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C. LAMBEK IN MEMORIAM

A few months before Lambek died. he wrote in a letter to
me that the manuscript of his latest and final work had now
been translated into English and was ready for publication. and
he added: I am now free of all care; and, as reading still gives
me pleasure. time will not seem long.

When Lambek died, 77 years old, on the 28th of December.
1947. this marked the close of a long and active life. Apart
from the last few weeks of devastating illness. his mind was
to the last as vital and fertile. as devoid of pettiness. as it had
been during all the years I had known him. His whole conduct
of life was living evidence that he was right in his teachings
on human nature and human existence as set forth in his books.

His first publication was a book of verse which appeared
in 1892. and he has since published altogether 40 books. After
some years of study at the University of Copenhagen. it became
clear to him that as a thinker and philosopher he would have
to go his own ways. For this reason his studies never led up
to a final examination or degree. and as a rule he was in
opposition to the official philosophy as represented by. for
instance. Harald Hoffding.

During the following 30 years Lambek undertook various
tasks as teacher. and for several years he was headmaster of a
secondary school. As a Consequence of his extremely frugal
mode of life. he gradually gained economic independence. so
that at the age of 56 he could retire and wholly dedicate his
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time and his efforts to what he considered his true calling and
life-work.

His earlier works were mainly devoted to belles lettres. In
1899 he published: Bidrag til Ibsen Kritiken (contribution to
the criticism on Henrik Ibsen), and 1902-04 he edited: Tids
skrift for Aandskultur, an intellectual and cultural periodical
which brought contributions by several D'anish authors and
philosophers who have since become famous.

Gradually, however, his interest in the problems of life
philosophy prevailed. He often expressed his conviction that
philosophy should act as a guide for those who are trying to
find their way through the labyrinths of existence. Among his
contributions to this subject must be mentioned: Personlig
Kultur (Personal Culture), which ran to four editions in Swe
den and three editions in Denmark, and his book: Dagligdagen
(Everyday life). These works contain many wise and valuable
reflections couched in a clear and vivid language. However,
Lambek felt that these essays could only be considered as his
~~nal more or less subjective experiences, which he passed

to . eUo -men. He realised that he should endeavour
°entifica1ly constructed philosophy. As

o his works became less popular.
jectS as epistemology and

t essay) e had published only
in the English language., on the assump 'on that the small
number of his compatriots bo ould be able to appreciate
these books would also be able to read them in English. On
the whole, he did not expect much encouragement from his
Danish colleagues. His main object in having his books printed
in a world-language was to give those who might wish to
continue along the lines indicated by him an opportunity to
learn the main elements in his philosophy.

Lambek was born of peasants and, being of a realistic nature,
he soon saw that to issue rules for living without making an
attempt to create better social conditions for the individual
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would not be much use. Already in 1908 he published his work:
Om social Ret/terdighed paa Grundlag a/ Ejendomsretten (On
social justice on the basis of the right of ownership). And in
cooperation with the twO Danish philosophers, Severin Chri
stensen and Axe! Dam, he worked out the Moral Right, which
forms the basis of the political party: ,.Danmarks Retsforbund«,
established after the first world war.

Lambek remained a bachelor all his days, and so did not live
the normal family life. He had the makings of a hennit in
him, but there is plenty of evidence to show that he did DOt
become a bookish, detached, dry-as-dust theorist. When on
rare occasions he took part in the political debate, his clear
and concise statements always had their effect, but his influ
ence was particularly great behind the scenes. His remarks
could be both biting and caustic, but his common sense and
honesty invariably created respect, and no one has ever thought,
much less hinted, that he sought advantages for himself or had
any kind of personal vanity.

Lambek had an experience which is very rare for political
philosophers: he saw the party, which had adopted his ideas,
growing and increasing from year to year, both in number of
votes and influence. At the election in 1947, shortly before
his death, Danmarks Retsforbund obtained nearly 100,000 votes
out of just over two .million, (at the election in 1950 this was
increased to 166.000 votes. Only three of the political parties
represented in the parliament are bigger). The fight against
monopolistic exploitation of the common people, which has
been wielded by the Marxists with changing luck and some
undesirable consequences, now seems to have reached a critical
point in many countries. It is not always to the advantage of
the people when state monopolies take over private monopolies.
It may be that the ideas of Moral Right will step into the
breach where Marxism failed, not only in Denmark, but in
all democratic countries. In Sweden a new political association
has been started along the lines of Danmarks Retsforbund.
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Lambek dedicated a great part of his life and his efforts to
this cause, and he left the main part of his property to be used
for the furtherance of political work and scientific research in
these domains.

