the educational facilities which are freely and equally available to
all.

As the new generation grows up in Utopia there cease to be
people only fit to tend machines, because — to borrow from the
Quakers — there is ‘that of God’ in every human being, in everyone
that germ of creativeness which it is the function of education to
bring out — and which Utopian education brings out. In Utopia, too,
all dull and mechanical labour — which is in any case minimised
to the utmost — is divided up, and that which cannot be done by
machine is shared out by the whole community, so that there is no
section of the community doing deadly or unpleasant work all the
time. But all this will be discussed when we come to consider the
whole question of work and leisure.

Education in Utopia, is, then, first of all a drawing of creative-
ness, the direction of childhood’s energy into creative — as opposed
to destructive — channels, and through this the discovery of each
child’s natural bent; in adolescence, or whenever the child is ready
for it, comes the groundwork of more specialised education, the
Three R’s, and after that the course of specialisation to equip the
young person to take his or her place as a useful member of society.
William Morris wanted that those who had the capacity should be
so trained that they could serve the community in more than one
way. He wanted that education should be liberal, in the broadest
sense. Because a man’s trade is that of shoemaker, for example, is
no reason, he urged, why he should settle down to make shoes in
one place all his life; it should be possible for him to go off and
‘make shoes in Rome, say for three months, and to come back with
new ideas of building, gathered from the sight of the works of past
ages, amongst other things which would perhaps be of service in
Loudon’.

It is obvious that even in Utopia there must be degrees of ability;
there will always be the exceptional people who can paint or com-
pose or write, or all three, and who can also build walls, cook excel-
lent meals, repair burst pipes, into the bargain. There will always be
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dreadful insularity — to which the English are, more than any other
nation, addicted — and which makes a foreigner seem odd, if not
downright ‘funny’, is completely unknown in Utopia. That people
should speak a different language, have a different coloured skin,
wear different clothes, have different customs, seems no odder to
the Utopian child than that some people are short and some tall,
some fair and some dark.

In Utopia an university city does not consist of a number of col-
leges with nothing to choose between them except from the point
of view of social snobbery and family tradition; students select
their colleges according to what they want to study — medicine,
science, engineering, law, music, architecture, or whatever it is.

Perhaps you will protest that this is all very well for people of
superior brains and special artistic abilities, for the specialists —
the artists, engineers, scientists, doctors, and , so on — but what
about the people of inferior brains, the people whose intelligence
does not fit them to be anything but hewers of wood and drawers
of water, the machine-tenders, the pick-and-shovel brigades, the
people to whom will fall all the mechanical, non-creative jobs that
will be necessary even in Utopia — is their education to finish at
fifteen?

Obviously a person’s education finishes when he or she has
no use for further education. In our present society a great many
people pass on to universities with nothing whatsoever rotten and
desperate civilization. All we can fairly do is to prescribe definite
acquire- ments as cjualifications for citizenship in general, with
further specific qualifications for professional employments; and
to secure them, not by the ridiculous method of inflicting artificial
injuries on the persons who have not yet mastered them, but to
gain from them, and for whom it is all a waste of their time and
their parents’ money; other people who could gain some- thing
from this extension of education are debarred from doing so for
economic reasons. In Utopia everyone takes what they want from
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school, or an art school, as the case may be. If he wants to join
the staff of a newspaper he will attend a school to learn shorthand
and typewriting and something about typesetting, block-making,
proof-reading, and, because the standard of journalism in Utopia
is very high, something about the use of language. But if he wants
to be a writer he will be told to keep away from all schools, but
run away and fall in love and suffer and break his heart and mix
with all manner of people, because nothing else can help him, his
raw material being experience — the stuff of life itself. There would
be neither encouragement nor assistance, on the principle that in
this way only people with a genuine gift for writing would persist
— that they persisted in the face of difficulty and discouragement
would prove their authenticity; those who merely wanted to write
for the vanity of seeing their names in print, and who saw in it
an easy way to make a living, would fall by the wayside. Would-
be writers would have to earn their livings in some other way un-
til such time as they had established themselves as writers; there
would be no subsidising of ‘the artist’, no setting him aside as some-
thing privileged and apart, for, as Eric Gill was never tired of in-
sisting, ‘the artist is not a special kind of man, but every man is a
special kind of artist . In Utopia, ability to write a good poem novel
is not held in higher esteem than ability to make a good chair or
cook a good dinner.

Foreign travel, so specially valuable to the writer, is, of course,
a part of Utopian education; parties of children are taken abroad
during the summer months, each year to a different country, and
those who like winter sports are taken in the winter months as
well. The object of these parties is not to drag the children round
the museums and art galleries of other countries — though they are
obviously free to visit them if they want to — but to help them to ac-
quire other languages, and to make them international in outlook,
give them a sense of the brotherhood of man independent of colour
and language. In* the schools, too, there will be both staff and chil-
dren not merely of different nationality but of different colour. The
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the free school, but there is every facility for creative outlet; there
are workshops, there are painting materials, there are hand-looms,
potters 5 wheels, clay for model- ling, there is — and this is very
important — a theatre in which the children can produce and act
their own plays. There are competent adults and older children to
guide and instruct when guidance and instruction are needed, but,
and again this is important, the guides and instructors are careful
to avoid robbing the children of responsibility and initiative. The
children learn by experience that if they lose or spoil tools, or dam-
age machines, it is they themselves who are the losers; without co-
ercion from moralising adults they learn a natural respect for the
tools and machines through which they are able to make things.
Presently the older children will begin to want to learn to read
and write, and this they will learn to do very quickly, coming to
it with minds that have not been cluttered up beforehand with use-
less knowledge; they will learn quickly, also, because they want
to learn. (Neill reports cases in his school of children who work
overtime doing mathematics for fun, because they are interested,
having come to it out of that interest. ‘Children, like adults, Neill
says, ‘learn what they want to learn in life, but all the prize-giving
and marks and exams sidetrack the personality. Only pedants can
claim that learning from books is education. Books are the least im-
portant apparatus in a school. All that any child needs is the Three
R’s; the rest should be tools and clay and sports and theatres and
paints ... and freedom.

Round about fifteen the child probably begins to tire a little of
running wild in an orgy of pre-adolescent physical energy. The
tendencies of childhood have crystallised into a definite bent; one
child wants to paint, another is musical, another wants to be a
farmer or an engineer or an engine-driver; one child has a passion
for motor-cars; another for horses. It is then time for the second
stage of education to begin — the tech- nical stage; the child then
goes to an engineering institute, or an academy of music or dra-
matic art, or an agricultural col- lege, or an equestrian training
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children themselves, a system which A. S. Neill and others — no-
tably Bertrand Russell — who have followed in his footsteps, have
found to be the only practical one upon which a really free school
can be run. You cannot have progression unless children feel com-
pletely free to govern their own social life, Neill writes, in That
Dreadful School , 1 in the chapter on self-government, ‘The edu-
cational value of practical civics cannot be over-emphasised. The
child realises the value of self- government... It is the broad outlook
that free children acquire that makes self-government so impor-
tant. Their laws deal with essentials , not appearances . Children
and staff are co- equal in the school government, and Neill observes
that the children’s loyalty to their own democracy is ‘an amazing
thing. It has no fear in it and no resentment. I have seen a boy go
through some long trial for some anti-social act; I have seen him
sentenced ... and then the next case would come on. The chairman
elects a new jury for each trial, and as often as not the boy who has
just been sentenced is elected as a jury- man. The sense of justice
that children have has never ceased to make me marvel. And their
administrative ability is great. As an education self-government is
something of infinite value . I have often heard sensible speeches
from children who could not read nor write’.

Those brief sentences — italicised by the present writer — con-
tain the crux of the whole matter. Through self-government chil-
dren learn by experience, by doing; they learn the first essential,
the adjustment of their individual egos to society. Thousands of
people highly-educated in the conventional sense, remain all their
lives maladjusted to society, unhappy, neurotic, even anti-social.
What does education mean if it does not mean learning how to
live ?

Very well, then, from the age of about five the child in Utopia be-
gins to learn adjustment to communal living through a free school.
The child probably remains at this school until it is about fifteen,
by which time it begins to have some idea of what it wants to do
with its life. There is no compulsion about attendance at lessons in
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I. UTOPIA — THE
EVERLASTING DREAM

Throughout the ages, from the earliest times, men of all nations
have dreamed of that ‘ideal commonwealth whose inhabitants ex-
ist under perfect conditions’. What constitutes ‘perfect conditions’
is obviously a matter of personal preferences and prejudices, but
there is a common basis to the visionary dream in all its forms
— the increase of human happiness, or, perhaps, more accurately,
well-being — the greatest good for the greatest number, whether it
is the Golden Age of ancient Greek and Roman mythology, or the
confused contemporary dreams of a ‘brave new world’.

