarm a host of private grievances, 
fears and interests; and the contest for an indivisible heritage 
may terminate only in exhaustion. 
It would here be irrelevant to review those sanguinary pas

sages of civil strife, such as the Thirty Years War, in which 
Catholics and Protestants fought over such an heritage. Ex
plicit theological contentions between Christians no longer 
attract to themselves those other irreconcilable interests which 
seek a decision by arms. The deepest causes of division may 
still be religious, but they become conscious, not in theological 
but in political, social and economic doctrines. Certainly, in 
those countries in which the prevailing faith has been Protes
tant, anti-clericalism seldom takes a violent form. In such 
countries, both faith and infidelity tend to be mild and inof
fensive; as the culture has become secularised, the cultural 
differences between faithful and infidel are minimal; the 
boundary between belief and unbelief is vague; the Christian-
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ity is more pliant, the atheism more negative;· and all parties 
live in amity, so long as they continue to accept some common 
moral conventions. 
The situation in England, however, differs from that in 

other countries, whether Catholic or Protestant. In England, 
as in other Protestant countries, atheism has been mostly of 
a passive kind. No statistician could produce an estimate of 
the numbers of Christians and non-Christians. Many people 
live on an unmarked frontier enveloped in dense fog; and 
those who dwell beyond it are more numerous in the dark 
waste of ignorance and indifference, than in the well-lighted 
desert of atheism. The English unbeliever, of some social sta
tus however humble, is likely to conform to the practices of 
Christianity on the occasions of birth, death and the first ven
ture in matrimony. Atheists in this country are not yet cultur
ally united: their types of atheism will vary according to the 
culture of the religious communion in which they, or their 
parents, or their grandparents were reared. The chief cultural 
differences in England have, in the past, been those between 
Anglicanism and the more important Protestant sects; and 
even these differences are far from clearly defined: first, be
cause the Church of England itself has comprehended wider 
variations of belief and cult than a foreign observer would 
believe it possible for one institution to contain without burst
ing; and second, because of the number and variety of the 
sects separated from it. 
If my contentions in the first chapter are accepted, it will 

be agreed that the formation of a religion is also the formation 
of a culture. From this it should follow that, as a religion 
divides into sects, and as these sects develop from generation 
to generation, a variety of cultures will be propagated. And, 
as the intimacy of religion and culture is such that we may 
expect what happens one way to happen the other, we are 
prepared to find that the division between Christian cultures 
will stimulate further differentiations of belief and cult. It 
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does not fall within my purpose to consider the Great Schism 
between East and West which corresponds to the shifting geo
graphical boundary between two cultures. When we consider 
the Western World, we must recognise that the main cultural 
tradition has been that corresponding to the Church of Rome. 
Only within the last four hundred years has any other mani
fested itself; and anyone with a sense of centre and periphery 
must admit that the western tradition has been Latin, and 
Latin means Rome. There are countless testimonies of art and 
thought and manners; and among these we must include the 
work of all men born and educated in a Catholic society, 
whatever their individual beliefs. From this point of view, the 
separation of Northern Europe, and of England in particular, 
from communion with Rome represents a diversion from the 
main stream of culture. To pronounce, upon this separation, 
any judgment of value, to assume that it was a good or a bad 
thing, is what in this investigation we must try to avoid; for 
that would be to pass from the sociological to the theological 
point of view. And as I must at this point introduce the term 
sub-culture to signify the culture which pertains to the area of 
a divided part of Christendom, we must be careful not to 
assume that a sub-culture is necessarily an inferior culture; 
remembering also that while a sub-culture may suffer loss in 
being separated from the main body, the main body may also 
be mutilated by the loss of a member of itself. 
We must recognize next, that where a sub-culture has in time 

become established as the main culture of a particular territory, it 
tends to change places, for that territory, with the main Euro
pean culture. In this respect it differs from those sub-cultures 
representing sects _the members of which share a region with 
the main culture. In England, the main cultural tradition has 
for several centuries been Anglican. Roman Catholics in Eng
land are, of course, in a more central European tradition than 
are Anglicans; yet, because the main tradition of England has 
been Anglican, they are in another aspect more outside of the 
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tradition than are Protestant dissenters. It is Protestant dissent 
which is, in relation to Anglicanism, a congeries of sub-cultures: 
or, when we regard Anglicanism itself as a sub-culture, we might 
refer to .it as a congeries of "sub-sub-cultures"-as this term is 
too clownish to be admitted into good company, we can only 
say "secondary sub-cultures." By Protestant dissent I mean those 
bodies which recognise each other as "the Free Churches," to
gether with the Society of Friends, which has an isolated but 
distinguished history: all minor religious entities are culturally 
negligible. The variations of character among the chief religious 
bodies, have to some extent to do with the peculiar circumstances 
of their origins, and the length of the separation. It is of some 
interest that Congregationalism, which has a long history, num
bers several distinguished theologians; whereas Methodism, 
with a briefer history, and less theological justification for its 
separate existence, appears to rely chiefly on its hymnology, and 
to need no independent theological structure of its own. But 
whether we consider a territorial sub-culture, or a secondary 
sub-culture within a territory or scattered over several territories, 
we may find ourselves led to the conclusion, that every sub
culture is dependent upon that from which it is an offshoot. 
The life of Protestantism depends upon the survival of that 
against which it protests; and just as the culture of Protestan� 
dissent would perish of inanition without the persistence of An
glican culture, so the maintenance of English culture is contin
gent upon the health of the culture of Latin Europe, and upon 
continuing to draw sustenance from that Latin culture. 

There is, however, a difference between the division of Can
terbury from Rome, and the division of Free Protestantism from 
Canterbury, which is important for my purposes. It corresponds 
to a difference presented in the previous chapter, between co
lonisation by ma.Ss migration (as in the early movements west
wards across Europe) and colonisation by certain elements 
separating themselves from a culture which remains at home 
(as in the colonisation of the Dominions and the Americas). The 
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separation precipitated by Henry VIII had the immediate cause 
of personal motives in high quaners; it was reinforced by tend
encies strong in England and in Northern Europe, of more 
respectable origin. Once released, the forces of Protestantism 
went funher than Henry himself intended or would have ap
proved. But, although the Reformation in England was, like 
any other revolution, the work of a minority, and although 
it met with several local movements of stubborn resistance, it 
eventually carried with it the greater part of the nation irrespec
tive of class or region. The Protestant sects, on the other hand, 
represent certain elements in English culture to the exclusion 
of others: class and occupation played a large pan in their for
mation. It would probably be impossible for the closest student 
to pronounce how far it is adherence to dissenting tenets that 
forms a sub-culture, and how far it is the formation of a sub
culture that inspires the finding of reasons for dissent. The 
solution of that enigma is fonunately not necessary for my pur
pose. The result, in any case, was a stratification of England 
by sects, in some measure proceeding from, in some measure 
aggravating, the cultural distinctions between classes. 

It might be possible for a profound student of ethnology and 
of the history of early settlement in this island, to argue the 
existence of causes of a more stubborn and more primitive 
nature, for the tendencies to religious fission. He might trace 
them to ineradicable differences between the culture of the 
several tribes, races and languages which from time to time held 
sway or contested for supremacy. He might, funhermore, take 
the view that cultural mixture does not necessarily follow the 
same course as biological mixture; and that, even if we assumed 
every person of purely English descent to have the blood of all 
the successive invaders mingled in his veins in exactly the same 
proportions, it need not follow that cultural fusion ensued. He 
might therefore discover, in the tendency of various elements 
in the population to express their faith in different ways, to 
prefer different types of communal organisation and different 
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styles of worship, a reflection of early divisions between domi
nant and subject races. Such speculations, which I am too un
learned to support or oppose, lie outside of my scope; but it is 
as well for both writer and readers to remind themselves that 
there may be deeper levels than that upon which the enquiry 
is being conducted. If differences persisting to the present day 
could be established in descent frorn primitive differences of 
culture, this would only reinforce the case for the unity of reli
gion and culture propounded in my first chapter. 

However this may be, there are curiosities enough to occupy 
our attention in the mixture of motives and interests in the 
dissensions of religious parties within the period of modem 
history. One need not be a cynic to be amused, or a devotee to 
be saddened, by the spectacle of the self�eception, as well as 
the frequent hypocrisy, of the attackers and defenders of one 
or another form of the Christian Faith. But from the point of 
view of my essay, both mirth and sorrow are irrelevam, because 
this confusion is just what one must expect, being inherent in 
the human condition. There are, certainly, situations in history 
in which a religious contest can be attributed to a purely religious 
motive. The life-long battle of St. Athanasius against the Arians 
and Eutychians need not be regarded in any other light than 
the light of theology: the scholar who endeavoured to demon
strate that it represented a culture-clash between Alexandria 
and Antioch, or some similar ingenuity, would appear to us at 
best to be talking about something else. Even the purest theologi
cal issue, however, will in the long run have cultural conse
quences: a superficial acquaintance with the career of 
Athanasius should be enough to assure us that he was one of 
the great builders of western civilisation. And, for the most part, 
it i.s inevitable that we should, when we defend our religion, be 
defending at the same time our culture, and vice versa: we are 
obeying the fundamental instinct to preserve our existence. And 
in so doing, in the course of time we make many errors and 
commit many crimes-most of which may be simplified into the 
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one error, of identifying our religion and our culture on a level 
on which we ought to distinguish them from each other. 

Such considerations are relevant not only to the history of 
religious strife and separation: they are equally pertinent when 
we come to entertain schemes for reunion. The importance of 
stopping to examine cultural peculiarities, to disentangle reli
gious from cultural hindrances, has hitheno been overlooked
and I should say more than overlooked: deliberately though 
unconsciously ignored-in the schemes of reunion between 
Christian bodies adopted or put foiWard. Hence the appearance 
of disingenuousness, of agreement upon formulae to which the 
contracting parties can give different interpretations, which pro
vokes a comparison with treaties between governments. 

The reader unacquainted with the details of "oecumenicity ," 
should be reminded of the difference between inter-communion 
and reunion. An arrangement of inter-communion between two 
national churches-such as the Church of England and the 
Church of Sweden-or between the Church of England and 
one of the Eastern Churches, or between the Church of England 
and a body such as the "Old Catholics" found in Holland and 
elsewhere on the Continent, does not necessarily look any fur
ther than what the term implies: a reciprocal recognition of the 
"validity of orders" and of the onhodoxy of tenets; with the 
consequence that the members of each church can communi
cate, the priests celebrate and preach, in the churches of the 
other country. An agreement of inter-communion could only 
lead toward reunion in one of two events: the unlikely event of 
a political union of the two nations, or the ultimate event of a 
world-wide reunion of Christians. Reunion, on the other hand, 
means in effect either reunion of one or another body having 
episcopal government, with the Church of Rome, or reunion 
between bodies separated from each other in the same areas. 
The movements towards reunion which are at the present time 
most active, are of the second kind: reunion between the Angli
can Church and one or more of the "Free Church" bodies. It 
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is with the cultural implications of this latter kind of reunion 
that we are here specially concerned. There can be no question 
of reunion between the Church of England and, let us say, the 
Presbyterians or Methodists in America: any reunion would 
be of American Presbyterians with the Episcopal Church in 
America, and of English Presbyterians with the Church of Eng
land. 