His last word in the debate, which was the main interest in
his life, is the present book.

Copenhagen, May 1952.

]ohannes Smith.
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differences of ODmum are ~ Wltll as to wttlCb gmeral prc
as a basis for the investigations.

Although moral philosophy is an ancient discipline, its frame
work is set only at a few points, its notions are vague, its plan
of working is often ill-defined and obscure or arbitrarily chosen.
Even at the present day it is by no means the same notion of
morals we find in the works of the various philosophers, but
a number of attempts diverging in their aim and intentions. I
shall begin by indicating the presuppositions underlying the
present essay.

We may regard it as indisputable that morality is concerned
with the side of our existence called practical life. Moral
philosophy has 'always aimed at a regulation of the individual's
mode of life. Further, we may regard it as undeniable that the
moral idea aims at establishing a control bringing us certain
definite advantages; without such a criterion of its value, it
would not be able to gain a foothold in the minds of men or
exercise an influence of any significance. In other words, the
moral idea must aim at attaining something of value in practical
life, either a positive benefit or the avoidance of certain evils.
It does not follow from this, however, that morality undertakes
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the enormous task of supervIsmg the general welfare of the
individual. It is evident that morality cannot adopt a definite
form unless it is aiming at some particular value or group of
values; otherwise the problem would be unlimited and in
definable. The desired solution can in advance be defined only
as a realisation of the special aim of the moral idea.

The next question must be by what means a moral control
of men's existence can be realised? Coercion and threats lead
only to a superficial and temporary regulation, the individual
will shake off such influences as soon as he has the chance. If
every person were permitted to employ such measures at will,
it would lead to a social rule full of disorder and practical
contradictions - a guidance of a very dubious value. It is
generally acknowledged that the use of coercion and threats
demands a moral justification and must be confined to special
cases under public legislation and administration of justice. It
seems a warrantable assumption that moral law should rest on
motives which the individual is ready to uphold for his own
sake. If this is recognised, morality must grow out of the
individual's self-determining deliberation and in the last in
stance build on his self-control as a means to realisation.

But we shall need a closer definition of the notion of self
determination. In my opinion, the principle of autonomy may
be described as follows: every moral dictate made to an adult
person shou d rest on (I) moti~es adopted by the person himself
at the time, and upheld in combination with (2) the circum
stances (physical and organic laws of nature) to which the
individual's existence is inevitably submitted, and the conditions
to which every imaginable form of social intercourse must con
form. In no other sense can a person be self-determining or
act freely. Both our own nature and the laws governing the
surrounding world impose upon us directives for our actions,
and if we wish to live among our fellows, we must respect
certain conditions :without which social intercourse would be
unbearable. Autonomous volition is always on the part of the
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dividual a combination of desire and compulsion, the final
..on is the result of something he wills and something the

·'1 must necessarily comply with in order to reach its goal.
This definition of autonomy does not preclude that compulsory

easures are in some cases morally justified in order to assure
e individual's obedience. What is demanded by the principle

of autonomy is merely that the use of such measures shall be
founded in the individual's own volition. If the compulsion is
. ited to an assurance of future benefits desired by the individ

ual, the compulsion cannot be said to be exercised by his
-ellow-men. What is required by the moral dictate in this case
is not the self-abnegation of the individual, but only foresight
and a personal inner coherence to be confirmed by his own
deliberation, in virtue of the natural order of things.

Another line of procedure can be indicated to which the
investigation of moralit}· is unquestionably bound. It must be

ilit}'.
fear:ures univers

4ltIIDOW mentaliry, i. e. upon tendencies and valua
onnal mind and ordinarily to be found