Plato’s influence upon the Utopian dream has, of course, been
enormous. Re-reading his Republic today it is very strongly brought
home to one that not without good reason has he been called ‘the
father of Fascism’; his insistence on the State, his disregard for per-
sonal freedom, and much in his attitude to women is what we today
call ‘Fascist’. Plutarch’s conception of the ideal commonwealth as
visualised in his Life of Lycurgus is even more so, Lycurgus being
the complete dictator. Thomas Campanella, in the seventeenth cen-
tury, is, in The City of the Sun, in the same Platonic Fascist tradition.
Bacon, contemporary with Campanella, in his New Atlantis was
less concerned with government, and saw the progress of science
as the basic source of human happiness: whilst Sir Thomas More,
over a century earlier than Bacon, owes something to Plato in his
conception of government, but had a more human and a broader
vision, and it was he who gave to this dream of the Ideal Com-
monwealth the name of Utopia, from two Greek words meaning



Nowhere. In the seventeenth century we get Winstanley’s socialist
dream of a commonwealth in which money is abolished along with
private ownership, Hobbes’s Leviathan, with the State supreme au-
thority and money its life-blood, Harrington’s Oceana, with its re-
distribution of landed property, which was a part, though only a
part, of Lycurgus’s programme. At the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury there was Edward Bellamy’s picture of a socialist America
in his Looking Backward, and William Morris’s picture of a social-
ist England in his News from Nowhere, both of them a break with
the State conception of government. The twentieth century has
given us H. G. Wells’s A Modern Utopia, but this again is in the Pla-
tonic tradition; and from the late J. D. Unwin comes, posthumously,
and incomplete, a conception of a monarchist new society called
Hopousia, aname derived from a Greek word meaning Where. Then
we have a kind of blue-print for an English Utopia in Sir Richard
Acland’s book, How It Can be Done — which should have been
sub-titled, ‘Socialism Without Tears’ — and a tremendous spate of
White Papers on post-war reconstruction, and booklets and pam-
phlets issued in series under such titles as Target for Tomorrow, Ox-
ford Pamphlets on Home Affairs, Re-Building Britain Series, Fabian
Research Series, Reconstruction Digests, Changing Britain, Common
Wealth Bulletins, Tomorrow Booklets — to mention only a few.... It
is enough to drive one back to the social satires of Swift and Butler
— if not right back to Aristophanes!

But satire is unconstructive, and however tedious and limited
the White Papers and blue-prints they are an expression of the old,
deep, ineradicable dream. Unfortunately, where those two great En-
glishmen, Sir Thomas More and William Morris, saw the dream
whole, our present-day Planners — to use the current word — con-
centrate on details, each on his favourite reform — better hous-
ing, equal education, pensions for all — a brave new world con-
structed on the crumbling foundations of the bad old world. And
with all this orgy of *planning’ and ‘reconstruction’ where, outside,
perhaps, of Priestley’s play, They Came to a City, is the authentic

ple have time to grow, and acquire in due course only that informa-
tion which can serve their development as human beings, which is
of real use to them in the business of living. In his essay How We
Live and How We Might Live , Morris speaks of * educating people
to a sense of their real capacities as men’. He does not enter into
any details, either there or in his Utopia, as to how the information
people will seek when they are ready for it shall be made available;
it is rather loosely implied that there will always be people avail-
able to whom those in search of technical knowledge — how to
weave or thatch, for example, or bookish knowledge, such as his-
tory or literature — will be able to turn, and there are references
to libraries. In his News from Nowhere Oxford had ‘reverted’ from
eighteenth century ‘commercialism ’ to being a centre of ‘real learn-
ing — knowledge cultivated for its own sake — the Art of Knowl-
edge, in short’. But on the whole books were held to be secondary
to physical activity. Impatiently dismissing her grandfather’s pre-
occupation with books, a young girl protests that ‘It is the world
we live in which interests us; the world of which we are a part’.
Books, she declares, ‘were well enough for times when intelligent
people had but little else in which they could take pleasure’.

That is sound enough, in general principle; living is doing, not
reading, but Morris, since he allowed Oxford to revert to being a
real centre of learning, probably did not intend his young girl’s
anti-book tirade to be taken too literally. There is a distillation of
poetry and wisdom in books which it would be foolish to deny —
which Morris himself, maker of beautiful books, as well as writer,
certainly would not deny.

In Utopia it goes without saying that there are educational fa-
cilities — using the word educational in the broadest sense — avail-
able to all who seek them. In free schools children acquire early
a sense of community life, with its natural discipline from within,
not, as in the orthodox schools of our world, from adult authority
artificially imposed from above. These schools are self-governing,
the rules and the penalties for breaking them determined by the
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that he had no use for education in the sense of a system of teaching.
Schools disappeared along with the Houses of Parliament in his
Utopia, but the children all knew, from an early age, a great many
things; they could all swim and ride, cook, mow, carpenter, thatch,
and as to book-learning, * Most children, seeing books lying about,
manage to read by the time they are four years old’, and they picked
up other languages, Welsh, Irish, French, German, from their elders
sometimes even before they could read. As a rule the children did
little reading, except for a few storybooks, till they were about fif-
teen. ‘We don’t encourage bookishness/ Morris makes his Utopian
mouthpiece explain, ‘though you will find some children who will
take to books early; which perhaps is not good for them; but it’s no
use thwarting them; and very often it doesn’t last long with them,
and they find their level before they are twenty years old. You see,
children are mostly given to imitating their elders, and when they
see most people about them engaged in genuinely amusing work,
like house-building and street-paving, and gardening, and the like,
that is what they want to be doing; so I don’t think, he concludes,
‘that we need fear having too many book-learned men.

Morris realised, in short, that true education is creativeness —
release into happy creative activity according to temperament and
ability. He saw that the whole theory of so-called education was ‘to
shove a little information into a child, even if it were by means of
torture, and accompanied by twaddle which it was well known was
of no use’, and this theory expounded by Morris in the nineteenth
century still holds today. Everything which Morris wrote of the fu-
tility of enforced school-subjects could have been written by A. S.
Neill today. Morris regarded the thrusting of children into schools
when they reached a certain age, and regardless of their varying
faculties and dispositions, as damaging, an ignoring of mental and
bodily growth which only the rebellious in spirit could survive. In
Utopia, where the children are allowed to develop freely and nat-
urally, to learn by doing, all information ‘lies ready to each one’s
hand when his own inclinations impel him to seek it’, and thus peo-
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vision? Priestley may be basing his vision upon an illusion of the
U.S.S.R,, but it still remains a vision. Lenin had a vision; the Span-
ish anarchists during the 1936-8 Civil War had a vision; but in this
country, it would seem, Utopia is to be translated into terms of
the Beveridge Report and Mr. Churchill’s uninspired programme of
‘houses, jobs, security’ — as though all that human beings needed
for happiness was the roof overhead, employment, freedom from
want. As though men had abandoned the dream that they came to
a city — a free city of the sun.... Well might they cry, ‘We asked for
a dream, and ye give us a White Paper!’

For some time past, now, there has been a murmuring amongst
the people, and that ‘things have got to be different’ is the gen-
eral expression of that murmur. “‘We can’t go back to 1939, is
how Richard Acland defines the attitude of the common people;
Priestley protests against the defeatist “We-must-have-changes-
but-there-won’t-be-any’ attitude; he himself sees the ‘signposts’
to the needed changes in Acland’s programme. Whether or not
the mass of people believe in their hearts that there won’t be any
changes — any real changes — I, personally, would not be prepared
to say; nor do I believe that Acland’s proposals would give us the
real changes. But that a very strong feeling persists, throughout
the working-classes and the lower middle-classes, that ‘things
have got to be different — somehow’, seems to me undeniable. The
Beveridge Report, with its provision for human beings ‘from the
womb to the tomb to use the popular derisive phrase concerning
it, and all the White Papers and blue-prints of the Planners, is the
anxious answer to this murmur amongst the common people.

But though the people murmur, the politicians have no vision.
The people ask for a brave new world, and they are offered homes
— ‘pre-fabricated’, of all ghastly notions — employment, security,
all the old make-shifts. For all their talk the politicians are not con-
cerned to rebuild Jerusalem in England’s green and pleasant land;
they have no vision in which they see ‘this green England reborn,
waking in the cool of morning with the dew upon it ... every man



in his own sanctuary of the spirit, holding steadily to the whole
through the detail’ They are Planners who, fundamentally, have
no plan.

Collect material from far and wide, and sort it all out into neat
little heaps — education, housing, public health, social services, the
Scott and Uthwatt reports, taxation, ‘the coal problem’, ‘the prob-
lem of population’, ‘the economics of peace’; collect it from the
Common Wealth people, the Fabians, the Labour Party, the Com-
munists, the British Council, the British Association for Labour
Legislation, the London Council for Social Sendee, the Association
for Education in Citizenship, the Council for Educational Advance
— this, that and the other party, council, society, association — col-
lect it and sort it and summarize it, until you are all but engulfed
in it and your head spins, and still it does not make a plan — in
the sense that Plato’s Republic, Plutarch’s Sparta under Lycurgus,
More’s Utopia, were plans. It no more makes a plan than a heap of
leaves makes a tree. It is not even a Paradise on paper. It has no
pattern.

‘Modern Utopianism’, writes H. J. Massingham in his The Tree of
Life ‘makes no attempt to go outside the terms of reference to the
existing order or disorder. The Doctrine of Creation is completely
outside it....

In this book it is proposed to go outside those terms of reference,
and attempt to offer ‘a doctrine of Creation’. It is proposed to hold
steadily to the whole through the detail.

Utopia is the everlasting dream of the Good Life in the heart of
man.