It should be obvious, from the considerations advanced in 
my first chapter, that complete reunion involves community 
of culture-some common culture already existing, and the 
potentiality of its further development consequent upon official 
reunion. The ideal reunion of all Christians does not, of course, 
imply an eventual uniform culture the world over: it implies 
simply a "Christian culture" of which all local cultures should 
be variants-and they would and should vary very widely in
deed. We can already distinguish between a "local culture" and 
a "European culture"; when we use the latter term we recognise 
the local differences; similarly a universal "Christian culture" 
should not be taken to ignore or override the differences be
tween the cultures of the several continents. But the existence 
of a strong community of culture between various Christian 
bodies in the same area (we must remember that we here mean 
"culture" as distinguished from "religion") not only facilitates 
reunion of Christians in that area, but exposes such reunion to 
peculiar dangers. 

I have put forward the view that every division of a Christian 
people into sects brings about or aggnvates the development 
of "sub-cultures" amongst that people; and I have asked the 
reader to examine Anglicanism and the Free Churches for con
firmation of this view. But it should now be added, that the 
cultural divisions between Anglicans and Free Churchmen have, 
under changing social and economic conditions, become attenu
ated. The organisation of rural society from which the Church 
of England drew much of its cultural strength is in decay; the 
landed gentry have less security, less power and less influence; 
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the families which have risen in trade and in many places suc
ceeded to territorial proprietorship are themselves progressively 
reduced and impoverished. A diminishing number of Anglican 
clergy come from public schools or the old universities, or are 
educated at their families' expense; bishops are not wealthy men, 
and are embarrassed in keeping up palaces. Anglican and Free 
Church laymen have been educated at the same universities and 
often at the same schools. And finally, they are all exposed to 
the same environment of a culture severed from religion. When 
men of different religious persuasions are drawn together by 
common interests and common anxieties, by their awareness of 
an increasingly oppressive non-Christian world, and by their 
unawareness of the extent to which they are themselves pene
trated by non-Christian influences and by a neutral culture, it 
is only to be expected that the vestiges of the distinctions between 
their several Christian cultures should seem to them of minor 
significance. 

With the dangers of reunion on erroneous or evasive terms 
I am not here concerned; but I am much concerned with the 
danger that reunion facilitated by the disappearance of the cul
tural characteristics of the several bodies reunited might acceler
ate and confirm the general lowering of culture. The refinement 
or crudity of theological and philosophical thinking is itself, of 
course, one of the measures of the state of our culture; and the 
tendency in some quarters to reduce theology to such principles 
as a child can understand or a Socinian accept, is itself indicative 
of cultural debility. But there is a further danger, from our 
point of view, in schemes of reunion which attempt to remove 
the difficulties, and protect the self-assertiveness, of everybody. 
In an age like our own, when it has become a point of politeness 
to dissimulate social distinctions, and to pretend that the highest 
degree of "culture" ought to be made accessible to everybody
in an age of cultural levelling, it will be denied that the several 
Christian fragments to be re-united represent any cultural dif
ferences. There is certain to be a strong pressure towards a 
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reunion on terms of complete cultural equality. Too much ac
count may even be taken of the relative numbers of the member
ship of the uniting bodies: for a main culture will remain a main 
culture, and a sub<ulture will remain a sub<ulture, even if the 
latter attracts more adherents than the former. It is always the 
main religious body which is the guardian of more of the re
mains of the higher developments of culture preserved from a 
past time before the division took place. Not only is it the main 
religious body which has the more elaborated theology; it is the 
main religious body which is the least alienated from the best 
intellectual and artistic activity of its tiine. Hence it is that the 
convert-and I think not only of conversion from one form of 
Christianity to another, but indeed primarily of conversion from 
indifference to Christian belief and practice-the convert of the 
intellectual or sensitive type is drawn towards the more Catholic 
type of worship and doctrine. This attraction, which may occur 
before the prospective convert has begun to inform himself 
about Christianity at all, may be cited by the outsider as evidence 
that the convert has become a Christian for the wrong reasons, 
or that he is guilty of insincerity and affectation. Every sin that 
can be imagined has been practised, and the pretence of reli
gious faith may often enough have cloaked intellectual or es
thetic vanity and self-indulgence; but, on the view of the intimacy 
of religion and culture which is the starting point of my examina
tion, such phenomena as the progress to religious faith through 
cultural attraction are both natural and acceptable. 

After the considerations now reviewed, I must attempt to link 
the chapter to the two preceding chapters, by enquiring what 
is the ideal pattern of unity and diversity between Christian 
nations and between the several strata in each nation. It should 
be obvious that the sociological point of view cannot lead us 
to those conclusions which can properly be reached only by 
theological premisses; and the reader of the previous chapters 
will be prepared to find no solution in any rigid and unchange
able scheme. No security against cultural deterioration is offered 
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by any of the three chief types of religious organisation: the 
international church with a central government, the national 
church, or the separated sect. The danger of freedom is deli
quescence; the danger of strict order is petrifaction. Nor can 
we judge from the history of any particular society, whether a 
different religious history would have resulted in a more healthy 
culture today. The disastrous effects of armed religious strife 
within a people, as in England in the seventeenth century or 
in the German States in the sixteenth, need no emphasis; the 
disintegrating effect of sectarian division has already been 
touched upon. Yet we may ask whether Methodism did not, in 
the period of its greatest fervour, revive the spiritual life of the 
English, and prepare the way for the Evangelical Movement and 
even for the Oxford Movement. Furthermore, Dissent made it 
possible for "working class" Christians (though perhaps it might 
have done more than it has for "labouring class" Christians) to 
play that part, which all zealous and socially active Christians 
should wish to play, in the conduct of their local church and 
the social and charitable organisations connected with it. 1 The 
actual choice, at times, has been between sectarianism and indif
ference; and those who chose the former were, in so doing, 
keeping alive the culture of certain social strata. And, as I have 
said at the beginning, the appropriate culture of each stratum 
is of equal importance. 

As in the relation between the social classes, and as in the 
relation of the several regions of a country to each other and 
to the central power, it would seem that a constant struggle 
between the centripetal and the centrifugal forces is desirable. 
For without the struggle no balance can be maintained; and if 
either force won the result would be deplorable. The conclusions 
to which we are justified in coming, from our premisses and 

1 See two valuable Supplements to The Christian News-Letter: "Ecumeni
cal Christianity and the Working Classes" by W. G. Symons, July go, 
194 1 ;  and "The Free Churches and Working Class Culture" by John 
Marsh, May 20, 1942. 
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from the sociologist's point of view, appear to me to be as foDows. 
Christendom should be one: the form of organisation and the 
locus of powers in that unity are questions upon which we cannot 
pronounce. But within that unity there should be an endless 
conflict between ideas-for it is only by the struggle against 
constantly appearing false ideas that the truth is enlarged and 
clarified, and in the conflict with heresy that orthodoxy is devel
oped to meet the needs of the times; an endless effort also on 
the part of each region to shape its Christianity to suit itself, an 
effort which should neither be wholly suppressed nor left wholly 
unchecked. The local temperament must express its particular
ity in its fonn of Christianity, and so must the social stratum, 
so that the culture proper to each area and each class may 
flourish; but there must also be a force holding these areas and 
these classes together. "If this corrective force in the direction of 
uniformity of belief and practice is lacking, then the culture of 
each part will suffer. We have already found that the culture 
of a nation prospers with the prosperity of the culture of its 
several constituents, both geographical and social; but that is 
also needs to be itself a part of a larger culture, which requires 
the ultimate ideal, however unrealisable, of a "world culture" in 
a sense different from that implicit in the schemes of world
federationists. And without a common faith, all efforts towards 
drawing nations closer together in culture can produce only an 
illusion of unity. 



C H A P T E R  V 

A Note on Culture and Politics 

Politics did not, however, so much enga€,"1! him as to withhold his thoughts from things 
of more importance. 

SAMUEL JOHNSON ON GEORGE LVTTELTON 

WE observe nowadays that "culture" attracts the atten
tion of men of politics: not that politicians are always 
"men of culture," but that "culture" is recognised 

both as an instrument of policy and as something socially 
desirable which it is the business of the State to promote. 
We not only hear, from high political quarters, that "cultural 
relations" between nations are of great importance, but find 
that bureaux are founded, and officials appointed, for the 
express purpose of attending to these relations, which are 
presumed to foster international amity. The fact that culture 
has become, in some sense, a department of politics, should 
not obscure in our memory the fact that at other periods 
politics has been an activity pursued within a culture, and 
between representatives of different cultures. It is therefore 
not impertinent to attempt to indicate the place of politics 
within a culture united and divided according to the kind of 
unity and division which we have been considering. 

We may assume, I think, that in a society so articulated the 
practice of politics and an active interest in public affairs 
would not be the business of everybody, or of everybody to the 
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same degree; and that not everybody should concern himself, 
except at moments of crisis, with the conduct of the nation 
as a whole. In a healthy regional society, public affairs would 
be the business of everybody, or of the great majority, only 
within very small social units; and would be the business of a 
progressively smaller number of men in the larger units within 
which the smaller were comprehended. In a healthily stratified 
society, public affairs would be a responsibility not equally 
borne: a greater responsibility would be inherited by those 
who inherited special advantages, and in whom self-interest, 
and interest for the sake of their families ("a stake in the 
country") should cohere with public spirit. The governing 
elite, of the nation as a whole, would consist of those whose 
responsibility was inherited with their affluence and position, 
and whose forces were constantly increased , and often led, 
by rising individuals of exceptional talents. But when we speak 
of a governing elite, we must safeguard ourselves against 
thinking of an elite sharply divided from the other elites of 
society. 

The relation of the political elite-by which we mean the 
leading members of aU the effective and recognised political 
groups: for the survival of a parliamentary system requires a 
constant dining with the Opposition1-to the other elites would 
be put too crudely if described as communication between 
men of action and men of thought. It is rather a relation 
between men of different types of mind and different areas 
of thought and action. A sharp distinction between thought 
and action is no more tenable for the political than for the 
religious life, in which the contemplative must have his own 
activity, and the secular priest must not be wholly unpractised 
in meditation. There is no plane of active life on which 
thought is negligible, except that of the merest automatic exe-

1 I seem to remember that some such ph_rase was either attributed to 
Sir William Vernon Harcourt, or used about him. 
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cution of orders; and there is no species of thinking which 
can be quite without effect upon action. 