_:0 one will assert that scientific validity can
be influenced by the fact that some undeveloped or incoherent
individuals cannot be made to acknowledge such thought con
structions. Where children, imbeciles or lunatics are concerned,
the guardianship of competent individuals may be considered
morally warrantable. It is worth noting that the requirement
mentioned is' in itself a fully adequate motivation for the prin
ciple of autonomy: if the moral precepts are to build on uni
versally valid features in human mentality, morality cannot be
based on compulsion or threats from without, but must rest on
motives entertained by the individual for his own sake. Other
wise the moral control will fail wherever the pressure from
outside is lacking, i.e. it will not be a universal but a sporadic
phenomenon.
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On the background of these introductory remarks, it should
be possible to appreciate the standpoints from which the various
philosophers proceed in order to arrive at a solution of the
moral problem. The most straightforward way would seem to
be the drawing of a line of demarcation between the so-called
good and evil motives or purposes, or between positive and
negative values. It is not possible, however, in this simple way
to distinguish between morality and immorality. The notion
of value always in the last instance refers to events whereby
certain vital processes are either furthered or hindered. The
latter kinds of events represent negative values. Sometimes
values are characterised as relations; but only dynamic rela
tions, partly between the individual and his surroundings, partly
between various processes within the individual orga~ism, can be
called values. Things of a static nature are useful or harmful
only in so far as they affeCt vital processes. In accordance with
this account of the notion of value, the following statements
regarding good and evil may be said to be universally valid:
No person will accept with approval a cou~teraction of his
inclinations, wishes or needs; such events are in themselves evil
for the person concerned. Every person will primarily wish for
all his motives to be advanced and accomplished; such experi
ences are in themselves good. The idea of a discrimination
between good and e il tendencies is inapplicable where morality
is concerned, because all motives are good in the sense that the
individual who entertains them will feel satisfaction when they
are successfully carned out. If any purpose can be called evil,
it must be because it is encumbered with certain costs or certain
unpleasant after-effects, that is to say, because it counteracts
other motives either in the individual himself or in other per
sons. Similarly, it is impossible to draw a boundary line be
tween what is worth while and what is not. The weight of
the motives as balanced against the costs is dependent on
subjective considerations, and these vary endlessly in different
individuals and at different times in the same individual. My



neighbour probably entertains interests that I do not share.
The gardener may want rain, while the football-player next
door wishes for fine weather. A moral code favouring certain
persons by protecting or supporting their special interests, but
neglecting to support others in similar circumstances, cannot be
recognised. Morality and partiality are incompatible. On
account of the demand for universal validity, any moral theory
which in advance is seen to favour a cenam group at the cost
of others must at once be declared unacceptable on a sciem:fic
basis.

Some students seem to think that moral philosophy should
aim at nothing less than a general cognition of practical life,
just as physical science aims at a comprehension of all events
in inanimate nature in order to bring them under our control.
Is it probable that we can evolve a science to prescribe what
we are to strive after and how 'We are to co-ordinate our
numerous purposes in order to arrive at a satisfactory result?
So far, it is only an unfounded assertion that moral law should
have this extensive scope. It is rather fantastic to imagine that
it should be possible to find reliable rules for how to choose
what is »right« or »best« among the alternatives presenting
themselves in the ever changing situations we are faced with
day by day in the course of our lives. Whether in any instance
we have made the right choice can be ascertained only later,
when we see whether we have cause to regret our choice or not.
But who would dare to guarantee a foresight deep and wide
enough to assure this? At any rate, no one but the individual
himself can accept responsibility for the reliability of his
~chemes. Not his moralising fellow-beings, but the person who
performs the acts, takes the risks and the consequences of his
actions. Life is so complicated and the values so fluctuating
that even the wisest can foresee his future ex,periences only to
a very limited extent. No theory as to »what is best« can be
recognised as universally valid. Every person is continually
undergoing change, even interests which we think to-day will
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endure far into the future may to-morrow be »gone with the
wind«. Often experiences we have been expecting are, when
they arrive, uterly different from what we had imagined. It may
safely be stated that the idea of universally valid rules for the
guidance of life as a whole is a chimera. The knowledge we
have so far culled undoubtedly points in the direction that the
art of living must be a task which every man has to solve for
himself and at his own risk.

In the popular apprehension of morality the distinction be
tween egoism and altruism plays an important part. Many
people are under the impression that the intention to benefit
others is generally moral, whereas egoism is often the root of
immoral actions. A few remarks will show that this view is
somewhat dubious. It is by no means certain that assistance,
presents, praise, encouragement, forgiveness or other forms of
support are for the benefit of the recipient. Far from it. The
habit of relying on the heLp of others may lead to parasitism
and demoralisation. The pity of others it not always a comfort,
but is often felt as an uncalled for or even an offensive intrusion
in our private life. Besides, we must distinguish between volun
tary sacrifices and compulsory support of others. In the latter
instance it is nOt a question whether the help will be beneficial,
but whether it is morally justifiable to compel innocent fellow
citizens to assist others at the COSt of their own needs and
requirements. Rules of this kind obviously betray their partial
character. Does a person obtain the right to be helped by in
dulging in recklessness, extravagance or laziness? Can the
unoffending fellow-citizen rightly be punished for refusing to