It is also the sanity, the basic wisdom, in the mind of man under
the rubble that civilisation, with its industrialisation and its illusion
of progress, has imposed.

“Things have got to be different. We are agreed upon that. In
the following chapters we will consider what sort of things, and
how they could be different, to the common advantage.

facts the better we are considered to be educated — the fallacy of
which is self-evident. Our young men and women come down from
their universities full of learning, but what really do they know —
of any real value in the business of living ? 2 ““Educated” men,
says A. S. Neill , 3 ‘are not more moral or more intelligent than
other men; ten men from the Miners’ Union would be as intelligent
as ten men from the National Union of Teachers on a committee
appointed to deal with an important subject — say — the preven-
tion of war or the reform of our criminal code. If subjects were not
taught in schools university training would confine itself to real
practical subjects in law and medicine and science. Outside of the
professions an academic training is useless, possibly dangerous *
1 Neill himself, who is an M.A., declares that there are a thousand
classics he has never read, that he knows nothing of the Old Mas-
ters in painting, and nothing of botany, astronomy, logic, or Greek
history. He observes that Charlie Chaplin, Stalin, Einstein, are ef-
fective in their several spheres without necessarily being able to
pass the London Matric...

Neill does not deny the importance of education; on the con-
trary he asserts that it is all-important, that it is every- thing, but
by education he understands creation, not learning. He insists that
education is a drawing out, not a putting in; not an absorption of
facts, but a release of creative energy.

Long before the modern ‘free school’ idea developed through
the application of the theories of A. S. Neill and Bertrand Russell
— who learned much from Neill, as Neill did from Homer Lane —
William Morris saw the futility of the orthodox educational system.
He makes the Utopian who does all the explaining in his News from
Nowhere protest that he does not see how the word ‘school’ can
have anything to do with children. There can be a school of hearing,
he says, or a school of painting ... and as to the word ‘education’, he
knows that it must come from the Latin educere , meaning to lead
out, but as commonly used ‘T have never met anybody who could
give me a clear explanation of what it means’. Morris made it clear
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IV. EDUCATION AND THE
CHILD IN UTOPIA

Reference was made in the previous chapter to a transitional
period in Utopia during which time there would be an un- avoid-
able carry-over — of neuroses and false values and prejudices —
from the bad old days of competitive life. This implies a gradual
re-education of the older generation, and some new form of edu-
cation for the generation that would grow up under the changed
conditions. It is necessary to consider, therefore, what we mean,
ideally, by education.

At present what we understand by education is the acquisition
of knowledge — book-learning — scholarship; we mean examina-
tions and degrees; we mean culture. Where we go wrong, of course,
is in the confusing of education with culture. We assume that an
educated person — that is to say a person who has received a good
deal of schooling — is a cultured person, and that a person we recog-
nise as cultured is necessarily an educated person, and then, upset-
ting this assumption we come up against the fact that the ability
to pass examinations and acquire degrees, whilst constituting edu-
cation as we understand it, does not necessarily constitute culture,
and that the cultured person may be, in fact very oft£n is, quite un-
educated in any sense of having received a good deal of schooling.
Shakespeare, A. S. Neill has reminded us , 1 had ‘little Latin and
less Greek’, and Einstein appears to have displayed no brilliance at
school. Education, as we at present understand it, is a putting in; we
are con- sidered educated according to the amount of knowledge
crammed into us, and the more years devoted to this stuffing with
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II. THE BASIC PRINCIPLES OF
UTOPIA

That something is fundamentally wrong with society as we at
present know it is evident from recurrent cycles of unemployment
between wars, poverty in a world of plenty, and science put to de-
structive instead of creative uses. The economics of this society are
the economics of the mad-house. A ‘New Deal’ in this society con-
sists of throwing fish back into the sea, ploughing wheat back into
the land, burning coffee and cotton in order to avoid ‘glutting’ the
markets and to keep up the prices. In England, during the trade
boom which followed the last war, before the slump came, there
were still a million and a half unemployed. Under the existing sys-
tem the unemployed can only be fully absorbed in a world at war —
that is to say that whereas they cannot be absorbed for creative pur-
poses they can be absorbed for destructive purposes. They can be
employed killing and destroying, or in producing the weapons for
killing and destroying. If we were confronted with children who,
when they were not either smashing windows or collecting stones
with which to smash windows, found themselves with nothing to
do, we should be very shocked; something must be very wrong
with such children, we should say, that they could only occupy
themselves destructively. But there might not be anything, funda-
mentally, wrong with the children; they might simply be lacking in
any natural creative outlet, and thus disposed of their energies and
passed the time as best they could. Similarly, there is nothing fun-
damentally wrong with human nature; what is wrong is the shape



which civilisation, with all its twistings and turnings — fallaciously
called ‘progress’ — has assumed.

Human nature is capable of being incredibly base, stupid, brutal.
The end of 1943 in England saw a mob hue-and-cry, the lynch-law
mentality rampant, when a man who had never been charged or
tried — and a very sick man at that — was released from prison
after three years; there was a hanging-in-effigy in a public place,
and a demand for the wretched man’s reimprisonment. Soon after
this, in a so-called socialist country, 50,000 people turned out to see
four men hanged, and after the motor-lorries on which the men
had been standing with the nooses round their necks had driven
off, leaving them hanging, ‘when it was clear that all four were
dead the crowd drew close to the gallows’.! Back in the ’thirties
a similarly huge crowd thronged an open place just outside Paris
to see a man beheaded, standing on the roofs of cars parked all
round, as at a race meeting. It is easy to say, with such things in
mind, “There is no hope for humanity ’, to see it only as incredibly
base in the mass, and only isolated individuals as fine. There are
pictures on the other side, too — the heroic struggles and sacrifices
of peoples for justice and freedom, the stubborn resistance of the
unarmed Bardoli peasants against the Bombay government in 1928,
the epic struggle of Easter Week in Dublin, 1916, matched only by
the epic of the Asturian miners against the government in 1934,
the mass risings in the cause of bread and justice in this country in
the early nineteenth century, the sway of popular opinion in 1919
against Churchill’s intervention against the Russian evolution, the
heartening incident of the Jolly George, when British dockworkers
refused to load munitions intended to be used against the Russian
revolutionaries.... Human nature in the mass can be base and ugly;
but it can also be fine and beautiful.

There is hope for humanity all right: all it needs is to be given
a chance — the creative chance. The need is not for palliatives and

! Daily Telegraph, Dec. 20 1943

10

amazement and horror on the days when each lived for himself,
grabbing what he could, and when existence was a freely acknowl-
edged ‘struggle’. Freed from the artificialities of governments
Utopian humanity has reverted to the natural law of co-operation,
and each has become aware of his oneness with each.
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reviews, magazines devoted to articles and fiction, others devoted
to public opinion on every aspect of social life, industrial, artistic,
education, domestic. The newspaper as we know it does not exist.

Bellamy visualised a number of papers and periodicals sup-
ported by the subscriptions of groups of people who demanded
them, and who elected editors. ‘Supposing some of my neighbours
or myself think we ought to have a newspaper reflecting our
opinions and devoted especially to our locality, trade, or profes-
sion, we go about among the people till we get the names of such
a number that their annual subscriptions will meet the cost of
the paper, which is little or big according to the largeness of the
constituency.

Actually the arrangements the Utopians make concerning the
production and distribution of their newspapers and periodicals
are unimportant; the important thing is that freed from private
ownership and government control the press as a propaganda ma-
chine ceases to exist — its unscrupulousness, vulgarity, sensation-
alism, become part of the fading history of the Dark Ages of pri-
vate enterprise and competitiveness, and the corruption insepara-
ble from these things.

The radio syndicate in Utopia broadcasts news, when it is found
that there is a strong feeling that the mass of people want to hear
the day to day news as well as read it in their daily news-sheets,
but for the most part better uses are found for radio, such as the re-
laying of concerts and interesting talks. The broadest possible con-
sensus of public opinion is taken from time to time as to what is
wanted and what not wanted. The radio in Utopia is not the social
nuisance it is in our world. No Utopian would dream of allowing
his radio to disturb the peace of his neighbours; he would consider
such conduct barbarian, anti-social, and calling for curative treat-
ment.

The Utopians have been educated to a strong social sense; they
have discovered how to live harmoniously together; they have
learned the value of mutual considerateness, and look back in
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compromises and reforms, but for a new way of life. Beveridge
plans are designed to make life livable for the masses within the sys-
tem — to avert social revolution. Sir Richard Acland, with his Com-
mon Wealth scheme, aims at a form of socialism-without-tears, an
attempt at pacifying the capitalist with compensation for his con-
fiscated property — a sort of social appeasement, which will still
leave a class system of society, and which offers no new approach
to life and no recognition of ‘the soul of man’. Neither Sir William
Beveridge nor Sir Richard Acland are likely to take mankind far
along the road to Utopia.

No leader can do this; no politician; no one man with any one
scheme; nor a hundred men with a hundred schemes. Only the peo-
ple themselves can find the way — out of the dream in their hearts,
out of their impassioned desire for that new world which is only
brought about by a new way of living. Impracticable? Within ‘the
terms of reference to the existing order or disorder’, yes. But Utopia
is outside of those terms of reference. Utopia is concerned with the
soul of man, and through that recognition the brotherhood of man.