I have suggested elsewhere1 that a society is in danger of 
disintegration when there is a lack of contact between people 
of different areas of activity-between the political, the scien
tific, the artistic, the philosophical and the religious minds. 
This separation cannot be repaired merely by public organisa
tion. It is not a question of assembling into committees repre
sentatives of different types of knowledge and experience, of 
calling in everybody to advise everybody else. The elite should 
be something different, something much more organically 
composed, than a panel of bonzes, caciques and tycoons. Men 
who meet only for definite serious purposes, and on official 
occasions, do not wholly meet. They may have some common 
concern very much at heart; they may, in the course of re
peated contacts, come to share a vocabulary and an idiom 
which appear to communicate every shade of meaning neces
sary for their common purpose; but they will continue to 
retire from these encounters each to his private social world 
as well as to his solitary world. Everyone has observed that the 
possibilities of contented silence, of a mutual happy awareness 
when engaged upon a common task, or an underlying seri
ousness and significance in the enjoyment of a silly joke, are 
characteristics of any dose personal intimacy; and the conge
niality of any circle of friends depends upon a common social 
convention, a common ritual, and common pleasures of relax
ation. These aids to intimacy are no less important for the 
communication of meaning in words, than the possession of 
a common subject upon which the several parties are in
formed. It is unfortunate for a man when his friends and 
his business associates are two unrelated groups; it is also 
narrowing when they are one and the same group. 

Such observations upon personal intimacy cannot pretend 

1 The Idea of a Christian Society, p. 32. 
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to any novelty: the only possible novelty is in calling attention 
to them in this context. They point to the desirability of a 
society in which persons of every superior activity can meet 
without merely talking shop or being at pains to talk each 
other's shop. In order correctly to appraise a man of action 
we must meet him: or we must at least have known enough 
men of similar pursuits to be able to draw a shrewd guess 
about one whom we have not met. And to meet a man of 
thought, and to form an impression of his personality, may 
be of great assistance in judging his ideas. This is not wholly 
improper even in the field of art, though with important reser
vations, and thought the impressions of an artist's personality 
often affect opinion of his work quite irrelevantly-for every 
artist must have remarked, that while a small number of peo
ple dislike his work more strongly after meeting him, there 
are also many who are more friendly disposed towards his 
work if they find him a pleasant fellow. These advantages 
persist however they may offend the reason, and in spite of 
the fact that in modern societies of large numbers, it is impos
sible for everyone to know everyone else. 

In our time, we read too many new books, or are oppressed 
by the thought of the new books which we are neglecting to 
read; we read many books, because we cannot know enough 
people; we cannot know everybody whom it would be to our 
benefit to know, because there are too many of them. Conse
quently, if we have the skill to put words together and the 
fortune to get them printed, we communicate by writing more 
books. It is often those writers whom we are lucky enough to 
know, whose books we can ignore; and the better we know 
them personally, the less need we may feel to read what they 
write. We are encumbered not only with too many new books: 
we are further embarrassed by too many periodicals, reports 
and privately circulated memoranda. I n  the endeavour to 
keep up with the most intelligent of these publications we 
may sacrifice the three permanent reasons for reading: the 
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acquisition of wisdom, the enjoyment of art, and the pleasure 
of entertainment. Meanwhile, the professional politician has 
too much to do to have leisure for serious reading, even on 
politics. He has far too little time for exchange of ideas and 
information with men of distinction in other walks of life. In 
a society of smaller size (a society, therefore, which was less 
feverishly busy) there might be more conversation and fewer 
books; and we should not find the tendency-of which this 
essay provides one example-for those who have acquired 
some reputation, to write books outside the subject on which 
they have made that reputation. 
It is unlikely, in all the mass of letterpress, that the profoun

dest and most original works will reach the eye or command 
the attention of a large public, or even of a good number of 
the readers who are qualified to appreciate them. The ideas 
which flatter a current tendency or emotional attitude will go 
farthest; and some others will be distorted to fit in with what 
is already accepted. The residuum in the public mind is hardly 
likely to be a distillation of the best and wisest: it is more likely 
to represent the common prejudices of the majority of editors 
and reviewers. In this way are formed the idles re,ues-more 
precisely the mots re{u.s-which, because of their emotional 
influence upon that part of the public which is influenced by 
printed matter, have to be taken into account by the profes
sional politician, and treated with respect in his public utter
ances. It is unnecessary, for the simultaneous reception of 
these "ideas," that they should be consistent among them
selves; and, however they contradict each other, the practical 
politician must handle them with as much deference as if they 
were the constructions of informed sagacity, the intuitions of 
genius, or the accumulated wisdom of ages. He has not, as a 
rule, inhaled any fragrance they may have had when they 
were fresh; he only noses them when they have already begun 
to stink. 
In a society so graded as to have several levels of culture, 
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and several levels of power and authority, the politician might 
at least be restrained, in his use of language, by his respect 
for the judgment, and fear of the ridicule, of a smaller and 
more critical public, among which was maintained some stan
dard of prose style. If it were also a decentralised society, a 
society in which local cultures continued to flourish, and in 
which the majority of problems were local problems on which 
local populations could form an opinion from their own expe
rience and from conversation with their neighbours, political 
utterances might also tend to manifest greater clarity and be 
susceptible of fewer variations of interpretation. A local 
speech on a local issue is likely to be more intelligible than 
one addressed to a whole nation, and we observe that the 
greatest muster of ambiguities and obscure generalities is usu
ally to be found in speeches which are addressed to the whole 
world. 

It is always desirable that a part of the education of those 
persons who are either born into, or qualified by their abilities 
to enter, the superior political grades of society, should be 
instruction in history, and that a part of the study of history 
should be the history of political theory. The advantage of 
the study of Greek history and Greek political theory, as a 
preliminary to the study of other history and other theory, is 
its manageability: it has to do with a small area, with men rather 
than masses, and with the human passions of individuals 
rather than with those vast impersonal forces which in our 
modern society are a necessary convenience of thought, and 
the study of which tends to obscure the study of human be
ings. The reader of Greek philosophy, moreover, is unlikely 
to be over-sanguine about the effects of political theory; for 
he will observe that the study of political forms appears to 
have arisen out of the failure of political systems; and that 
neither Plato nor Aristotle was much concerned with predic
tion, or very optimistic about the future. 

The kind of political theory which has arisen in quite mod-
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ern times is less concerned with human nature, which it is 

inclined to treat as something which can always be re-fash
ioned to fit whatever political form is regarded as most desir
able. Its real data are impersonal forces which may have 
originated in the conflict and combination of human wills but 
have come to supersede them. As a part of academic discipline 
for the young, it suffers from several drawbacks. It tends, of 
course, to form minds which will be set to think only in terms 
of impersonal and inhuman forces, and thereby to de-hu
manise its students. Being occupied with humanity only in 
the mass, it tends to separate itself from ethics; being occupied 
only with that recent period of history during which humanity 
can most easily be shown to have been ruled by impersonal 
forces, it reduces the proper study of mankind to the last two 
or three hundred years of man. It too often inculcates a belief 
in a future inflexibly determined and at the same time in a 
future which we are wholly free to shape as we like. Modem 
political thought, inextricably involved with economics and 
with sociology, preempts to itself the position of queen of the 
sciences. For the exact and experimental sciences are judged 
according to their utility, and are valued in so far as they 
produce results-either for making life more comfortable and 
less laborious, or for making it more precarious and ending 
it more quickly. Culture itself is regarded either as a negligible 
by-product which can be left to itself, or as a department of 
life to be organised in accordance with the particular scheme 
we favour. I am thinking not only of the more dogmatic and 
totalitarian philosophies of the present day, but of assump
tions which colour thinking in every country and tend to be 
shared by the most opposed parties. 

An important document in the history of the political direc
tion of culture will be Leon Trotsky's essay, Literature and 
Revolution, of which an English translation appeared in 1925. 1  

1 PubliShed by International Publishers, New York. A book which mer-
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The conviction, which seems to be deeply implanted in the 
Muscovite mind, that it is the role of Mother Russia to contrib
ute not merely ideas and political forms, but a total way of 
life for the rest of the world, has gone far to make us all more 
politically culture-conscious. But there have been other causes 
than the Russian Revolution for this consciousness. The re
searches and the theories of anthropologists have played their 
part, and have led us to study the relations of imperial powers 
and subject peoples with a new attention. Governments are 
more aware of the necessity of taking account of cultural 
differences; and to the degree to which colonial administra
tion is controlled from the imperial centre, these differences 
become of increasing importance. One people in isolation is 
not aware of having a "culture" at all. And the differences 
between the several European nations in the past were not 
wide enough to make their peoples see their cultures as differ
ent to the point of conflict and incompatibility: culture-con
sciousness as a means of uniting a nation against other nations 
was first exploited by the late rulers of Germany. Today, we 
have become culture-conscious in a way which nourishes na
zism, communism and nationalism all at once; in a way which 
emphasises separation without helping us to overcome it. At 
this point a few remarks on the cultural effects of empire (in 
the most comprehensive sense) may not be amiss. 

The early British rulers of India were content to rule; some 
of them, through long residence and continuous absence from 
Britain, assimilated themselves to the mentality of the people 
they governed. A later type of rulers, explicitly and increas-

its republication. It does not give the impression that Trotsky was very 
sensitive to literature; but he was, from his own point of view, very 
intelligent about it. Like all his writin�, the book 1s encumbered with 
discussion of minor Russian personaliues of which the foreigner is igno
rant and in which he is not interested; but this indulgence in detail, while 
it contributes a flavour of provinciality, gives the work all the more 
appearance of genuineness, as having been written rather to speak his 
mind than with an eye to a foreign audience. 
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ingly the servants of Whitehall, and serving only for a limited 
period (after which they returned to their native country, 
either to retirement or to some other activity) aimed rather 
to bring to India the benefits of western civilisation.  They did 
not intend to uproot, or to impose, a total "culture": but the 
superiority of western political and social organisation, of En
glish education, of English justice, of western "enlightenment" 
and science seemed to them so self-evident that the desire 
to do good would alone have been a sufficient motive for 
introducing these things. The Briton, unconscious of the im
portance of religion in the formation of his own culture, could 
hardly be expected to recognise its importance in the preser
vation of another. In the piece-meal imposition of a foreign 
culture-an imposition in which force plays only a small part: 
the appeal to ambition, and the temptation to which the native 
is exposed, to admire the wrong things in western civilisation, 
and for the wrong reasons, are much more decisive-the mo
tives of arrogance and generosity are always inextricably 
mixed; there is at the same time an assertion of superiority 
and a desire to communicate the way of life upon which that 
assumed superiority is based; so that the native acquires a 
taste for western ways, ajealous admiration of material power, 
and a resentment against his tutors. The partial success of 
westernisation, of which some members of an Eastern society 
are quick to seize the apparent advantages, has tended to 
make the Oriental more discontented with his own civilisation 
and more resentful of that which has caused this discontent; 
has made him more conscious of differences, at the same 
time that it has obliterated some of these differences; and 
has broken up the native culture on its highest level, without 
penetrating the mass. And we are left with the melancholy 
reflection that the cause of this disintegration is not corrup
tion, brutality or maladministration:  such ills have played but 
a small part, and no ruling nation has had less to be ashamed 
of than Britain in these particulars; corruption, brutality and 
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maladministration were too prevalent in India before the Brit
ish arrived, for commission of them to disturb the fabric of 
Indian life. The cause lies in the fact that there can be no 
permanent compromise between the extremes of an external 
rule which is content to keep order and leave the social struc
ture unaltered, and a complete cultural assimilation.  The fail
ure to arrive at the latter is a religious failure. 1 

To point to the damage that has been done to native cul
tures in the process of imperial expansion is by no means 
an indictment of empire itself, as the advocates of imperial 
dissolution are only too apt to infer. Indeed, it is often these 
same anti-imperialists who, being liberals, are the most com
placent believers in the superiority of western civilisation,  and 
at one and the same time blind to the benefits conferred by 
imperial government and to the injury done by the destruc
tion of native culture. According to such enthusiasts, we do 
well to intrude ourselves upon another civilisation, equip the 
members of it with our mechanical contrivances, our systems 
of government, education, law, medicine and finance, inspire 
them with a contempt for their own customs and with an 
enlightened attitude towards religious superstition-and then 
leave them to stew in the broth which we have brewed for 
them. 