comply with such demands? As far as I can ascertain, all
attempts to justify such compulsion have failed. For one thing,
these claims cannot be universally valid, because both altruistic
and egoistic acts are partial in character. An altruism extending
only to one's own family or friends, class or nation is not
essentially different from egoism - it is to a greater or smaller
extent an attempt to obtain security for oneself. The demand
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for univ"ersal sympathy advanced by some moralists cannot be
fulfilled, no human being is able to perform even a thousandth
part of such a task. At'least this duty ought to rest on rules
of reciprocity - but such compensation on the part of others
will always fail.

Further, the plain man ought to be made to understand that
egoism is a necessary feature in human nature, without which
his existence would soon break down. Our constitution is
built up on the fundamental rule that we are to make use of
our own ability and power as means to build up our life. In
innumerable instances self-support is not only the natural
course but the only possible one. We are bound to be egoists
for the reason that we are unable to experience anything but
the processes in our own organism. All motives working in the
individual's mind arise from an interaction between his personal
experiences. It is even undeniable that altruistic feelings and
wishes are products of egoistical tendencies in the same mind,
and that they presuppose and approve of egoistical wishes in our
fellows. Sympathy is born when the individual imagines him
self in the place of others and apprehends their fate as an
analogy to his own experiences in similar circumstances. It is
not possible to set up universal rules for the extent to which
one person ought to make sacrifices for others. As a conse
quence, such sacrifices ought to be voluntary and should be
regarded as gifts.

The well-known principle of »the greatest possible happiness
for the greatest number of people« may be considered as an
artificial device making it possible to avoid some of these diffi
culties. This scheme of throwing all ideas of value into a sort
of pool, and then adding and subtracting the happiness or
unhappiness of various individuals, is nothing hut a delusion.
In view of quantity (influence on the mind) all valuations
are subjective; in view of quality (the nature of the experiences)
only a few kinds of valuation are to a certain extent similar
for everybody. I shall mention one or tWO typical examples.

17
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We are all tending creatures who meet with good and evil,
prosperity and adversity, and we all prefer the former to the
latter, good luck and gains rather than disappointment and
losses. We all wish to obtain as many and as great advantages
as possible and to reach our goals with the smallest possible
amount of effort and expenditure. For each enterprise we weigh
the pros and cons, and if the latter weigh too heavily in the
balance, it is contrary to the nature of volition to undertake
the enterprise. Only on such human traits of universal validity,
to which we are bound by our constitution, can a useful moral
theory be built up. To adopt as the leading principle »the
greatest sum of happiness« or »the benefit of all .. will only
result in confusion. No one can judge of the significance a
certain experience may have for a fellow-creature, often it
will even be doubtful whether the experience is of a positive or
negative quality. Besides, it is a mistake to think that the
.well-being and succes of one man may compensate or justify
the suffering and losses of other people: the two sides in the
balance are unconnected. Such a moral idea is from a psycho
logical viewpoint sheer nonsense. Its tendency can be desig
nated by the one word parasitic. Many other precarious
questions arise in this problem. Which tasks are to be consid~

ered public and which private and personal? Can we demand
that each person must at least swallow his own food? How
are we to determine whether a certain matter is to be taken
up to-day or to be postpOned? Innumerable differences of
opinion would arise as to the relative urgency of the tasks.
Who is to receive support, and who is to make sacrifices?
What and how much is to be yielded and received? The result
would be endless disputes and untold attempts at imposition.
This somewhat frivolous moral idea is responsible for the
organised feuds between political parties which are to-day
ravaging the communities and contributing to the international
conflicts. Many curious things have in the course of time been
proclaimed as being moral, but this manner of proceeding by
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which social fractions take turns to plunder and repress one
another can hardly be said to conform to the idea of morality.

If no justifiable moral theory can be built up, either on a
comparison of existing motives, or on a summing up of the
relative weights of competitive aims, there seems only one
possibility left: to turn the attention to the co-operation
between the innumerable motives active in the mind 0/ the
individual. It is sufficiently well known that these wishes and
needs with their various working directions partly co-operate
and partly counteract one another, and it is a general rule
that conflicts between motives in the same mind are unwel
come; nobody likes to meet with obstacles, everybody seeks to
avoid disturbing controversies. We shall now investigate the
question whether a reliable foundation can be found by stu
dying the relations between the individual's various pursuits.