Nobody, perhaps, reads Oscar Wilde’s little book The Soul of
Man nowadays, though Robert Ross described it as ‘unique in En-
glish literature’. The present writer read it first twenty-five years
ago and has just re-read it with intense pleasure. It is an indict-
ment of the social system and a vindication of individualism. Wilde
declares, ‘A map of the world that does not include Utopia is not
worth even glancing at, for it leaves out the one country at which
Humanity is always landing. And when Humanity lands there, it
looks out, and, seeing a better country, sets sail. Progress is the
realisation of Utopias’

Wilde was a natural anarchist. He saw all authority as degrad-
ing — to those who exercised it and those over whom it is exercised.
‘When it is violently, grossly, and cruelly used’, he maintained, ‘it
produces a good effect, by creating, or at any rate bringing out, the
spirit of revolt and Individualism that is to kill it. When it is used
with a certain amount of kindness, and accompanied by prizes and
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rewards, it is dreadfully demoralising. People, in that case, are less
conscious of the horrible pressure that is being put on them, and
so go through their lives in a sort of coarse comfort, like petted an-
imals, without ever realising that they are probably thinking other
people’s thoughts, living by other people’s standards, wearing prac-
tically what one may call other peoples second-hand clothes, and
never being themselves for a single moment. “He who would be
free”, says a fine thinker, “must not conform.” And authority, by
bribing people to conform, produces a very gross kind of over-fed
barbarism amongst us’

That ‘coarse comfort, like petted animals’ is exactly the aim of
such palliatives as the Beveridge Plan. Wilde saw Individualism as
‘what, through Socialism, we are to attain to. As a natural result
the State must give up all idea of government. It must give it up
because, as a wise man once said many centuries before Christ,
there is such a thing as leaving mankind alone; there is no such
thing as governing mankind. All modes of government are fail-
ures.... High hopes were once formed of democracy; but democracy
simply means the bludgeoning of the people by the people for the
people. It has been found out’.

Wilde’s Utopian conception of the State was a voluntary asso-
ciation for the organisation of labour and the distribution of neces-
sary commodities. The State was to use the machine to make what
is useful ; Man was to produce, out of his creativeness, what was
beautiful, what gave him joy to make — since all work that is not
done with pleasure is ‘morally injurious’. Wilde wanted all unpleas-
ant, uninteresting, ugly work, done by the machine — ‘Machinery
must work for us in coal mines, and do all sanitary services, and
be the stokers of steamers, and clean the streets, and run messages
on wet days, and do anything that is tedious and distressing. At
present machinery competes against man. Under proper conditions
machinery will serve man.... On mechanical slavery, on the slavery
of the machine, the future of the world depends’
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itself. Our hospitals, alms-houses, sana- toria, our infirmaries and
workhouses and pensions schemes, are society’s apologies for
man’s inhumanity to man. Where there is love — in the real sense
of brotherhood — there is no need for charity. Charity is merely
the cold substitute for love. As Blake said —

‘ Mercy could be no more If there was nobody poor’

Finally, in this matter of the organisation of affairs in Utopia
we must consider the part played by two very powerful factors in
life as we know it today — the press and the radio, whose influ-
ence is such that they may be considered as an integral part of the
machinery of government.

In Utopia, of course, as there is no centralised government there
are no newspapers with any political axes to grind, and newspapers
are what their name implies, papers devoted to news, in which is
included news of new books and plays, con- certs, films, art ex-
hibitions, or any other diversion. There is no news of divorces,
rapes, murders, thefts. So far as the first is concerned the Utopians
do not consider that the arrangement of their private lives calls
for any legal regulations, or that domestic re-arrangements are of
the slightest interest to anyone outside of the persons concerned.
Such crimes as rape, murder, theft, belong to the transitional pe-
riod carried over from the pre- ceding Dark Ages of injustice and
each against all, but when they occur, which is very rarely, and
decreasingly, those guilty of them are regarded as either mentally
deranged or in some way psychologically maladjusted to society,
and are treated as sick people, not as criminals, and sick people are
not considered news. The Utopians have delicacy in such matters.

The Utopian press has no power of any kind. It carries no adver-
tising — for the good reason that there is no such racket in Utopia,
since there is no competition. It has no policy nar- rower than the
imparting of news and the ventilating of views. All publications
and newspapers are controlled by a syndicate of editors, writers,
printers, and the syndicate periodically takes a concensus of popu-
lar opinion and produces what is called for — news-sheets, literary
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life; their attitude is that it matters less how long you live than how
much, and so, ceasing to worry, they retain their youth for a long
time, and do not whittle their years away.

Utopia has little use for hospitals. In the Utopian world it is
only a matter of time — of the transition period from the bad old
times to the ideal conditions — before the scourges of tuberculo-
sis, cancer, venereal disease, influenza, and the com- mon cold, die
out, because the healthy organism is not suscep- tible to disease
. 1" * The Utopians achieve health not merely because of health-
ier living conditions and rational ideas about fopd and recreation,
but because happiness is also a contributory factor to health, as it
is to the preservation of youth. It is not only our unhealthy living
conditions today — too many hours devoted to indoor work, too
much indoor 4 recreation ’, ignorance concerning food-values —
that are conducive to ill-health today, but our mental conditions;
illness, today, is escape from responsibility for many people. 44 It
is enough to make one ill!” we say when we are worried and over-
worked, and if the con- ditions of strain continue we do, in fact,
become ill; we break down, as a machine breaks down, lacking oil,
or misused. We may call it being 4 run down’, or a ‘nervous break-
down’, but the truth is that our unconscious has found a way out
for us, an escape from the strain and difficulties. That is why the
‘nervous breakdown’ is so seldom found amongst working-class
people; they can’t afford it; it is an essentially middle and upper-
class luxury. The nervous breakdown is unknown in Utopia, for
the good reason that there is no psychological need for it.

Beyond the transition period in Utopia the aged present no
problem, for they have grown old in a healthy life and instead of
being frail and infirm are active members of the community — if
not as vigorous as in their youth — to the end. They are not at
three-score years and ten worn out with a life-time of drudgery,
or, on the other hand, self-destroyed by a flabby parasitic existence
and a gross self-indulgence. What we call ‘social services’ are
needed in our world because of the lack of mutual aid in society
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(Wilde did not live to see the machine as a colossal and diabolic
agent for the destruction of man, raining death and destruction
from the skies at the rate of thousands of tons per minute.)

There are two very clearly defined schools of thought on this
question of the machine. It is to be regarded as the enemy of civili-
sation; or as the potential servant of it. William Morris was another
artist who was aware of the potentiality for good of the machine.
Like Wilde, he visualised it ‘being used freely for releasing people
from the more mechanical and repulsive part of necessary labour’,
and insisted that it was ‘allowing machines to be our masters and
not our servants’ that brutalised and uglified life. He believed that
‘a state of social order would probably lead at first to a great devel-
opment of machinery for really useful purposes, because people
will still be anxious about getting through the work necessary to
holding society together; but that after a while they will find that
there is not so much work to do as they expected, and that then they
will have leisure to reconsider the whole subject; and if it seems to
them that a certain industry would be carried on more pleasantly
as regards the worker, and more effectually as regards the goods,
by using hand-work rather than machinery, they will certainly get
rid of their machinery, because it will be possible for them to do so.
It isn’t possible now; we are not at liberty to do so; we are slaves
to the monsters which we have created. And I have a kind of hope
that the very elaboration of machinery in a society whose purpose
is not the multiplication of labour, as it now is, but the carrying
on of a pleasant life, as it would be under social order — that the
elaboration of machinery, I say, will lead to the simplification of
life, and so once more to the limitation of machinery.’2

A modern writer, Mr. Wilfred Wellock, in a thoughtful little
booklet, A Mechanistic or a Human Society,3 takes Morris’s line,

* In How We Live and How We Might Live
3 Published 1943 by the Author, 12 Victoria Avenue, Quinton, Birmingham,
32.1 /- post free. Available through W. H. Smith & Sons.
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and in spite of his admiration of ‘the Golden Age of husbandry
and craftsmanship of the pre-industrial era’, acknowledges that
‘machinery is not in itself evil; it all depends upon its nature and
the uses to which it is put’. He points out that every tool is a ma-
chine, and that ‘in cultivating the land man passed from the spade
to the plough, first of wood, then of iron, afterwards to the use
of oxen and later of horses, and finally to the tractor, first light,
then heavy, with many blades. Whether and where a line should
be drawn in the use of machinery depends upon many factors, chief
of which, in agriculture, e.g. are the nature of soil and the nature
of man, both living things capable of rapid dissolution if subjected
to wrong treatment. History proves that these two entities, man
and soil, thrive and flourish or decay and perish together, that cus-
toms and social ends which exploit and degrade the one, exploit
and exhaust the other. The spiritual exhaustion of Roman civilisa-
tion synchronised with the exhaustion of the soil on which it lived,
as the Sahara desert testifies. On the other hand, the non-aggressive
Chinese have maintained the fertility of their soil for thousands of
years’.