It is noticeable that the most vehement criticism, or abuse, 
of B ritish imperialism often comes from representatives of 

1 An interesting survey of the effects of culture-contact in the East is 
to be found in The British in Asia by Guy Wint. Mr. Wint's occasional 
suggestions of the effect of India upon the British are no less suggestive 
than his account of the effect of the British upon India. For example: 

"How the English colour prejudice began-whether it was inherited 
from the Portuguese in India, or was an infection from the Hindu caste 
system or, as has been suggested, began with the arrival of insular and 
suburban wives of civil servants, or came from some other cause-is not 
certain. The British in India were the British middle class living in the 
artificial condition of having above them no upper class of their own 
people, and below them no lower class of their own people. It was a state 
of existence which led to a combined arrogance and defensiveness." P. 
20CJ. 
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societies which practise a different form of imperialism-that 
is to say, of expansion which brings material benefits and 
extends the influence of culture. America has tended to im
pose its way of life chiefly in the courSe of doing business, 
and creating a taste for its commodities. Even the humblest 
material artefact, which is the product and the symbol of a 
particular civilisation, is an emissary of the culture out of 
which it comes: I mention that influential and inflammable 
article the celluloid film. American economic expansion can 
be also, in its way, the cause of disintegration of cultures which 
it touches. 

The newest type of imperialism, that of Russia, is probably 
the most ingenious, and the best calculated to flourish ac
cording to the temper of the present age. The Russian Empire 
appears to be sedulous to avoid the weaknesses of the empires 
which have preceded it: it is at the same time more ruthless 
and more careful of the vanity of subject peoples. The official 
doctrine is one of complete racial equality-an appearance 
easier for Russia to preserve in Asia, because of the oriental 
cast of the Russian mind and because of the backwardness of 
Russian development according to western standards. At
tempts appear to be made to preserve the similitude of local 
self-government and autonomy: the aim, I suspect, is to give 
the several local republics and satellite states the illusion of a 
kind of independence, while the real power is exercised from 
Moscow. The illusion must sometimes fade, when a local re
public is suddenly and ignominiously reduced to the status of 
a kind of province or crown colony; but it is maintained
and this is what is most interesting from our point of view
by a careful fostering of local "culture," culture in the reduced 
sense of the word, as everything that is picturesque, harmless 
and separable from politics, such as language and literature, 
local arts and customs. But as Soviet Russia must maintain 
the subordination of culture to political theory, the success of 
her imperialism seems likely to lead to a sense of superiority 
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on the part of that one of her peoples in which her political 
theory has been formed; so that we might expect, so long as 
the Russian Empire holds together, to find the increasing 
assertion of one dominant Muscovite culture, with subordi
nate races surviving, not as peoples each with its own cultural 
pattern, but as inferior castes. However that may be, the Rus
sians have been the first modern people to practise the political 
direction of culture consciously, and to attack at every point 
the culture of any people whom they wish to dominate. The 
more highly developed is any alien culture, the more thor
ough the attempts to extirpate it by elimination of those ele
ments in the subject population in which that culture is most 
conscious. 

The dangers arising from "culture-consciousness" in the 
West are at present of a different kind. Our motives, in at
tempting to do something about our culture, are not yet con
sciously political. They arise from the consciousness that our 
culture is not in very good health and from the feeling that 
we must take steps to improve its condition. This conscious
ness has transformed the problem of education, by either 
identifying culture with education, or turning to education as 
the one instrument for improving our culture. As for the 
intervention of the State, or of some quasi-official body sub
ventioned by the State, in assistance of the arts and sciences, 
we can see only too well the need, under present conditions, 
for such support. A body like the British Council, by con
stantly sending representatives of the arts and sciences 
abroad, and inviting foreign representatives to this country, 
is in our time invaluable-but we must not come to accept as 
permanent or normal and healthy the conditions which make 
such direction necessary. We are prepared to believe that 
there will, under any conditions, be useful work for the British 
Council to perform; but we should not like to be assured that 
never again will it be possible for the intellectual elite of all 
countries to travel as private citizens and make each other's 
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acquaintance without the approval and support of some offi
cial organisation. Some important activities, it is likely enough, 
will never again be possible without official backing of some 
kind. The progress of the experimental sciences now requires 
vast and expensive equipment; and the practice of the arts has 
no longer, on any large scale, the benefit of private patronage. 
Some safeguard may be provided, against increasing centrali
sation of control and politicisation of the arts and sciences, by 
encouraging local initiative and responsibility; and, as far as 

possible, separating the central source of funds from control 
over their use. We should do well also to refer to the subsidised 
and anificially stimulated activities each by its name: let us do 
what is necessary for painting and sculpture, or architecture, 
or the theatre, or music, or one or another science or depart
ment of intellectual exercise, speaking of each by its name, 
and restraining ourselves from using the word "culture" as a 
comprehensive term. For thus we slip into the assumption 
that culture can be planned. Culture can never be wholly 
conscious-there is always more to it than we are conscious 
of; and it cannot be planned because it is also the unconscious 
background of all our planning. 



C H A P T E R  V I  

Notes on Education and Culture: and 
Conclusion 

DURING the recent war an exceptional number of 
books were published on the subject of education; 
there were also voluminous reports of commissions, 

and an incalculable number of contributions on this subject 
in periodicals. It is not my business, nor is it within my compe
tence, to review the whole of current educational theory; but 
a few comments on it are in place, because of the close associa
tion, in many minds, between education and culture. What is 
of interest to my thesis is the kind of assumption which is 
made by those who write about education. The notes which 
follow comment on a few such prevalent assumptions. 

1 .  That, before entering upon any discussion of Education, the 
purpose of Education must be stated. 

This is a very different thing from defining the word "edu
cation." The Oxford Dictionary tells us that education is "the 
process of bringing up (young persons)"; that it is "the system
atic instruction, schooling or training given to the young (and, 
by extension, to adults) in preparation for the work of life"; 
that it is also "culture or development of powers, formation 
of character." We learn that the first of these definitions is 
according to the use of the sixteenth century; and that the 
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third use appears to have arisen in the nineteenth. In short, 
the dictionary tells you what you know already, and I do not 
see how a dictionary could do more. But when writers attempt 
to state the purpose of education, they are doing one of two 
things: they are eliciting what they believe to have been the 
unconscious purpose always, and thereby giving their own 
meaning to the history of the subject; or they are formulating 
what may not have been, or may have been only fitfully, the 
real purpose in the past, but should in their opinion be the 
purpose directing development in the future. Let us look at 
a few of these statements of the purpose of education. In The 
Churches Survey Their Task, a volume published in connexion 
with the Oxford Conference on Church, Community and 
State in 1937, we find the following: 

Education is the process by which the community seeks to open 
its life to all the individuals within it and enable them to take their 
part in it. It attempts to pass on to them its culture, including the 
standards by which it would have them live. Where that culture is 
regarded as final, the attempt is made to impose it on younger minds. 
Where it is viewed as a stage in development, younger minds are 
trained both to receive it and to criticise and improve upon it. 

This culture is composed of various elements. It runs from rudi
mentary skill and knowledge up to the interpretation of the universe 
and of man by which the community lives . . .  

The purpose of education, it seems, is to transmit culture: so 
culture (which has not been defined) is likely to be limited to 
what can be transmitted by education. While "education" is 
perhaps allowed to be more comprehensive than "the educa
tional system," we must observe that the assumption that cul
ture can be summed up as skills and interpretations 
controverts the more comprehensive view of culture which I 
have endeavoured to take. Incidentally, we should keep a 
sharp eye on this personified "community" which is the reposi
tory of authority. 
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Another account of the purpose of education is that which 

sees it in terms of political and social change. This, if I have 
understood him, is the purpose which fires Mr. H .  C. Dent. 
"Our ideal," he says in A New Order in English Education, "is a 
full democracy." Full democracy is not defined; and, if full 
democracy is attained, we should like to know what is to be 
our next ideal for education after this ideal has been realised. 

Mr. Herbert Read gives his account of the purpose of educa
tion in Education Through Art. I do not think that Mr. Read 
could see quite eye to eye with Mr. Dent, for whereas Mr. 
Dent wants a "full democracy," Mr. Read says that he "elects 
for a libertarian conception of democracy," which I suspect 
is a very different democracy from Mr. Dent's. Mr. Read (in 
spite of elects for) is a good deal more precise in his use of 
words than Mr. Dent; so, while he is less likely to confuse the 
hasty reader, he is more likely to confound the diligent one. 
It is in electing for a libertarian conception of democracy, he 
says, that we answer the question, "What is the purpose of 
education?" This purpose is further defined as "the reconcilia
tion of individual uniqueness with social unity." 

Another kind of account of the purpose of education is the 
uncompleted account, of which Dr. F. C. Happold (in Towards 
a New Aristocracy) gives us a specimen. The fundamental task 
of education, he tells us, is "training the sort of men and 
women the age needs." If we believe that there are some sorts 
of men and women which are needed by every age, we may 
remark that there should be permanence as well as change 
in education. But the account is incomplete, in that we are 
left wondering who is to determine what are the needs of the 
age. 

One of the most frequent answers to the question "what is 
the purpose of education?" is "happiness." Mr. Herbert Read 
gives us this answer too, in a pamphlet called The Education 
of Free Men, by saying that he knows of no better definition 
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of the aims of education than that of William Godwin: "the 
true object of education . . . is the generation of happiness." 
"The Government's purpose," said the White Paper which 
heralded the latest Education Act, "is to secure for children 
a happier childhood and a �tter start in life." Happiness is 
often associated with "the full development of personality." 

Dr. C. E. M. Joad, showing more prudence than most of 
those who attempt to answer this question, holds the view, 
which seems to me a very sensible one, that education has a 
number of ends. Of these he lists three (in About Education, 
one of the most readable books on the subject that I have 
consulted): 

1 .  To enable a boy or girl to earn his or her living . . . .  
2. To equip him to play his part as the citizen of a democracy. 
3· To enable him to develop all the latent powers and faculties 

of his nature and so enjoy a good life. 