The best known attempt in this direction is the following:
All static links and all processes in every organism involunt
arily interact with one another; the result is that in the course
of time the various pursuits and values in the ind.ividual life
are directly or indirectly interwoven to form a whole. Against
this background of combinations it sometimes appears reason
able to us to sacrifice certain values to-day in order to obtain
other values to-morrow. From the comprehension that all
things in our personal existence co-operate, whether we wish
it or not, the idea has arisen that it might be possible to find
a certain basic value, summum bonum or a higheSt aim, which
in the order of nature would represent a directive for the
entire activity of every human being. From this would follow,
it was thought, that all other aims should be subordinated to
this load-stal;' and should each be allotted a certain rank and
scope in accordance with its importance as a means to attaining
the highest good. This would mean that a method had been
found to determine what is »right« or »best« in any situation.
This speculation has not been successful, however. It presuppo
ses that the entire construction of human existence were known
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in its main features - which is far from being the case, - and
that the individual's personal situation, which actually changes
from day to day, could at any given moment be sufficiently
clearly surveyed to enable us to determine upon the right action
to take before it is too late. This requirement it is impossible
to fulfil. Nor has it been possible to point out one highest
aim after which all are bound to strive. Not one, but many
different values exist upon which life and happiness are depend
ent. It is not feasible to set up universally valid rules of
choice, as it depends on the individual's shifting inclinations
and varying circumstances what wil1 in any given situation be
of the greatest importance to him.

I shall now turn to the phenomenon of conscience. Probably
the feeling of an involuntary imperative command or prompt
ing from within may be the original source of the moral idea.
But it can be asserted at once that many fonns of this mental
reaction exist, they spring from various sources, and their
meaning or intent is not always unequivocal. It will suffice
to mention two instances.

The habitual demands imposed upon us by our fellow-beings
- during childhood the exhortations of our parents, supported
by praise and blame; later on public opinion, also combined
with reward and punishment - may in the course of time give
rise to an invo untary urge to comply with these rules and to
trust in their reliability. • 0 one will maintain that this is
true autonomy. Pliancy to the will of others may arise from
many different causes and has at most only personal validity.
In the same individuals we often find impulses of conscience
of another kind, i.e. those deriving from personal experiences
and reflection. Once again observation show's, however, that
these autonomous dictates from the mind vary in persons of
different mould and different degrees of development. Which
personal convictions are bred and expand in each individual
depends not only on his bents and circumstances, but also on
the degree of foresight he is endowed with. It is evident that
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morals can be based only on a form of conscience that speaks
alike in all and speaks so clearly that there can be no discussion
as to its meaning. The moral code dictated by duty or con
science has many adherents; but, unfortunately, they are not
agreed on what the inner voice really says, or what its guiding
principle is.

What are the phenomena called commands of conscience,
sense of duty or manifestation of an evident law of values? As
far as my p~ychological knowledge goes, they must be either
approving or disapproving reactions of the mind, that is to say,
we prefer one thing to another. There can be no doubt that
these answers of »yes« or »no« - the foundation of all voli
tional life - act as the ultima ratio in practical life. But it
must be added that the majority of these reactive impulses
possess only subjective validity, perhaps they are even condi
tional on momentary circumstances, they vary with the individ
ual's abilities and development, his state of health, the degree
of attention he gives to the matter, etc., so that no reliabfe
rules can be educed from them. Only in a few special cases
are the feelings of approval and disapproval alike in all persons
and invariable at different periods. Instances of this shall be
given later. It is evident that only cases of this rare kind,
representing universally valid traits in human nature, can serve
as a basis for a scientific moral theory. Moralists cannot simply
declare that the sense of duty is self-evident in the same way
as our experiences regarding identity. This evidence can mean
only that our approval and disapproval, our )'es and no, can
not be mistaken one for the other, the volitional quality of
each is unmistakable in the same way that the notions of
identity and difference cannot be confused, but form the ulti
mate basis for logical coherence. This evidence is quite insuffi
cient as a basis for the solution of the moral problem, as only
a few of our volitional reactions are generally valid.