Mr. Wellock deplores ‘the de-humanisation of man by the mech-
anistic civilisation born of the Industrial Revolution’. He has all
of Eric Gill’s love of personalness in work, of work as craftsman-
ship, and, like Massingham, quotes the village chair-maker as an
example of one of our few remaining craftsmen; and he has all of
Massingham’s deep love of the English countryside, her homely
farmsteads ‘which embody the best spirit and constitute the glory
and the strength of England and all that is solid and abiding in
it’. He views with abhorrence the prospect of these farms being
replaced by ‘big agricultural units fed on chemicals and run by
mass-machinery and mass-men’. Wellock wants what he calls ‘the
politics of creative living’, as an alternative to ‘power politics’; he
visualises a new society which will rest on ‘three pillars: the soil,
personal functional responsibility, and the acceptance of what are
essentially Christian values’. Massingham wants what he calls the
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very well what Voltaire meant when he urged, ‘Use, do not abuse;
neither abstinence nor excess maketh a man happy’.

The Utopians understand dietetics and physiology, and so know
what liberties they can take with their digestive systems. They man-
age to be healthy without being food-faddists. (There comes to
mind a picture in an American magazine of a weedy little man be-
ing examined by a doctor, who is saying to him, ‘If I were you I
should lay off the health-foods for a bit!”) Gobbett, it may be re-
membered, maintained a robust physique on a diet that consisted
mainly of bread and meat and ale; he declared emphatically, ‘No
garden stuff!” Which proves nothing except that given a good con-
stitution it is possible to break all the rules with impunity. There is
this vigorous picture of Cobbett, and thqre are dyspeptic looking
people who exist on ‘garden stuff’, coarse bran, concoctions called
‘oat-biks’ or something of the kind, and the whole, as likely as not,
washed down with ° pip-and-peel water’, or a dandelion coffee or
herb tea, all of which may be excessively healthy — and excessively
is probably the key-word — but which no one could call gay.

And the Utopians are nothing if not gay. They are gay in their
work and in their leisure; gay in their religion and gay in love; gay
in their attire and in their homes; they drink gaily and eat gaily,
recognising fully that, as Llewelyn Powys asserted, “To pour out
water from a jug, to break bread, to open a bottle of wine, are lordly
offices’.

They are long-lived because they do not wear themselves out,
as people quite literally do in our present conditions of living, with
the wear and tear of too much work and the wrong kind of work
— that is to say useless work, done only for the profit-motive, or
uncreative work, or mechanical or unpleasant work which could
be alleviated by a proper division of labour and an intelligent use of
the machine — and with worry over making money, and the strain
of ‘re-creations’ which in fact are misnamed since they do not re-
create. The Utopians, too, eat and drink sensibly on the whole, live
and work under healthy conditions, and possess a natural zest for
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diluted with water, and the women also always took it diluted, ‘but
the old men of fifty and upwards use little or no water’. In the sum-
mer they lived largely on fruits, and in the autumn they ate grapes,
‘since they are given by God to remove melancholy and sadness’,
and in this way, by eating the most healthy things, according to
the time of the year, they lived generally to be a hundred years old,
but often reached two hundred.

In More’s Utopia both dinner and supper began with the read-
ing of alecture on morality, meals being taken communally in large
halls. Dinner was a meal to be disposed of as quickly as possible, but
supper was to be lingered over, since there was nothing but sleep to
be considered after it. They never supped without music, and fruit
was always served after meat; perfumes were burned and perfumes
and sweet waters sprinkled, ‘ in short, they want nothing that may
cheer up their spirits; they give themselves a large allowance that
way, and indulge themselves in all such pleasures as are attended
with no inconvenience’. It would seem certain, therefore, that they
drank wine.

Morris, we know, liked to drink with his meals, and consid-
ered water ‘unsuitable’, and good red wine flows as freely in his
Utopia as in G. K. Chesterton’s poems. His workmen at the road-
side have wine and game-pie in their luncheon-baskets. No doubt
spring-water and raw fruit and vegetables would have been health-
ier, but the Utopian enjoys life, and who would wish for longevity
at the price of enjoyment? Those joyless people who seem to spend
their lives going round looking for things not to do — not smoking,
not drinking alcoholic drinks, not indulging their sexual desires —
have no place in the Utopian scheme of things. There are people
who have no taste for nicotine, and others unfortunate enough to
have no taste for wines — though it is doubtful whether this is in-
deed a matter of palate but, rather, a matter of inhibition, and in
Utopia, where living is all joyous, there is no such inhibition, any
more than there is drunkenness. In Utopia the people understand

66

Doctrine of Creation as part of daily life, the shadow of the Church
upon the fields, so that it becomes ‘the Tree of Life, rooted in the
earth but its crown in heaven’. He sees such integration as ‘true to
the nature of the universe. It is this synthesis, he adds, ‘religion,
nature, craft, husbandry, all in one — we have to rediscover.

Massingham quotes R. D. Knowles in his book Britain’s Problem
as asserting, “...today the machine has become a thing of terror; it
stalks here, and it stalks there; in the field, through the farm, in
the office, in the shop, in the factory, in the mine. And wherever it
stalks falls a shadow — the shadow of unemployment and under-
consumption’. Commenting on this Massingham points out Yet it
is not the machine itself which has been responsible for this degra-
dation, since electricity and the internal-combustion engine could
and should be of the utmost service in the diffusion of property’,
adding that ‘Tt is the machine in combination with a predatory phi-
losophy which has degraded work and finally gone on without it,
and this is the work of the economic system which has degraded
property and has gone on into a functionless finance’.

Those who regard the machine as the enemy and destroyer of
civilisation, maintain that only by de-industrialisation and return
to the cultivation of the soil and handcrafts will mankind come to
the Good Life. Eric Gill, in attacking the machine as the destroyer
of ‘the dignity of labour’, and of the labourer as a person, serving
his fellow-men and enjoying the service, because of its creative-
ness and personalness, acknowledged the fact that civilisation had
reached a stage at which it was impossible to put the clock back, but
he saw ‘the decay and eventual disappearance of industrialism’, as
‘inevitable’, because ‘the motive which sustains it is not man’s vo-
cation to holiness, and holiness is necessarily the ultimate value in
human affairs’.* He maintained that the clock of civilisation would

* In Sacred and Secular (J. M. Dent & Sons, Ltd., 1940).
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run on and down, like the clock of Roman civilisation,® and then,
with the disappearance of industrialism, work would once more
become, as in the Middle Ages, related to art and to happiness, in-
stead of something depersonalised — mechanised — and therefore
apart from these things.

Here, then, are two sharply-defined attitudes — Gill’s attitude,
endorsed as much by the D. H. Lawrence-ites (‘“They talk of the tri-
umph of the machine, But the machine will never triumph’) as by
the Aldous Huxley-ites, who find in Brave New World a modern vin-
dication of Rousseau’s ‘noble savage’, the attitude that the machine
is wholly evil, and that it will ultimately destroy the civilisation
dependent on it, and the attitude maintained by Morris and Wilde,
and in recent times by H. J. Massingham and Wilfred Wellock, that,
rightly used, the machine could be made to serve and enrich human
life.

Aldous Huxley himself does not maintain that the machine is
wholly evil. He regards it as harmful and dangerous, because it
tends to destroy the creative impulse in human beings, which he
regards as ‘the source of man’s most solid, least transitory happi-
ness. The machine robs the majority of human beings of the very
possibility of this happiness’. But he insists® that it must stay —
that as a matter of sheer practicality, at this stage of civilisation, its
use cannot be discontinued. “The machines must stays; it is obvious.
They must stay, even though, used as they are now being used, they
inflict on humanity an enormous psychological injury that must, if
uncared for, prove mortal. The only remedy is systematic inconsis-
tency’ There must be, he contends, a de-mechanisation of leisure,
so that creative leisure can balance the uncreative hours of mechan-
ical work. But that there can only be this de-mechanisation if the
desire for it is created. “The vital problem of our age is the problem

5 ¢of. James Hilton in his novel, Lost Horizon (Heinemann, 1933): ‘T often
think that the Romans were fortunate; their civilisation reached as far as hot baths
without touching the fatal knowledge of machinery

Do What You Will (Chatto & Windu), 1929s.
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clinics, creches, will be dealt with in’ the chapters on education,
woman, and the child.)

In Utopia, where there is no private enterprise and no charity,
it follows that all hospitals are publicly owned. There is a hospi-
tals’ syndicate in the same way that there is an entertainments’
syndicate (in which all the cinemas and theatres would be organ-
ised). The Sanitary Syndicate operating in Catalonia during the
two years of the anarcho-syndicalist regime has already been men-
tioned. Medical aid was everywhere socialised and made freely
available to all; this socialisation included the services of midwives
and nurses, and dispensaries were set up in every village. In Utopia,
of course, the standard of the people’s health is much higher than
under the old bad class-system of society. For one thing there is no
such thing as malnutrition in Utopia, and no such thing as slums
or over-crowding.