It  is a relief, at this point, to have presented to us the simple 
and intelligible notion that equipment to earn one's living is 
one of the purposes of education. We again note the close 
association between education and democracy; here also Dr. 
Joad is perhaps more prudent than Mr. Dent or Mr. Read 
in not qualifying his "democracy" by an adjective. "To de
velop all the latent powers and faculties" appears to be a 
variant of "the full development of personality": but Dr. 
Joad is sagacious in avoiding the use of that puzzling word 
"personality." 

Some, no doubt, will disagree with Dr. Joad's selection of 
purposes. And we may, with more reason, complain that none 
of them takes us very far without getting us into trouble. 
They all contain some truth: but as each of them needs to be 
corrected by the others, it is possible that they all need to be 
adjusted to other purposes as well. Each of them needs some 
qualification. A particular course of education may, in the 
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world in which a young person finds himself, be exactly what 
is needed to develop his peculiar gifts and yet impair his ability 
to earn a living. Education of the young to play their part in 
a democracy is a necessary adaptation ofindividual to environ
ment, if a democracy is what they are going to play their 
part in: if not, it is making the pupil instrumental to the 
accomplishment of a social change which the educator has at 
heart-and this is not education but something else. I am not 
denying that a democracy is the best form of society, but by 
introducing this standard for education, Dr. Joad, with other 
writers, is leaving it open to those who believe in some other 
form of society which Dr. ]oad might not like, to substitute 
(and so far as he is talking about education only, Dr. Joad 
could not confute them) some account like the following: 
"One of the purposes of education is to equip a boy or girl 
to play his or her part as the subject of a despotic government." 
Finally, as for developing all the latent powers and faculties 
of one's nature, I am not sure that anyone should hope for 
that: it may be that we can only develop some powers and 
faculties at the expense of others, and that there must be some 
choice, as well as inevitably some accident, in the direction 
which anyone's development takes. And as for the good life, 
there is some ambiguity in the sense in which we shall "enjoy" 
it; and what the good life is, has been a subject of discussion 
from early times to the present day. 

What we remark especially about the educational thought 
of the last few years, is the enthusiasm with which education 
has been taken up as an instrument for the realisation of social 
ideals. It would be a pity if we overlooked the possibilities of 
education as a means of acquiring wisdom; if we belittled the 
acquisition of knowledge for the satisfaction of curiosity , with
out any further motive than the desire to know; and if we 
lost our respect for learning. So much for the purpose . of 
education.  I proceed to the next assumption. 
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2. That Education makes people happier. 

We have already found that the purpose of education has 
been defined as making people happier. The assumption 
that it does make people happier needs to be considered sepa
rately. That the educated person is happier than the unedu
cated is by no means self-evident. Those who are conscious 
of their lack of education are discontented, if they cherish 
ambitions to excel in occupations for which they are not quali
fied; they are sometimes discontented, simply because they 
have been given to understand that more education would 
have made them happier. Many of us feel some grievance 
against our elders, our schools or our universities for not 
having done better by us: this can be a way of extenuating 
our own shortcomings and excusing our failures. On the other 
hand, to be educated above the level of those whose social 
habits and tastes one has inherited, may cause a division within 
a man which interferes with happiness; even though, when 
the individual is of superior intellect, it may bring him a fuller 
and more useful life. And to be trained, taught or instructed 
above the level of one's abilities and strength may be disas
trous; for education is a strain, and can impose greater bur
dens upon a mind than that mind can bear. Too much 
education,  like too little education, can produce unhap
piness. 

3· That Education is something that everyone wants. 

People can be persuaded to desire almost anything, for a 
time, if they are constantly told that it is something to which 
they are entitled and which is unjustly withheld from them. 
The spontaneous desire for education is greater in some com
munities than in others; it is generally agreed to be stronger 
in the North than in the South of England, and stronger still in 
Scotland. It is possible that the desire for education is greater 
where there are difficulties in the way of obtaining it-diffi-
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culties not insuperable but only to be surmounted at the cost 
of some sacrifice and privation. If this is so, we may conjecture 
that facility of education will lead to indifference to it; and 
that the universal imposition of education up to the years of 
maturity will lead to hostility towards it. A high average of 
general education is perhaps less necessary for a civil society 
than is a respect for learning. 

4· That Education should be organised so as to give "equality of 
opportunity. "1 

It follows from what has been said in an earlier chapter 
about classes and elites, that education should help to preserve 
the class and to select the elite. It is right that the exceptional 
individual should have the opportunity to elevate himself in 
the social scale and attain a position in which he can exercise 
his talents to the greatest benefit of himself and of society. 
But the ideal of an educational system which would automati
cally sort out everyone according to his native capacities is 
unattainable in practice; and if we made it our chief aim, 
would disorganise society and debase education. It would dis
organise society, by substituting for classes, elites of brains, 
or perhaps only of sharp wits. Any educational system aiming 
at a complete adjustment between education and society will 
tend both to restrict education to what will lead to success in 
the world, and to restrict success in the world to those persons 
who have been good pupils of the system. The prospect of a 
society ruled and directed only by those who have passed 

1This may be called Jacobinism in Education. ]acobinism, according 
to one who had given some attention to it, consisted "in taking the people 
as equal individuals, without any corporate name or description, without 
attention to property, without division of powers, and forming the gov
ernment of delegates from a number of men, so constituted; in destroy
ing or confiscating property, and bribing the public creditors, or the 
poor, with the spoils, now of one part of the community, now of an
other,without regard to prescription or profession."-Burke: Rerrwrk.s on 
the Policy of the Allies. 
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certain examinations or satisfied tests devised by psychologists 
is not reassuring: while it might give scope to talents hitherto 
obscured, it would probably obscure others, and reduce to 
impotence some who should have rendered high service. Fur
thermore, the ideal of a uniform system such that no one 
capable of receiving higher education could fail to get it, leads 
imperceptibly to the education of too many people, and conse
quently to the lowering of standards to whatever this swollen 
number of candidates is able to reach. 

Nothing is more moving in Dr. Joad's treatise than the 
passage in which he expatiates on the amenities of Winches
ter and Oxford. Dr. Joad paid a visit to Winchester; and 
while there, he wandered into a delightful garden. One 
suspects that he may have got into the garden of the Dean
ery, but he does not know what garden it was. This garden 
set him to ruminating about the College, and its "blend of 
the works of nature and man." "What I see," he said to 
himself, "is the end-product of a long-continuing tradition , 
running back through our history, in this particular case, 
to the Tudors." (I cannot see why he stopped at the Tudors, 
but that was far enough to sustain the emotion with which 
his mind was suffused.) It was not only nature and architec
ture that impressed him; he was aware also of "a long tradi
tion of secure men leading dignified and leisured lives." 
From Winchester his mind passed to Oxford, to the Oxford 
which he had known as an undergraduate; and again, it was 
not merely architecture and gardens upon which his mind 
dwelt, but also men: 

But even in my own time . . .  when democracy was already knock
ing at the gates of the citadel it was so soon to capture, some faint 
aftermath of the Greek sunset could be observed. At Balliol, in 19 1 1 
there was a group of young men centring upon the Grenfells and 
John Manners, many of whom were killed in the last war, who took 
it for granted that they should row in the College boat, play hockey 
or rugger for the College or even for the University, act for the 
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0. U .D.S., get tight at College Gaudies, spend pan of the night talking 
in the company of their friends, while at the same time getting their 
scholarships and prizes and Firsts in Greats. The First in Greats was 
taken, as it were, in their stride. I have not seen such men before 
or since. It may be that they were the last representatives of a tradi
tion which died with them . . . .  

It seems strange, after these wistful reflections, that Dr. Joad 
should end his chapter by supporting a proposal of Mr. R. 
H. Tawney: that the public schools should be taken over by 
the State and used as boarding schools to accommodate for 
two or three years the intellectually abler secondary school 
boys from the ages of sixteen to eighteen. For the conditions 
over which he pronounces such a tearful valedictory were 
not brought about by equality of opportunity. They were not 
brought about, either, by mere privilege; but by a happy com
bination of privilege and opportunity, in the blend he so sa
vours, of which no Education Act will ever find the secret. 

5· The Mute InglorWu.s Milton dogma. 

The Equality of Opportunity dogma, which is associated 
with the belief that superiority is always superiority of intellect, 
that some infallible method can be designed for the detection 
of intellect, and that a system can be devised which will infalli
bly nourish it, derives emotional reinforcement from the be
lief in the mute inglorious Milton. This myth assumes that a 
great deal of first-rate ability-not merely ability, but genius
is being wasted for lack of education; or, alternatively, that if 
even one potential Milton has been suppressed in the course 
of centuries, from deprivation of formal teaching, it is still 
worth while to turn education topsy-turvy so that it may not 
happen again. (It might be embarrassing to have a great many 
Miltons and Shakespeares, but th:tt danger is remote.) In jus
tice to Thomas Gray, we should remind ourselves of the last 
and finest line of the quatrain, and remember that we may 
also have escaped some Cromwell guilty of his country's blood. 
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The proposition that we have lost a number of Miltons and 
Cromwells through our tardiness in providing a comprehen
sive state system of education, cannot be either proved or 
disproved: it has a strong attraction for many ardent re
forming spirits. 

This completes my brief list-which is not intended to be 
exhaustive-of current beliefs. The dogma of equal opportu
nity is the most influential of all, and is maintained stoutly by 
some who would shrink from what seem to me its probable 
consequences. It is an ideal which can only be fully realised 
when the institution of the family is no longer respected, and 
when parental control and responsibility passes to the State. 
Any system which puts it into effect must see that no advan
tages of family fortune, no advantages due to the foresight, 
the self-sacrifice or the ambition of parents are allowed to 
obtain for any child or young person an education superior 
to that to which the system finds him to be entitled. The 
popularity of the belief is perhaps an indication that the de
pression of the family is accepted, and that the disintegration 
of classes is far advanced. This disintegration of classes had 
already led to an exaggerated estimate of the social impor
tance of the right school and the right college at the right 
university, as giving a status which formerly pertained to mere 
birth. In a more articulated society-which is not a society in 
which social classes are isolated from each other: that is itself 
a kind of decay-the social distinction of the right school or 
college would not be so coveted, for social position would be 
marked in other ways. The envy of those who are "better 
born" than oneself is a feeble velleity, with only a shadow of 
the passion with which material advantages are envied. No 
sane person can be consumed with bitterness at not having 
had more exalted ancestors, for that would be to wish to be 
another person than the person one is: but the advantage of 
the status conferred by education at a more fashionable school 
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is one which we can readily imagine ourselves as having en
joyed also. The disintegration of class has induced the expan
sion of envy, which provides ample fuel for the flame of"equal 
opportunity." 