Another significant consideration may lead us a step for
ward. It is clear that it must be the consequences of our deci-
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sions and actions that form the core in morality. Practical life
is in its nature forward-looking; the fruits of deliberation,
choice and actions only ripen afterwards. All self-control is
necessarily directed towards the future consequences of our
volitional actS, not towards the past which cannot be undone.
In other 'words, morality must be a function of man's foresight.
This explains the otherwise confusing fact that two persons
judging according to the same moral principle may sometimes
arrive at varying opinions on matters of conscience; this is
due to the fact that the understanding and foresight of the
two persons are not the same. But the more narrow-minded
may as a rule be convinced by the other person who possesses
more knowledge and insight, - this is an important point in
morality.

Finally, it might be worth while to consider the nature of
volitional life. The motive powers in practical life do not, as
has often been asserted, originate from the feeling-tones. It is
far more probable that the observable changes constituting the
volitional phenomena arise from the so-called striving or active
vital function's, from their spontaneous development towards
what is called their fulfilment or accomplishment. These chan
ges from dissatisfaction to satisfaction are observable, every
volitional phenomenon shows a tendency to further certain
vital functions or to remove certain obstacles and disturbances.
This spontaneity is to a large extent comprehensible. Our
existence is built up on an extremely complicated interaction
between various processes, each of them contributing to the
maintenance, defence and growth of life; it is no wonder that
these contributions are occasionally more or less inadequate, and
it is comprehensible that the organism reacts spontaneously on
such lack of adequacy or strives to remove obstructions. The
requirements of the vital processes vary in accordance with
both outer circumstances and inner conditions in the organism.
There are two main classes of volitional phenomena, the invol
untary and the voluntary. The former - reflexive movements
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and spontaneous mental reactions - grow directly out of the
organic conditions and circumstances forming the background
of the experiences in question. It is evident that no moral
regulation can be founded immediately upon these reactions,
they vary from time to time in the same individual. All moral
theory must build on the voluntary volitional phenomena,
arising from deliberation and choice b«voem alternatives, in
other words: the part of volitional life that originates in con
flicts between the individual's motives - motives which strive
in different directions and therd'ore have a tendency to thwart
one another. Only previously experienced or expected conflicts
between motives evoke reflection as regards planning and act
ion. It would therefore seem to be a reliable supposition that
the moral idea in its first indefinite form aims at finding ways
to' guide and bring into harmony the individual's many con
tradictory tendencies and wishes, in order that conflicts may
be prevented and disappointments avoided. However, a uni
versal solution of this problem is attainable only within certain
narrow limits, because human beings differ widely both in
their equipment from the hand of nature and in their develop
ment. The task must be limited on account of the demand for
universal validity of the moral code.

The inquiry into our subject should now have advanced so
far that two crucial questions present themselves. Their back
ground is the following: The moral regulation, the conscience
reaction, arises from the expected consequences which in the
natural course of events will follow upon an intended action,
and these consequences must be changes influencing the future
existence of the acting person, otherwise the self-<:ontrol involv
ed is not autonomous. The two questions are: Firstly, which
actions will for any individual invariably be worth while in
virtue of universal laws of nature? Secondly, which decisions
and actions will according to the same laws bring their own
punishment on anybody undertaking them?

The answer to the first question must be that only one gen-
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erally valid rule can be found. Decisions and actions whereby
one or more personal motives are furthered or accomplished
will in themselves entail satisfaction for the individual. But,
though this rule is reliable in itself, it does not lead to a solution
of the problem. The realisation of a purpose always demands
sacrifices, and it will depend on individual conditions whether
the satisfaction gained outweighs the sacrifices or not.

The second question must in the first line be answered in
similar manner. Only one universal rule can be found. Deci
sions and actions, serving the realisation of the individual's
aims, will - if they inevitably mean that one or more of the
same person's other aims are obstructed or interrupted - in
themselves cause the individual loss or disappointment. Such
decisions and actions will be sufficiently well-founded only if
the individuaL foresees the sacrifices invoLved and prefers to
bear them rather than give up the enterprise. Thus it seems
that the moral problem has been surrounded and driven into a
corner. Only one possibility for a universally valid solution is
left, that is, if it can be demonstrated that within the last
mentioned class of actions (where various purposes thwart one
another) there exists a certain group or category which for
universal reasons may be declared disappointing and which
should therefore always be rejected.