Then, also, there is a more intelligent attitude to food; the teach-
ing of food-values is part of the education in the schools. The Utopi-
ans fully understand what is meant by a ‘balanced’ meal, and ap-
preciate its value, and therefore they do not eat the wrong foods
— foods which ruin their digestions and tempers. Whether anyone
is a vegetarian or not, or a teetotaller or not, is purely a matter
of personal preference, but in general the Utopians eat little meat,
and they know the use, without the abuse, of wine and good home-
brewed ale. Campanella makes his Utopians ‘observe the difference
between useful and harmful foods, and for this they employ the
science of medicine. They always change their food. First they eat
flesh, then fish, then afterwards they go back to flesh, and nature
is never incommoded or weakened’. Two meals a day was the av-
erage for adult people, except the old, who had three, and growing
youth was allowed four. In addition to fish and flesh they ate but-
ter, honey, cheese, ‘garden herbs, and vegetables of all kinds’. As
regards drinking, they were ‘extremely moderate’ — that is to say
wine was never given to children under ten, ‘unless the state of
their health demands it’. After ten years old the children took wine
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means of free agreements between them, just as the railway com-
panies or the postal departments of various countries co-operate
now, without having a central railway or postal government, even
though the former are actuated by merely egoistic aims, and the lat-
ter belong to different and often hostile States... There will be full
freedom for the development of new forms of production, inven-
tion, and organisation; individual initiative will be en- couraged,
and the tendency towards uniformity and centralisation will be dis-
couraged’.

He adds what is important in an ideal commonwealth — ‘More-
over, this society will not be crystallised into certain unchangeable
forms, but will continually modify its aspect, because it will be a
living, evolving organism; no need of government will be felt, be-
cause free agreement and federation can take its place in all those
functions which governments consider as theirs at the present time,
and because, the causes of conflict being reduced in number, those
conflicts which may still arise can be submitted to arbitration’

Kropotkin’s great work, Mutual Aid , was — is — a challenge
to the dogma of the struggle for existence and the survival of the
fittest. In the introduction to the recently-published Pelican edition
of this work — which has become a classic — it is suggested that
‘this book may yet help to make an epoch’. Certainly any new form
of human society must be based on this natural law if it is to bring
man anywhere near Utopia. Only through this natural law is real
freedom, equality, and brotherhood possible. Outside of it is the
chaos of perpetual struggle, perpetual war — a destroying of civil-
isation from within.

Before we leave this question of the government, or, more
accurately, the organisation of the ideal commonwealth, other
aspects of social life must be considered — aspects which are
either government-controlled at present or would be so controlled
in Utopia,

Let us take first the question of social services — hospitals, med-
ical service, old age pensions. (The question of schools, maternity
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of reconciling manhood with the citizenship of a modern industri-
alised state’ In our present mechanised society human beings are
only free to live, in the real sense, outside of their working hours —
and even then their leisure is devoted to mechanised pleasure for
the most part. Huxley recognises that the difficulties of reconciling
man’s humanity with his mechanised world are enormously great
— ‘But so are the penalties of failure’.

Oscar Wilde, living in a less highly-industrialised age, could
afford to be more optimistic. He anticipated a time when ‘while
Humanity will be amusing itself, or enjoying cultivated leisure —
which, and not labour, is the aim of man — or making beautiful
things, or reading beautiful things, or simply contemplating the
world with admiration and delight, machinery will be doing all
the necessary and unpleasant work’. But this happy state of affairs,
Wilde acknowledged, could only exist in a new social order, where
the machine, instead of being private property, used competitively
for the making of private profit, was the property of all, and used
for the common good.

Wilde’s socialism was the easy idealism of a man who had not
thought very deeply on sociological issues. He was first and last
an artist and an aesthete; he wanted a world in which there would
be boundless leisure for the creation and enjoyment of beautiful
things; he wanted a society in which the soul of man might have
room for expansion to this end; and he believed in a kind of social-
ism as the means to this end. Unfortunately socialism is no guaran-
tee that the machine will be used for the service of man, but only
for the State. Whether men work on machine belts, in coal-mines,
in the stoke-holds of ships, for private employers or the State, is
all one so far as the unpleasantness and soullessness of the work
itself is concerned, and no socialist or communist manifesto has
ever yet protested against the domination of the machine as a de-
stroyer of the Good Life and the Soul of Man, but only against that
domination being used for private profit.
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It has never been a part of any socialist or communist pro-
gramme to release man from the machine; these revolutionaries
are concerned with the great corporate body of the State, with the
ownership of the land and the means of production; they want all
the factories hissing and humming in the service of the State; they
want the great tractors rolling over the land, and they dismiss
as romantic and reactionary any talk of de-industrialisation and
return to handcrafts; they don’t want labour personalised and
individualised; they want it efficiency-ised and organised; they are
passionate devotees of the machine — provided it is not privately
owned. It is not too long ago to remember the pride with which the
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics hailed the advent of tractors
on the collectivised farms; every Russian film showed peasants
waving and cheering the arrival of a tractor, and Russian youth
of both sexes grinning from ear to ear with pride and pleasure as
they drove the machines into the good earth. Instead of slowing
down in the factories, they introduced English and American
engineers to show them how to speed-up, and the apex was
reached when a frightful system of speeded-up production called
Stakhanovism was introduced. Their poetry became Songs of the
Machine; operas and ballets were devoted to the glorification
of industry; their music reproduced the clangour of the factory
machines, with a horrible deliberateness. They made gramophone
records of this cacophony, and had their factory poems translated
into other tongues, so that workers of other lands might draw
inspiration from communist ‘culture’ ...Social realism’ it was
called. Contemporary Russian painting in the ’thirties, when this
first began to be talked about was as full of factory scenes as Nazi
painting was of Aryan blondes and pictures of the Fithrer.’

7 After my first visit to the U.S.S.R. in 1934 I recorded the following note,
subsequently included in the Russian section of my travel sketch-book, Forever
Wandering (1935): ‘Contemporary Russian art becomes more reactionary every
year.... The artist who was painting in the post-impressionist manner a few years
back may now be seen indulging in the most photographic realism. This tendency
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idea of any centralised government, however democratic, would
cease to appeal. Centralised government need not prevent social
equality, but it is open to the risk of developing into a bureaucracy,
and the beginning of bureaucracy is an end of freedom . 1 **

The present writer inclines towards the anarcho-syndicalist
conception of organisation because it has been demonstrated that
it is workable in this complex modern civilisation, workable, that
is, for the common good, whereas William Morris’s conception
might well involve a degree of de-industrialisation im- possible
in a world whose complexities Morris himself had not foreseen.
Discussing the general principles of an anarcho- syndicalist
system to replace centralised government, Herbert Read, in his
The Philosophy of Anarchism , 2 points out that something in
the nature of a parliament of industry to adjust mutual relations
between the various collectives and to decide on general questions
of policy will be necessary, adding ‘but this parliament will be in
no sense an administrative or executive body. It will form a kind’
of industrial diplomatic service, adjusting relations and preserving
peace, but possessing no legislative powers and no privileged
status. There might also be a corresponding body to represent the
interests of the consumers, and to arrange questions of price and
distribution with the collectives.

It is interesting to compare this with Kropotkin’s conception
(in his Memoirs of a Revolutionist ) of a new society of equals
‘composed of a multitude of associations, federated for all the pur-
poses which require federation; trade federations for production of
all sorts — agricultural, industrial, intellectual, artistic; communes
for consumption, making provision for dwellings, gas works, sup-
plies of food, sanitary arrangements, etc.; federations of communes
amongst themselves, and federations of communes with trade or-
ganisations ; and finally, wider groups covering the country, or sev-
eral countries, composed of men who collaborate for the satisfac-
tion of such economic, intellectual, artistic, and moral needs as are
not limited to a given territory. All these will combine directly, by
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to good relations the people of different countries will be a great
deal more interesting to each other and free to gain from each
other’s cultures. In whatever country one hap- pens to have been
born, whatever language one speaks, what- ever the colour of one’s
skin, hair, eyes, whatever God one believes in, or whether one be-
lives in none, we are, as Morris says, ‘all bent on the same enter-
prise, making the most of our lives \

At present living presents innumerable problems — in short,
‘the problem of life is to live’; but in the Utopian world in which
men and women are free, living co-operatively, no one coercing, or
robbing, or exploiting anyone else, living presents no major prob-
lems, and the small inevitable problems of human relationships are
— with the new spirit in the heart of man, and the rationality of the
world in which he lives — readily soluble.