Besides the motive of giving everyone as much education 
as possible, because education is in itself desirable, there are 
other motives affecting educational legislation: motives which 
may be praiseworthy, or which simply recognise the inevitable, 
and which we need mention here only as a reminder of the 
complexity of the legislative problem. One motive, for in
stance, for raising the age-limit of compulsory schooling is 
the laudable desire to protect the adolescent, and fortify him 
against the more degrading influences to which he is exposed 
on entering the ranks of industry. We should be candid about 
such a motive; and instead of affirming what is to be doubted, 
that everyone will profit by as many years of tuition as we can 
give him, admit that the conditions of life in modem indus trial 
society are so deplorable, and the moral restraints so weak, 
that we must prolong the schooling of young people simply 
because we are at our wits' end to know what to do to save 
them. Instead of congratulating ourselves on our progress, 
whenever the school assumes another responsibility hitherto 
left to parents, we might do better to admit that we have 
arrived at a stage of civilisation at which the family is irrespon
sible, or incompetent, or helpless; at which parents cannot 
be expected to train their children properly; at which many 
parents cannot afford to feed them properly, and would not 
know how, even if they had the means; and that Education 
must step in and make the best of a bad job. 1 

1 I hope, however, that the reader of these lines has read, or will 
immediately read, The Peckham Experimmt, as an illustration of what can 
be done, under modem conditions, to help the family to help itself. 
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Mr. D. R. Hardman1 observed that: 

The age of industrialism and democracy had brought to an end 
most of the great cultural traditions of Europe, and not least that of 
architecture. In the contemporary world, in which the majority were 
half-educated and many not even a quarter-educated, and in which 
large fortunes and enormous power could be obtained by exploiting 
ignorance and appetite, there was a vast cultural breakdown which 
stretched from America to Europe and from Europe to the East. 

This is true, though there are a few inferences which might 
be improperly drawn. The exploitation of ignorance and ap
petite is not an activity only of commercial adventurers mak
ing large fortunes: it can be pursued more thoroughly and 
on a larger scale by governments. The cultural breakdown is 
not a kind of infection which began in America, spread to 
Europe, and from Europe has contaminated the East (Mr. 
Hardman may not have meant that, but his words might be 
so interpreted). But what is important is to remember that 
"half-education" is a modern phenomenon. In earlier ages 
the majority could not be said to have been "half-educated" 
or less: people had the education necessary for the functions 
they were called upon to perform. It would be incorrect to 
refer to a member of a primitive society, or to a skilled agricul
tural labourer in any age, as half-educated or quarter-edu
cated or educated to any smaller fraction. Education in the 
modern sense implies a disintegrated society, in which it has 
come to be assumed that there must be one measure of educa
tion according to which everyone is educated simply more or 
less. Hence Education has become an abstraction. 

Once we have arrived at this abstraction, remote from life, 
it is easy to proceed to the conclusion-for we all agree about 
the "cultural breakdown"-that education fur everybody is 
the means we must employ for putting civilisation together 

1 As Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of Education, speaking 
on January 1 2, 1946, at the general meeting of the Middlesex Head 
Teachers' Association. 
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again. Now so long as we mean by "education" everything 
that goes to form the good individual in a good society, we 
are in accord, though the conclusion does not appear to get 
us anywhere; but when we come to mean by "education" that 
limited system of instruction which the Ministry of Education 
controls, or aims to control, the remedy is manifestly and 
ludicrously inadequate. The same may be said of the defini
tion of the purpose of education which we have already found 
in The Churches Survey Their Task. According to this definition, 
education is the process by which the community attempts to 
pass on to all its members its culture, including the standards 
by which it would have them live. The community, in this 
definition, is an unconscious collective mind, very different 
from the mind of the Ministry of Education, or the Head 
Masters' Association, or the mind of any of the numerous 
bodies concerned with education. If we include as education 
all the influences of family and environment, we are going 
far beyond what professional educators can control-though 
their sway can extend very far indeed ; but if we mean that 
culture is what is passed on by our elementary and secondary 
schools, or by our preparatory and public schools, then we 
are asserting that an organ is a whole organism. For the 
schools can transmit only a part, and they can only transmit 
this part effectively, if the outside influences, not only of fam
ily and environment, but of work and play, of newsprint and 
spectacles and entertainment and sport, are in harmony with 
them. 

Error creeps in again and again through our tendency to 
think of culture as group culture exclusively, the culture of 
the "cultured" classes and elites. We then proceed to think of 
the humbler part of society as having culture only in so far 
as it participates in this superior and more conscious culture. 
To treat the "uneducated" mass of the population as we might 
treat some innocent tribe of savages to whom we are impelled 
to deliver the true faith, is to encourage them to neglect or 
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despise that culture which they should possess and from which 
the more conscious part of culture draws vitality; and to aim 
to make everyone share in the appreciation of the fruits of 
the more conscious part of culture is to adulterate and 
cheapen what you give. For it is an essential condition of the 
preservation of the quality of the culture of the minority, that 
it should continue to be a minority culture. No number of 
Young Peoples' Colleges will compensate for the deterioration 
of Oxford and Cambridge, and for the disappearance of that 
"blend" which Dr. Joad relishes. A "mass-culture" will always 
be a substitute-culture; and sooner or later the deception will 
become apparent to the more intelligent of those upon whom 
this culture has been palmed off. 

I am not questioning the usefulness, or deriding the dignity 
of Young Peoples' Colleges, or of any other particular new 
construction. In so far as these institutions can be good, they 
are more likely to be good, and not to deliver disappointment, 
if we are frankly aware of the limits of what we can do with 
them, and if we combat the delusion that the maladies of the 
modern world can be put right by a system of instruction. A 
measure which is desirable as a palliative, may be injurious if 
presented as a cure. My main point is the same as that which 
I tried to make in the previous chapter, when I spoke of the 
tendency of politics to dominate culture, instead of keeping 
to its place within a culture. There is also the danger that 
education-which indeed comes under the influence of poli
tics-will take upon itself the reformation and direction of 
culture, instead of keeping to its place as one of the activities 
through which a culture realises itself. Culture cannot alto
gether be brought to consciousness; and the culture of which 
we are wholly conscious is never the whole of culture: the 
effective culture is that which is directing the activities of those 
who are manipulating that which they caU culture. 

So the instructive point is this, that the more education 
arrogates to itself the responsibility, the more systematically 
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will it betray culture. The definition of the purpose of educa
tion in The Churches Survey Their Task returns to plague us like 
the laughter of hyaenas at a funeral. Where that culture is re
garded as final, the auempt is made to impose it on younger minds. 
Where it is viewed as a stage in development, younger minds are 
trained to receive it and to improve upon it. These are cosseting 
phrases which reprove our cultural ancestors-including 
those of Greece, Rome, Italy and France-who had no notion 
of the extent to which their culture was going to be improved 
upon after the Oxford Conference on Church, Community 
and State in 1 937· We know now that the highest achievements 
of the past, in art, in wisdom, in holiness, were but "stages in 
development" which we can teach our springalds to improve 
upon. We must not train them merely to receive the culture 
of the past, for that would be to regard the culture of the past 
as final. We must not impose culture upon the young, though 
we may impose upon them whatever political and social phi
losophy is in vogue. And yet the culture of Europe has deterio
rated visibly within the memory of many who are by no means 
the oldest among us. And we know, that whether education 
can foster and improve culture or not, it can surely adulterate 
and degrade it. For there is no doubt that in our headlong 
rush to educate everybody, we are lowering our standards, 
and more and more abandoning the study of those subjects 
by which the essentials of our culture-of that part of it which 
is transmissible by education-are transmitted; destroying 
our ancient edifices to make ready the ground upon which 
the barbarian nomads of the future will encamp in their mech
anised caravans. 

The previous paragraph is to be considered only as an inci
dental flourish to relieve the feelings of the writer and perhaps 
of a few of his more sympathetic readers. It is no longer 
possible, as it might have been a hundred years ago, to find 
consolation in prophetic gloom; and such a means of escape 
would betray the intentions of this essay as stated in my intro-
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duction. If the reader goes so far as to agree that the kind of 
organisation of society which I have indicated is likely to be 
that most favourable to the growth and survival of a superior 
culture, he should then consider whether the means are them
selves desirable as ends: for I have maintained that we cannot 
directly set about to create o:r: improve culture-we can only 
will the means which are favourable to culture, and to do this 
we must be convinced that these means are themselves socially 
desirable. And beyond that point, we must proceed to con
sider how far these conditions of culture are possible, or even, 
in a particular situation at a particular time, compatible with 
all the immediate and pressing needs of an emergency. For 
one thing to avoid is a universalised planning; one thing to 
ascertain is the limits of the plannable. My enquiry, therefore, 
has been directed on the meaning of the word culture: so that 
everyone should at least pause to examine what this word 
means to him, and what it means to him in each particular 
context before using it. Even this modest aspiration might, if 
realised, have consequences in the policy and conduct of our 
"cultural" enterprises. 



A P P E N D I X  

The Unity of European Culture 

I 

T

HIS is the first time that I have ever addressed a 
German-speaking audience, and before speaking on 
such a large subject, I think that I should present my 

credentials. For the unity of European culture is a very large 
subject indeed, and no one should try to speak about it, unless 
he has some particular knowledge or experience. Then he 
should start from that knowledge and experience and sho·w 
what bearing it has on the general subject. I am a poet and a 
critic of poetry; I was also, from 1 922 to 1 939, the editor of 
a quarterly review. In this first talk I shall try to show what 
the first of these two professions has to do with my subject, 
and what conclusions my experience has led me to draw. So 
this is a series of talks about the unity of European culture 
from the point of view of a man of letters. 

It has often been claimed that English, of all the languages 
of modern Europe, is the richest for the purposes of writing 
poetry. I think that this claim is justified. But please notice 
that when I say "richest for the purposes of writing poetry" 
I have been careful in my words: I do not mean that England 
has produced the greatest poets, or the greatest amount of 
great poetry. That is another question altogether. There are 
as great poets in other languages: Dante is certainly greater 
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than Milton, and at least as great as Shakespeare. And even 
for the quantity of great poetry, I am not concerned to main
tain that England has produced more. I simply say that the 
English language is the most remarkable medium for the poet 
to play with. It has the largest vocabulary: so large, that the 
command of it by any one poet seems meagre in comparison 
with its total wealth. But this is not the reason why it is the 
richest language for poetry: it is only a consequence of the 
real reason. This reason, in my opinion, is the variety of the 
elements of which English is made up. First, of course, there 
is the Germanic foundation, the element that you and we have 
in common. After this we find a considerable Scandinavian 
element, due in the first place to the Danish conquest. Then 
there is the Norman French element, after the Norman con
quest. After this there followed a succession of French influ
ences, traceable through words adopted at different periods. 
The sixteenth century saw a great increase of new words 
coined from the Latin; and the development of the language 
from the early sixteenth century to the middle of the seven
teenth, was largely a process of testing new Latin words, as
similating some and rejecting others. And there is another 
element in English, not so easy to trace, but I think of consider
able importance, the Celtic. But I am not thinking, in all this 
history, only of the Words, I am thinking, for poetry, primar
ily of the Rhythms. Each of these languages brought its own 
music: and the richness of the English language for poetry is 
first of all in its variety of metrical elements. There is the 
rhythm of early Saxon verse, the rhythm of the Norman French, 
the rhythm of the Welsh, and also the influence of generations 
of study of Latin and Greek poetry. And even today, the English 
language enjoys constant possibilities of refreshment from its 
several centres: apart from the vocabulary, poems by En
glishmen, Welshmen, Scots and Irishmen, all written in English, 
continue to show differences in their Music. 