It is actually possible to point to such a category of actions
which invariably bring their own punishment, without at the
same time bringing the individual any kind of advantage (ex
cept unfounded delusions) to counterweigh the costs involved.
The results are in these case always the same: useless sacrifices,
a mere waste of values. The background of such schemes, in
advance doomed to failure, always consists of conflicting mo
tives, whose confused relations lead the individual's thoughts
astray. Conflicting motives are phenomena that we meet with
constantly, from morning till night, a multitude of thoughts
being aw'akened in our mind only to thwart one another.

Disorder, confusion and self-contradiction in the individual's



practical life are in themselves - like doubt and dissent in
intellectual thinking - an evil. Because of their influence, one
pursuit interrupts another, plans are deranged and hopes dashed.
It is undoubtedly a universal rule that normal persons, as far
as lies in their power, seek to avoid wasted efforts, vain
sacrifices and hopeless attempts. All activity of this kind is
contrary to the nature of volition. It will suffice to mention
practical self-contradiction. I commit such a fault when I
simultaneously pursue two aims or plans, if the realisation
of the one will cause changes preventing the accomplishment
of the other. Both schemes cannot succeed; if the former
is realised, the latter will break down. Working on the basis
of irreconcilable aims will always give a set-back. Never
theless, instances of this kind are often met with. A person
needs to have extensive foresight and great perseverance in
his pursuits in order to avoid contradiction between the many
purposes running simultaneously in his mind. It is safe to say
that every personality shows an organisation of intentions,
opinions, rules of life and ideals whose practical consequences
will collide at many points.

With regard to the above-mentioned moral principle, that
practical self-contradiction must in all cases be rejected and
replaced by a reliable arrangement of the motives in question,
three things should be noted: (I) The precept does not condemn
any of the colliding purposes in themselves, but leaves it to
the individual choice whether the one or the other is to be
rejected or altered. (H) Nobody suffers any loss or runs any
risk by obeying this law. (HI) Nobody incurs any respons
ibility by enjoining his fellows to follow this rule. Without
these qualities the moral principle would not be justifiable. A
fourth indispensable quality in moral precepts shall be men
tioned later, i.e. that coercion and punishment may in certain
circumstances be justified as means of upholding social laws.

This moral rule represents a form of conscience in the first
line acting merely as a prohibition. Only in the second line,
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if the individual has already incurred a certain obligation to
other persons, can the moral la,w dictate positive precepts to
compensate any damage done. This form of conscience may
be characterised as a personal sense of cleanliness, in the sense
that it watches over the consistency of the various links in
the personality and the coherence and solidity of the individ
ual's inner life. It is a confirmation of life's organisation as
a unity of co-operating functions.

At first sight, it might appear that this moral principle
demands only a very limited regulation of man's practical life.
The following cha.pters will show that the principle lays the
foundation for a moral programme of greater scope and sign
ificance than any person or community has hitherto been able
to live up to. But even if this were not so, the objection would
be unfounded. The extent of moral regulation is of course not
dependent on preconceived ideas, but is determined only by
what precepts can be declared universally valid.

In order to understand the motive power in the admonitions
of conscience it would be useful to consider for a moment the
practical self, which has to be kept clear of inner disorder and
contradiction. In the continuing Me all personal tendencies
bodily characteristics as well as mental dispositions - are im
planted and are working as interacting factors. The practical
self is therefore the source from which the whole of the indi
vidual's purposeful activity springs. To the same extent that
my trust in the reliability of my own intentions and enterprises
is assailed, my hopes of the future will be undermined, and I
can no longer believe in my own personality as a fully trust
worthy basis for my existence. Thereby a more or less serious
paralysis of the self is brought about. We do not live mainly
by material things, we only really experience the occurrences
in our own minds; and the greater part of our mental con
tents, i. e. our. active thought movements, are bred and nour
ished by our pleasant and unpleasant expectations, by hope
and fear as to the future. For this reason, the strength and



inner harmony of the personality is one of the most indispens
able benefits in human existence. Disorganisation of the pract
ical self, bringing uncertainty, inconstancy, fumbling and
stumbling, is probably the most irremediable misfortune that
may befall a person. Thereby the individual's personal foot
hold in existence is shaken and slackened. This explains the
deteriorating influence exercised on the character by humilia
tions and other feelings of personal shame. The moral prin
ciple aims at affirming and consolidating the most intimate
and indispensable values in life. Man's dignity, determination
and courage rest on the maintenance of a feeling of solidarity
between the various parts of the personality.*