It is not necessary, in the Utopian world, that every country
should order its affairs along the same lines, any more than it is
necessary that all housewives should run their homes along the
same lines. What is essential is the basic principle of the brother-
hood of man — with all that that implies of a non-capitalistic, non-
imperialist, and, on the positive side, co-operative society in each
country. What suits the temperament of one country will not in
every case suit another. There may well be breeds of people whose
idea of Utopia is freedom to lie in the sun and have the bananas fall
ripe into their laps, and who prefer to go naked and unashamed
and live in rushhuts. Why should they be required to conform to
Western ideas of civilisation? And though the complexity of West-
ern civilisation calls for. some organisation for harmonious living,
some communities may prefer the figurehead of a king or prince
or president, or some form of democratic government; some people
like a disciplined and ordered existence, to be well and truly gov-
erned — given an acceptance of the principle of the brotherhood
of man it is immaterial what form of organisation the people of
different countries choose, though it seems likely that as men and
women developed in real freedom and the spirit of mutual aid, the
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Socialism could give us the machine in the service of man, but
it will need to be, as Oscar Wilde realised, a socialism divorced
from the State; it will need to be the socialism of Utopia (a socialist
State is by no means necessarily an ideal commonwealth — wit-
ness the U.S.S.R. where in spite of having got rid of the capitalist
system there is neither social equality nor freedom) something re-
mote from any form of political orthodoxy, because, as Blake has
said, ‘Religion is politics and politics is brotherhood’, and it is a
basic principle of Utopia, as the present writer sees it, that the
Good Life can only be founded on the brotherhood of man. It is
impossible to feel that either Massingham or Wellock share the
optimism concerning the future of the machine which Wilde ex-
pressed in his Soul of Man. Both, whilst acknowledging the uses
of the machine, hope for a return to the handcrafts and the affinity
between the peasant and the soil, of the pre-industrial era. Wellock
has stated specifically that ‘we ought to bring back those fireside
arts and handicrafts which once enriched the home-life of our coun-
try as nothing has done since’. He finds a clear-cut definition of
the function of machinery impossible, since it must necessarily de-
pend upon the demands of society, but he believes ‘that as the ad-
vantages and satisfactions of creative labour are realised, the ten-
dency will be to cut out hundreds of desires and demands which
have been artificially stimulated by a profit-making economy, and
to concentrate on quality production, and thus more and more to
substitute craft for machinery in all directions’. He adds, signifi-
cantly, that ‘to determine the proper sphere of the machine will be

is referred to amongst artists as “Social Realism”. What it means is that the art
of the painter, like that of the writer and the playwright, is being enlisted in
the service of propaganda. Thus the museum is full of paintings of revolutionary
episodes, of soldiers marching, of factories in course of construction, of workers
demanding bread, and similar sociological subjects. The museum referred to is the
Tretiakov Gallery, Moscow. I was in Russia again the following year, and made
a similar observation concerning an exhibition of Georgian painting in Tiflis, ‘
excessively dull, the usual photographic realism* (South to Samarkand, 1936).
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one of the main tasks of the creative revolution®. This is amplified
in his book, where he says, ‘Inventions and discoveries which have
facilitated good production of the things men need, and improved
the quality of human life, have occurred ever since man appeared
on the earth, and no doubt will continue to do so’. From this he
proceeds to his argument that machinery is not in itself evil, but
that our modern civilisation has perverted its uses, so that its evil
aspect has gained the ascendant. Massingham perceives in various
war-time indications of self-help, and self-acting heroism, the tradi-
tion of the old England still living in the ‘shoddy new’. “These feel-
ers’, he declares, ‘are one with the thrifty use of the hedgerow and
the garden, the struggle for an honest loaf against both State and
vested interest, the speeding, if not the God-speeding, of the rusty
plough. None can be rightly called a return to nature or a return to
God, still less to both at once. But they are a means to that end, and
the only means. They are the laying of the first stones and in the
true English tradition, country-born and intuitively religious, and
up to the eighteenth century never radically separated’. He sees
every authentic English village as a trinity of church-houses-fields,
‘a microcosm of God-Man-Earth, each in profound and purposed
relation to the other’. He seeks, like Adrian Bell, and as Gill sought,
the re-integration of man with God, not in the meaningless glib
jargon of the church, but as a living reality of daily life, part of
the Doctrine of Creation. He asserts that the connection between
church and fields has been lost as the connection between work
and play has been lost, and ‘it is this synthesis — religion, nature,
craft, husbandry, all in one — we have to rediscover’.

In our present competitive world everyone grabs for himself;
everyone wants more money, even the comfortably-off, even the
rich. If a man, particularly a young man, declares that he is not in-
terested in making money he is considered either a hypocrite or a
crank. If a young man declares that he is not interested in ‘getting
on’ he is considered ‘no good’, a person of no initiative or enter-
prise. To ‘make good’ means to ‘make money’. Jesus completely
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Supposing, for the sake of argument, that we are contem- plat-
ing an isolated Utopia in an imperfect world, or an Utopian world
in the transitional stage in which there are still anti- social beings
in sufficient number to form a formidable opposition to the ideal
commonwealth — the Utopians, with their ethics of the brother-
hood of man, would not resort to violence. They would refuse co-
operation with any aggressor to the point of death; they would op-
pose the enemy from within, with every means short of bloodshed
within their power, and in the end theirs would be the victory —
because it is profoundly true that when the strong have devoured
each other ‘ the meek shall inherit the earth ’, however incredi-
ble that may seem to the purely materialist conception of living.
In Utopia, where education is something more than scholarship,
even in the transitional stages the majority would know this, and
dispense with the technique of homicide as a relic of the old bad
barbarian days before ‘the change’.

That there should be imperialism in the Utopian conception of
living is as unthinkable as that there should be war, because imperi-
alism is opposed to the whole principle of the brotherhood of man.
The Utopians have no Atlantic Charters which make glib promises
of freedom and the right of self-government to all peoples whilst
reserving the right to maintain dominion over millions of coloured
people in the interests of exploiting their labour and their land. The
Utopians do not subscribe to the humbug of dominating other races
for their “ own good ’, because of their ‘inability to rule themselves’;
they have no sense of ‘trustee-ship’ and the “‘White Man’s Burden’,
no sense of any superiority in the possession of a white skin. They
do not pay lip-service to the brotherhood of man; they live it.

The abolition of frontiers and nationalisms, the acknowledg-
ment of the brotherhood of man, united in the one human race,
would still leave national characteristics of temperament, physi- ol-
ogy, language, art, architecture, food, mode of life, clothes — vari-
ety in the human race is not disposed of by disposing of national
rivalries, antagonisms, prejudices; and without these impedimenta
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in more danger of extermination than his prey, provided only that
his victims maintain a social consciousness and can act as a group
for group interests! ... Already it is clear that Western civilisation,
the most acquisitive, the most aggressive of cultures, is a force de-
structive of itself. The seeds of its own decay, like the dragon’s
teeth, have brought forth their crop of armed men. War — unem-
ployment — economic slumps; such are the fruits of our labours’.
The writer includes Japan as among the influences of Western civili-
sation, being part of that hybrid culture — with the worst aspects of
Western ‘civilisation’ in its make-up — which dominates the Asia
of today.

In Utopia, the absence of private property — which includes
the absence of imperialist possessions— disposes of the necessity
for war. Perhaps, you will protest, * But what about civil wars —
such as the recent Spanish civil war? Wars of conflicting political
ideologies?’ Such wars could not happen in Utopia because, as has
been indicated, there are no politics in Utopia, no States, no govern-
ments, no frontiers; the Spanish war was a struggle for power be-
tween opposing political parties, the anti-Fascist forces, the Repub-
licans, Communists, Anarchists, the indepen- dent Marxists (the
P.0.UM.), against the forces of the Church and State and private
property as represented by General Franco and his followers. To
approve of the achievements of the anarchists in that struggle is
not to admire the tactics through which they were achieved — the
tactics of violence. What was achieved through violence in that
struggle was overthrown by violence, within two years. The tac-
tics of non-violent resistance to the Nationalist forces might have
taken longer — the tactics, that is to say, of non-co-operation, of
what might at first have the appearance of acceptance of defeat —
but might well have had more lasting results ; they certainly could
not have been more disastrous than the tactics of violence, the do-
ing of wrong — in the sense of killing and destruction — that good
might come.
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failed to make good. At the age of thirty he threw up a good trade
— carpentry — to become a preacher, and for three years lived from
hand to mouth, taking no thought for the morrow, and having at
times not where to lay his head, and was finally executed, as we
know, between a couple of thieves, as an agitator subversive to the
State. Any young person, asked what he or she intends to ‘do’ in
life, and replying, ‘Just be’, is regarded as lacking in natural am-
bition — since an ambition to be, in the sense of ‘accepting life
simply and naturally and enjoying if, is not considered a natural
ambition ... outside of Utopia. Nobody is ambitious in Utopia; there
is no place for ambition in the brotherhood of man. The slogan of
the French Revolution serves Utopia well enough — Liberté, Egalité,
Fraternité.

But in Utopia these brave words are more than a slogan; they
are a reality. As this writer sees it they represent the basic prin-
ciples of that ‘ideal commonwealth whose inhabitants live under
perfect conditions’.

It is pertinent to consider exactly what is meant by each of these
fine words, for we live in an age when words are carelessly used,
and are, not infrequently, robbed of all meaning. The word Freedom
has a fine ring about it, yet no word is more mis-used today; no
word is emptier of true meaning; politicians mouth it as an Ameri-
can chews gum. It has become a political catch-phrase. There is the
Atlantic Charter which gives freedom to all peoples, the right to
determine their own form of government — but not to India, not
to Africa, not to the Arabs. There are the Four Freedoms — or is it
Five? — with as little meaning. Whenever a country goes to war
it is for its conception of freedom. ‘Your freedom is at stake, the
governments cry, to the peoples, “To arms!” and the peoples obey,
obedience to governments having become a habit of their civilisa-
tion. There was never a war yet that was not fought for freedom —
or the illusion of it. Yet the world is in chains. Where are the free
peoples of the world? Do they exist anywhere outside of Utopia?
You who read this — how free are you? You, woman-of-the-house,
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imprisoned in your life; you, man-in-an-office, imprisoned in your
job. You who think yourselves progressive — how free are you? You,
chained by moral fears you do not own except secretly in the sleep-
less nights of your guilt and anxiety, to an unhappy marriage, an
unhappy love-affair, to the demands of families and outworn loves
— the chains we call ‘loyalties’ and ‘duties’, the chains of conscience
and moral upbringing. You whose very lives can be conscripted an
it please your government ... all in the cause of what governments
call ‘Freedom’.