I have not taken the trouble to talk to you in order to praise 
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my own language; my reason for discussing it is that I think 
the reason why English is such a good language for poetry is 
that it is a composite from so many different European 
sources. As I have said, this does not imply that England must 
have produced the greatest poets. Art, as Goethe said, is in 
limitation: and a great poet is one who makes the most of the 
language that is given him . The truly great poet makes his 
language a great language. It is true, however, that we tend 
to think of each of the greater peoples as excelling in one 
art rather than another: Italy and then France in painting, 
Germany in music, and England in poetry. But, in the first 
place, no art has ever been the exclusive possession of any 
one country of Europe. And in the second place, there· have 
been periods in which some other country than England has 
taken the lead in poetry. For instance, in the final years of 
the eighteenth century and the first quarter of the nineteenth, 
the Romantic movement in English poetry certainly domi
nated. But in the second half of the nineteenth century the 
greatest contribution to European poetry was certainly made 
in France. I refer to the tradition which starts with Baudelaire, 
and culminates in Paul Valery. I venture to say that without 
this French tradition the work of three poets in other lan
guages-and three very different from each other-I refer 
to W. B. Yeats, to Rainer Maria Rilke, and, if I may, to my
self-would hardly be conceivable. And, so complicated are 
these literary influences, we must remember that this French 
movement itself owed a good deal to an American of Irish 
extraction: Edgar Allan Poe. And, even when one country 
and language leads all others, we must not assume that the 
poets to whom this is due are necessarily the greatest poets. 
I have spoken of the Romantic movement in England. But at 
that time Goethe was writing. I do not know of any standard 
by which one could gauge the relative greatness of Goethe 
and Wordsworth as poets, but the total work of Goethe has 
a scope which makes him a greater man. And no English poet 
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contemporary with Wordsworth can enter into comparison 
with Goethe at all. 

I have been leading up to another important truth about 
poetry in Europe. This is, that no one nation, no one language, 
would have achieved what it has, if the same art had not 
been cultivated in neighbouring countries and in different 
languages. We cannot understand any one European litera
ture without knowing a good deal about the others. When we 
examine the history of poetry in Europe, we find a tissue of 
influences woven to and fro. There have been good poets 
who knew no language but their own, but even they have 
been subject to influences taken in and disseminated by other 
writers among their own people. Now, the possibility of each 
literature renewing itself, proceeding to new creative activity, 
making new discoveries in the use of words, depends on two 
things. First, its ability to receive and assimilate influences 
from abroad. Second, its ability to go back and learn from its 
own sources. As for the first, when the several countries of 
Europe are cut off from each other, when poets no longer 
read any literature but that in their own language, poetry in 
every country must deteriorate. As for the second, I wish to 
make this point especially: that every literature must have 
some sources which are peculiarly its own, deep in its own 
history; but, also, and at least equally important, are the 
sources which we share in common: that is, the literature of 
Rome, of Greece and of Israel. 

There is a question which ought to be asked at this point, 
and which ought to be answered. What of the influences from 
outside Europe, of the great literature of Asia? 

In the literature of Asia is great poetry. There is also pro
found wisdom and some very difficult metaphysics; but at the 
moment I am only concerned with poetry. I have no knowl
edge whatever of the Arabic, Persian, or Chinese languages. 
Long ago I studied the ancient Indian languages, and while 
I was chiefly interested at that time in Philosophy, I read a 



Notes towards the Definition of Culture 

little poetry too; and I know that my own poetry shows the 
influence of Indian thought and sensibility. But generally, 
poets are not oriental scholars-I was never a scholar myself; 
and the influence of oriental literature upon poets is usually 
through translations. That there has been some influence of 
poetry of the East in the last century and a half is undeniable : 
to instance only English poetry, and in our own time, the 
poetical translations from the Chinese made by Ezra Pound, 
and those made by Arthur Waley, have probably been read 
by every poet writing in English. It is obvious that through 
individual interpreters, specially gifted for appreciating a re
mote culture, every literature may influence every other;

· 
and 

I emphasise this. For when I speak of the unity of European 
culture, I do not want to give the impression that I regard 
European culture as something cut off from every other. The 
frontiers of culture are not, and should not be, dosed. But 
history makes a difference. Those countries which share the 
most history, are the most important to each other; with re
spect to their future literature. We have our common classics, 
of Greece and Rome; we have a common classic even in our 
several translations of the Bible. 

What I have said of poetry is I think true of the other arts 
as well. The painter or the composer perhaps enjoys greater 
freedom, in that he is not limited by a particular language 
spoken only in one part of Europe: but in the practice of 
every art I think you find the same three elements: the local 
tradition,  the common European tradition,  and the influence 
of the art of one European country upon another. I only put 
this as a suggestion.  I must limit myself to the art which I 
know most about. In poetry at least, no one country can be 
consistently highly creative for an indefinite period. Each 
country must have its secondary epochs, when no remarkable 
new development takes place: and so the centre of activity 
will shift to and fro between one country and another. And 
in poetry there is no such thing as complete originality, owing 
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nothing to the past. Whenever a Virgil, a Dante, a Shake
speare, a Goethe is born, the whole future of European poetry 
is altered. When a great poet has lived, certain things have 
been done once for all, and cannot be achieved again; but, 
on the other hand, every great poet adds something to the 
complex material out of which future poetry will be written. 
I have been speaking of the uni�y of European culture as 

illustrated by the arts and among the arts by the only one on 
which I am qualified to speak. I want to talk next time about 
the unity of European culture as illustrated by ideas. I men
tioned at the beginning that during the period between the 
wars I had edited a quarterly review. My experience in this 
capacity, and my reflections upon it, will provide the starting 
point for my next talk. 

I I  
I mentioned in my last talk that I had started and edited, 

between the wars, a literary review. I mentioned it first as one 
of my qualifications for speaking on this general subject. But 
also the history of this review illustrates some of the points 
that I want to make. So I hope that, after I have told you a 
little about it, you will begin to see its relevance to the subject 
of these talks. 
We produced the first number of this review in the autumn 

of 1922, and decided to bring it to an end with the first number 
of the year 1939. So you see that its life covered nearly the 
same period that we call the years of peace. Except for a 
period of six months during which I tried the experiment of 
producing it monthly, its appearance was four times a year. 
In starting this review, I had the aim of bringing together the 
best in new thinking and new writing in its time, from all the 
countries of Europe that had anything to contribute to the 
common good. Of course it was designed primarily for En
glish readers, and therefore all foreign contributions had to 
appear in an English translation. There may be a function 
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for reviews published in two or more languages, and in two 
or more countries simullaneo�sly. But even such reviews, 
searching all Europe for comributions, must conlain some 
pieces of translation, if they are to be read by everybody. And 
they cannot take the place of those periodicals which appear 
in each coumry and which are imended primarily for the 
readers in that coumry. So my review was an ordinary English 
periodical, only of imernational scope. I sought, therefore, 
first to find out who were the best writers, unknown or little 
known outside of their own country, whose work deserved to 
be known more widely. Second, I tried to establish relations 
with those literary periodicals abroad, the aims of which cor
responded most nearly to my own. I mention, as instances, 
the Nouvelle Revue Franr;aise (then edited by Jacques Riviere, 
and subsequently by Jean Paulhan), the Neue Rundschau, the 
Neue Schweizer Rundschau, the Revista de Occidente in Spain Il 
Convegno and others in Ilaly. These connexions developed 
very satisfactorily, and it was no fault of any of the editors 
concerned, if they subsequently languished. I am still of the 
opinion, twemy-three years after I began, and seven years 
after I ended, that the existence of such a network of indepen
dent reviews, at least one in every capital of Europe, is neces
sary for the transmission of ideas-and to make possible the 
circulation of ideas while they are still fresh. The editors of 
such reviews, and if  possible the more regular contributors, 
should be able to get to know each other personally, to visit 
each other, to enterlain each other, and to exchange ideas in 
conversation. In any one such periodical, of course, there 
must be much that will be of imerest only to readers of its 
own nation and language. But their co-operation should con
tinually stimulate that circulation of influence of thought and 
sensibility, between nation and nation in Europe, which ferti
lises and renovates from abroad the literature of each one of 
them. And through such co-operation, and the friendships 
between men of letters which ensue from it, should emerge 
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into public view those works of literature which are not only 
of local, but of European significance. 

The particular point, however, of my talking about my aims, 
in relation to a review which has been dead for seven years, 
is that in the end they failed. And I attribute this failure chiefly 
to the gradual closing of the mental frontiers of Europe. A 

kind of cultural autarchy followed inevitably upon political 
and economic autarchy. This did not merely interrupt com
munications: I believe that it had a numbing effect upon cre
ative activity within every country. The blight fell first upon 
our friends in Italy. And after 1 933 contributions from Ger
many became more and more difficult to find. Some of our 
friends died; some disappeared; some merely became silent. 
Some went abroad, cut off from their own cultural roots. One 
of the latest found and the last lost, was that great critic and 
good European, who died a few months ago: Theodor 
Haecker. And, from much of the German writing that I saw 
in the 3o's, by authors previously unknown to me, I formed 
the opinion that the newer German writers had less and less 
to say to Europe; that they were more and more saying what 
could be understood, if understood at all, only in Germany. 
What happened in Spain is more confused; the tumult of the 
civil war was hardly favourable to thought and creative writ
ing; and that war divided and scattered, even when it did not 
destroy, many of her ablest writers. In France there was still 
free intellectual activity, but more and more harassed and 
limited by political anxieties and forebodings, and by the inter
nal divisions which political prepossessions set up. England, 
though manifesting some symptoms of the same malady, re
mained apparently intact. But I think that our literature of 
that period suffered by being more and more restricted to its 
own resources, as well as by the obsession with politics. 