But what governments call Freedom is not what is understood
by that term in Utopia. In the everyday world freedom is liberty
to ‘do what you like, as long as you do what you’re told’. In this
government-controlled world the only free peoples are a few no-
mad desert and Arctic tribes; when they come within reach of civil-
isation their freedom is imperilled immediately. The Romanies are
probably the freest people in the world, but they only remain so
by keeping moving; they must always be moving on, beyond reach
of the long arm of the law. Where laws begin to operate there is
an end of freedom. Natural liberty is a state in which there are no
laws, and natural liberty is what, in Utopia, is understood by free-
dom. To the mind steeped in the traditions of governmental con-
trol this immediately suggests nature-red-in-tooth-and-claw, the
survival-of-the-fittest, chaos, and all that is popularly understood
by anarchy. Natural liberty is subject to natural laws. No man liveth
to himself alone : there is the discipline that life itself imposes, and
the natural laws of co-operation and mutual aid. ‘All government,
William Godwin wrote in his Enquiry Concerning Political Justice,
‘corresponds in a certain degree to what the Greeks denominated a
tyranny. ... By its very nature a positive institution has a tendency
to suspend the elasticity and progress of mind. We should not for-
get that government is, abstractly taken, an evil, a usurpation upon
private judgment and individual conscience of mankind’.

How the Utopians arrange their affairs without the coercion of
State and government we will consider later; it is here only neces-
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Imperialist interests constitute the prime cause of war. Or, to
put it more simply, in the words of the eighteenth century Amer-
ican Quaker, John Woolman, ‘the seeds of war have nourishment
in our possessions’. We have already cited the anthropological re-
search of H. J. Massingham, in his The Golden Age , to disprove
the popular contention that primitive man is ‘savage’. If further
authority is needed, apart from the authori- ties Mr. Massingham
himself quotes, there are such other dis- tinguished authorities as
Gerald Heard, in his Source of Civilisa- tion, Verrier Elwin, in his
Leaves from the Jungle, Dr. R. L. Worrall, in his Footsteps of War,
Karl Kautsky, in his Ethics and the Materialist Conception of His-
tory, W. J. Perry, in his The Growth of Civilisation, Elliot Smith, in
his Human History, to name only a few, all of whose observations
and researches bear witness to the anthropological fact that man
only becomes war-like as he becomes ‘civilised’ and acquires pos-
sessions. As Dr. Worrall points out, civilisation produces wealth,
and wealth produces property, and property produces the power
of a ruling class. “The story of warfare’, he writes, ‘is that of the in-
creasingly violent behaviour of ruling groups, doubtless stimulated
by a variety of causes once it had become organised. The institu-
tion of private property, so often associated in its beginnings with
rulers, the very fact itself of possessing power and desiring more,
have doubtless played important parts in accentuating this form
of behaviour. In the case of the later warrior aristocracies, there is
no doubt that these two incentives have been potent. Fear of rivals
has also played an important part in the process; so, also, the army
itself, once in existence, has produced a profound effect upon all
those who have come into close touch with it’

In an admirable essay on ‘Colonial Peoples and Civilisation’ in
‘a study of Empire’ entitled, Why Were They Proud?, the writer
points out that ‘Civilised man, only too clearly, has taken the of-
fensive against both his less civilised brother and the animal world;
and if there be any truth in the theories so admirably developed in
Kropotkin’s Mutual Aid, it is the acquisitive aggressor who stands

59



a rational system of society that was not fully Utopian taxation
could be abolished. The anarcho-syndicalist experi- ment in Cat-
alonia succeeded in abolishing taxation to some extent; in some
districts it even dispensed with money. But we will consider the
whole question of money and exchange in a later chapter.

Obviously Utopia can only exist in an Utopian world; it is an
affair of the brotherhood of man, not of one nation or race. Morris,
writing of his socialist England, and Bellamy of his socialist Amer-
ica, visualised their Utopias in a changed world, nQt isolated amidst
the old order of civilisation. And in a world living in the spirit of
the brotherhood of man, a world without frontiers or governments,
to what end would there be armies and navies? More, in his Utopia
, wrote, Tn France there is yet a more pestiferous sort of people, for
the whole country is full of soldiers, still kept up in time of peace;
if such a state of a nation can be called a peace; and these are kept
in pay upon the same account that you plead for those idle retain-
ers about noblemen; this being a maxim of those pretended states-
men that it is necessary, for public safety, to have a good body of
veteran soldiers ever in readiness. Armies and navies exist for the
protection of governments and States and their pos- sessions; wars
are fought between the Haves and the Havenots, for the balance of
power between States, for the domination — for purposes of money
and power — of one nation by another; in a world in which gov-
ernments and frontiers have been swept away war is automatically
abolished. Morris, in his essay, How We Live and How We Might
Live , defined war as competition between nations — competition
for world-markets — and saw our present system as ‘based on a
state of perpetual war’. War is the antithesis of mutual aid. It is, in
Morris’s words, ‘pursuing your own advantage at the cost of some-
one else’s’. In the world as it is today, its whole civilisation based on
competition, the struggle for world-markets, it is inevitable. Even
a non-capitalistic country like the U.S.S.R. has found it inevitable
— because it is isolated in a capitalistic world, and because, too, in
spite of being non-capitalistic it is still imperialistic.
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sary to indicate the fundamental principles upon which an Utopian
society is based, and a first principle of such a society must be free-
dom, since only under freedom does Man attain to his true stature,
and only in freedom is happiness — that happiness which is what
Havelock Ellis calls ‘the deepest organic satisfaction’ — possible.
And endlessly we come back to the profound truth of the asser-
tion of modern psychology, ‘Be happy and you will be good’. At
this point there is always someone to protest, ‘But what about
people who find their happiness in anti-social conduct? The Bor-
gias, presumably, were happy when poisoning their guests, but
it was hardly happiness for their victims. Isn’t this where your
be-happy-and-you-will-be-good philosophy breaks down?’ The an-
swer to that is that the Borgias may have found pleasure in their
poisonings, but not happiness. The criminal is never happy; his
conduct is the expression of his fundamental unhappiness. Happy
people no more wish to commit homicide than they wish to com-
mit suicide. (It is an interesting and significant psychological fact
that suicides very frequently show homicidal tendencies.) Given
the ‘perfect conditions’ of Utopia it is reasonable to suppose that
there will be no crime, no anti-social conduct, at least within a gen-
eration or two. ‘Utopia within our time’ would involve a carrying-
over of neuroses from our present deplorable society, nor would
the children be immune, since they would have had a bad start.
There would be, necessarily, what the communists call ‘the period
of transition’, but ultimately society would emerge as good because
it was happy — because it was integrated, whole.

The implications of this Utopian freedom are tremendous. In
society as we at present know it we have no conception of freedom
in the real sense. We consider ourselves ‘free’ if we manage to live
our own lives — as we say — in defiance of the conventional moral
code; to be indifferent to public opinion we consider great liberty;
we count it freedom to swim, somehow, against the tide. Whereas
in truth freedom is swimming in whatever direction we choose in
a tideless sea, unhampered. In our existing society there is no real
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freedom even for the most daring, the most rebellious, the most
courageous; a certain measure may be had — at a price, which is a
contradiction in terms, for the essence of freedom is that it is free.

Only through a passionate, dynamic, desire for real freedom can
humanity hope to achieve Utopia. Which is another way of saying,
“The Kingdom of Heaven is within you’. Lin Yutang, in The Impor-
tance of Living,® quotes Bernard Shaw as rightly saying that ‘the
only kind of liberty worth having is the liberty of the oppressed to
squeal when hurt and the liberty to remove the conditions which
hurt them’. This is true of liberty in our existing society, but in
Utopia there are, obviously, no oppressed and thus its freedom is
freedom to live in the fullest sense. Liberty to protest against in-
justice and oppression, and to fight these evils, is a very limited
conception of freedom. As the Distributists assert, “The right of lib-
erty is not restricted to one particular liberty, to liberty of religion,
conscience, action, and so on; it is the right of choice in all things in
which the exercise of the choice does not injure the right of choice
of others’. The full implications of Utopian freedom we will con-
sider in detail later.

Here, concerned with basic principles, let us consider the nature
of this free society — not its structure; that also will come up for
consideration later. The nature of the present system in democratic
countries is competitive, because capitalist. In a communist coun-
try, in which the abolition of capitalism automatically disposes of
competition, the nature of the system is theoretically communis-
tic; in practice, to judge by the only communist regime by which
to judge, the US.S.R., it becomes bureaucratic, as undemocratic as
a Fascist regime, and, with the rise of bureaucracy and a privileged
class of intellectuals and state officials, as lacking in the equality —
which is the essence of true communism — as a capitalist or a Fas-
cist society. The equality and fraternity of the French revolutionary
slogan are essential to a truly free society. Such a society must be

8 Heinemann, 1938.

24

human effort. They have demonstrated that everything goes much
better without government intervention \

The socialisation of the wood industry in Cuenca, and the col-
lectivisation of transport in Barcelona, afford further examples of
what can be achieved along these co-operati