Now the first comment I have to make on this story of a 
literary review which had clearly failed of its purpose several 
years before events brought it to an end, is this. A universal 
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concern with politics does not unite, it divides. It unites those 
politically minded folk who agree, across the frontiers of na
tions, against some other international group who hold op
posed views. But it tends to destroy the cultural unity of 
Europe. The Criterion, for that is the name of the review which 
I edited, had, I believe, a definite character and cohesion, 
although its contributors were men holding the most diverse 
political, social and religious views. I think also that it had a 
definite congeniality with the foreign periodicals with which 
it associated itself. The question of a writer's political, social 
or religious views simply did not enter into our calculations,  
or  into those of our foreign colleagues. What the common 
basis was, both at home and abroad, is not easy to define. In 
those days it was unnecessary to formulate it; at the present 
time it becomes impossible to formulate. I should say that it 
was a common concern for the highest standards both of 
thought and of expression, that it was a common curiosity 
and openness of mind to new ideas. The ideas with which 
you did not agree, the opinions which you could not accept, 
were as important to you as those which you found immedi
ately acceptable. You examined them without hostility, and 
with the assurance that you could learn from them. In other 
words, we could take for granted an interest, a delight, in 
ideas for their own sake, in the free play of intellect. And I 
think that also, among our chief contributors and colleagues, 
there was something which was not so much a consciously 
held belief, but an unconscious assumption. Something which 
had never been doubted, and therefore had no need to rise 
to the conscious level of affirmation. It was the assumption 
that there existed an international fraternity of men of letters, 
within Europe: a bond which did not replace, but was perfectly 
compatible with, national loyalties, religious loyalties, and dif
ferences of political philosophy. And that it was our business 
not so much to make any particular ideas prevail,  as to main
tain intellectual activity on the highest level. 
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I do not think that The Criterion, in its final years, wholly 
succeeded in living up to this ideal. I think that in the later 
years it tended to reflect a particular point of view, rather 
than to illustrate a variety of views on that plane. But I do 
not think that this was altogether the fault of the editor: I think 
that it carne about partly from the pressure of circumstances of 
which I have spoken. 

I am not pretending that politics and culture have nothing 
to do with each other. If they could be kept completely apan, 
the problem might be simpler than it is. A nation's political 
structure affects its culture, and in tum is affected by that 
culture. But nowadays we take too much interest in each 
other's domestic politics, and at the same time have very little 
contact with each other's culture. The confusion of culture 
and politics may lead in two different directions. It may make 
a nation intolerant of every culture but its own, so that it 
feels impelled to stamp out, or to rernould, every culture 
suTTounding it. An error of the Germany of Hitler was to 
assume that every other culture than that of Germany was 
either decadent or barbaric. Let us have an end of such as
sumptions. The other direction in which the confusion of 
culture and politics may lead, is towards the ideal of a world 
state in which there will, in the end, be only one uniform 
world culture. I am not here criticising any schemes for world 
organisation. Such schemes belong to the plane of engi
neering, of devising machinery. Machinery is necessary, and 
the more perfect the machine the better. But culture is some
thing that must grow; you cannot build a tree, you can only 
plant it, and care for it, and wait for it to mature in its due 
time; and when it is grown you must not complain if you find 
that from an acorn has come an oak, and not an elm-tree. 
And a political structure is partly construction, and partly 
growth; partly machinery, and the same machinery, if good, 
is equally good for all peoples; and partly growing with and 
from the nation's culture, and in that respect different from 
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that of other nations. For the health of the culture of Europe 
two conditions are required: that the culture of each country 
should be unique, and that the differenl cultures should rec
ognize their relationship to each other, so that each should 
be susceptible of influence from the others. And this is possible 
because there is a common element in European culture, an 
interrelated history of thought and feeling and behaviour, an 
interchange of arts and of ideas. 

In my last talk I shall try to define this common element 
more closely: and I think that will require my saying a little 
more about the meaning that I give to this word "Culture," 
which I have been using so constantly. 

I I I  

I said at the end of m y  second talk that I should want to 
make a little clearer what I mean when I use the term culture. 
Like "democracy," this is a term which needs to be, not only 
defined, but illustrated, almost every time we use it. And it is 
necessary to be clear about what we mean by "culture," so 

that we may be clear about the distinction between the material 
organisation of Europe, and the spiritual organism of Europe. 
If the latter dies, then what you organise will not be Europe, 
but merely a mass of human beings speaking several different 
languages. And there will be no longer any justification for 
their continuing to speak different languages, for they will 
no longer have anything to say which cannot be said equally 
well in any language: they will, in short, have no longer any
thing to say in poetry. I have already affirmed that there can 
be no "European" culture if the several countries are isolated 
from each other: I add now that there can be no European 
culture if these countries are reduced to identity. We need 
variety in unity: not the unity of organisation, but the unity 
of nature. 

By "culture," then, I mean first of all what the anthropolo
gists mean: the way of life of a particular people living to-
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gether in one place. That culture is made visible in their arts, 
in their social system, in their habits and customs, irl their 
religion. But these things added together do not constitute 
the culture, though we often speak for convenience as if they 
did. These things are simply the parts into which a culture 
can be anatomised, as a human body can. But just as a man is 
something more than an assemblage of the various constituent 
parts of his body, so a culture is more than the assemblage of 

· its arts, customs, and religious beliefs. These things all act 
upon each other, and fully to understand one you have to 
understand all. Now there are of course higher cultures and 
lower cultures, and the higher cultures in general are distin
guished by differentiation of function, so that you can speak 
of the less cultured and the more cultured strata of society, 
and finally, you can speak of individuals as being exceptionally 
cultured. The culture of an artist or a philosopher is distinct 
from that of a mine worker or field labourer; the culture of 
a poet will be somewhat different from that of a politician; 
but in a healthy society these are all parts of the same culture; 
and the artist, the poet, the philosopher, the politician and 
the labourer will have a culture in common, which they do 
not share with other people of the same occupations in other 
countries. 

Now it is obvious that one unity of culture is that of the 
people who live together and speak the same language: be
cause speaking the same language means thinking, and feel
ing, and having emotions, rather differently from people who 
use a different language. But the cultures of different peoples 
do affect each other: in the world of the future it looks as if 
every part of the world would affect every other part. I have 
suggested earlier, that the cultures of the different countries 
of .Europe have in the past derived very great benefit from 
their influence upon each other. I have suggested that the 
national culture which isolates itself voluntarily, or the na
tional culture which is cut off from others by circumstances 
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which it cannot control, suffers from this isolation. Also, that 
the country which receives culture from abroad, without hav
ing anything to give in return, and the country which aims 
to impose its culture on another, without accepting anything 
in return, will both suffer from this lack of reciprocity. 

There is something more than a general exchange of cul
ture influences, however. You cannot even attempt to trade 
equally with every other nation: there will be some who need 
the kind of goods that you produce, more than others do, 
and there will be some who produce the goods you need 
yourselves, and others who do not. So cultures of people 
speaking different languages can be more or less closely re
lated: and sometimes so closely related that we can speak 
of their having a common culture. Now when we speak of 
"European culture," we mean the identities which we can 
discover in the various national cultures; and of course even 
within Europe, some cultures are more closely related than 
others. Also, one culture within a group of cultures can be 
closely related, on different sides, to two cultures which are 
not closely related to each other. Your cousins are not all 
cousins of each other, for some are on the father's side and 
some on the mother's. Now, just as I have refused to consider 
the culture of Europe simply as the sum of a number of 
unrelated cultures in the same area, so I refused to separate 
the world into quite unrelated cultural groups; I refused to 
draw any absolute line between East and West, between Eu
rope and Asia. There are, however, certain common features 
in Europe, which make it possible to speak of a European 
culture. What are they? 

The dominant force in creating a common culture between 
peoples each of which has its distinct culture, is religion. Please 
do not, at this point, make a mistake in anticipating my mean
ing. This is not a religious talk, and I am not setting out to 
convert anybody. I am simply stating a fact. I am not so much 
concerned with the communion of Christian believers today; 
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I am talking about the common tradition of Christianity which 
has made Europe what it is, and about the common cultural 
elements which this common Christianity has brought with it. 
If Asia were converted to Christianity tomorrow, it would not 
thereby become a part of Europe. It is in Christianity that our 
arts have developed; it is in Christianity that the laws of Eu
rope have-until recently-been rooted. It is against a back
ground of Christianity that all our thought has significance. 
An individual European may not believe that the Christian 
Faith is true, and yet what he says, and makes, and does, wiU 
all spring out of his heritage of Christian culture and depend 
upon that culture for its meaning. Only a Christian culture 
could have produced a Voltaire or a Nietzsche. I do not believe 
that the culture of Europe could survive the complete disap
pearance of the Christian Faith. And I am convinced of that, 
not merely because I am a Christian myself, but as a student 
of social biology. If Christianity goes, the whole of our culture 
goes. Then you must start painfully again, and you cannot 
put on a new culture ready made. You must wait for the grass 
to grow to feed the sheep to give the wool out of which your 
new coat will be made. You must pass through many centuries 
of barbarism. We should not live to see the new culture, nor 
would our great-great-great-grandchildren: and if we did, not 
one of us would be happy in it. 

To our Christian heritage we owe many things besides reli
gious faith. Through it we trace the evolution of our ans, 
through it we have our conception of Roman Law which has 
done so much to shape the Western World, through it we 
have our conceptions of private and public morality. And 
through it we have our common standards of literature, in 
the literatures of Greece and Rome. The Western World has 
its unity in this heritage, in Christianity and in the ancient 
civilisations of Greece, Rome and Israel, from which, owing 
to two thousand years of Christianity, we trace our descent. 
I shall not elaborate this point. What I wish to say is, that this 
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unity in the common elements of culture, throughout many 
centuries, is the true bond between us. No political and eco
nomic organisation, however much goodwill it commands, can 
supply what this culture unity gives. If we dissipate or throw 
away our common patrimony of culture, then all the organisa
tion and planning of the most ingenious minds will not help 
us, or bring us closer together. 

The unity of culture, in contrast to the unity of political 
organisation, does not require us all to have only one loyalty: 
it means that there will be a variety of loyalties. It is wrong 
that the only duty of the individual should be held to be 
towards the State; it is fantastic to hold that the supreme duty 
of every individual should be towards a Super-State. I will 
give one instance of what I mean by a variety of loyalties. No 
university ought to be merely a national institution, even if it 
is supported by the nation. The universities of Europe should 
have their common ideals, they should have their obligations 
towards each other. They should be independent of the gov
ernments of the countries in which they are situated. They 
should not be institutions for the training of an efficient bu
reaucracy, or for equipping scientists to get the better of for
eign scientists; they should stand for the preservation of 
learning, for the pursuit of truth, and in so far as men are 
capable of it, the attainment of wisdom. 

There is much more that I should have liked to say in this 
last talk, but I must now be very brief. My last appeal is to 
the men of letters of Europe, who have a special responsibility 
for the preservation and transmission of our common culture. 
We may hold very different political views: our common re
sponsibility is to preserve our common culture uncontami
nated by political influences. It is not a question of sentiment: 
it does not matter so much whether we like each other, or 
praise each other's writings. What matters is that we should 
recognise our relationship and mutual dependence upon each 
other. What matters is our inability, without each other, to 
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produce those excellent works which mark a superior civilisa
tion. We cannot, at present, hold much communication with 
each other. We cannot visit each other as private individuals; 
if we travel at all, it can only be through government agencies 
and with official duties. But we can at least try to save some
thing of those goods of which we are the common trustees: 
the legacy of Greece, Rome and Israel, and the legacy of 
Europe throughout the last 2 ,ooo years. In a world which 
has seen such material devastation as ours, these spiritual 
possessions are also in imminent peril. 
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