* For all living beings the maintenance of a certain standard of organi
sation is the fundamental trait in existence. A certain coherence between
a number of interacting vital processes cannot be upheld without the basis
of an organised substructure. Relations, not onty between the physiological
processes, but to an, even greater extent between the psychical events, woulCl
be deficient and infirm without it; an intellectual and volitional life as we
normally find it in human beings could not exist. All our knowledge,
reflection and practical ability are products of organisation. On the other
hand, our psychical processes are changeable and their order and succes
sion are variable, so that their effectivity as links in our thoughts and
actions is more or less uncertain. We must again and again renew the
control of our mode of life and change our purposes as a result of new
experiences.

Some students maintain that scientific research does not spring from and
is not based upon valuations; it would, they declare, lead to unreliable
results if the stUdent in his research or experiments let himself be influ
enced by his sympathies or antipathies. And yet this assertion is uDtenable.
It has already been mentioned that there exists a small group of valuations
whose universal validity is undeniable. Everybody prefers certainty to
uncertainty and vacillation, as the latter generally obstruct both thought
and action. When wc require information, we demand that it shall be
reliable; we disapprove of guess-work or lies th;lt only lead to disappoint
ment. All students must acknowledge these valutations. Besides, science
could not live and advance from year to year unless the knowledge it
offers us were of some value, i.e. serves the furtherance of some human
aim. Everybody wishes that his hopes and pursuits will succeed and not
be wrecked. All science is for future use, and only with a view to ~he
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Everybody is guilty of practical self-contradictions from
heedlessness, from inadvertency, from lack of forethought. A
single instance of such negligence may not weigh heavily on
the conscience. But, just as the telling of one lie will generally
lead to others, so an incipient dissolution, if it is not repaired,
will often spread. The serious moral mistakes are made when
the individual, after his attention has been called to the danger,
makes no effort to repair the breach in his character, but either
refuses to admit his error or recklessly continues in the road
of deception and self-delusion. Thus inconstancy, confusion and
chaos invade the mind. By following this course a person not
only sacrifices his self-confidence, his sincerity and his personal
honour, he will also lose the esteem 'of his fellows. And not
many have the courage to face this consequence.

It would be illuminating here to compare the described
moral control with another equally ancient side of practical life:
the care of bodily health. As a matter of fact, the recognised
task of medical science forms a parallel to the reactions of the
conscience, aiming in the first line at avoiding inner discrep
ancies in the individual's pursuit of his goals, and, in the
second line at repairing disturbances in the harmonious co
operation between the various motives incorporated in the
personality. Sound health means the same in the physiological
domain as harmonious coherence in the individual's mental
activity, viz. a stabilisation and regulation of the manifold
processes underlying life, in order that the co-operation be
tween them may be as effective as possible. Both these tasks
- contained in the phrase »a sound mind in a sound body« 
are to the same degree fundamental for all men.

A moral system based on the proposed principle will have
two departments, a personal and a social. Valid for both is
the precept that practical self-contradiction must be rejected.
The personal or private morality includes everything in the

advancement of certain aims is it of value. The problem of valuation is
a necessary presupposition for the problem of universal validity.
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individual's mode of life regarding only the inner organisation
of the personality. Social morality is concerned with the
interaction between individuals, including international inter
course. The precepts for these relations, which indiscriminately
influence the existence of other individuals, must be based on
universal traits in human nature. Social justice presupposes and
builds on personal morality. If this is lacking, the individual's
social behaviour will be only precariously regulated from with
out, through fear of public punishment or the disapproval of
fellow-citizens. The relations between the two moral spheres
presuppose that every person living in a community will in
evitably base his activity on a multiplicity of expectations,
whose reliability is a necessary condition for the value and
continuance of social intercourse. The advantages of such
things as a division of labour and co-operation with others in
work or -pleasure are entirely dependent upon certain rules
being upheld. The values gained through social intercourse
form the main tie uniting the members of the community. At
all points where the citizens are not directly bound by the
moral principle to respect the conditions necessary for the
maintenance of social life, the fear of losing these values will
regulate the individual's social behaviour. As soon as definite
rules are laid down, these will undoubtedly appear as mutually
binding and will thus be regarded as a matter of conscience.

The following chapters will deal with the main part of the
social order to which the lines indicated lead. As to personal
morality, it is not my intention to touch upon this question in
the present book, I shall only here set down a few remarks.

The inner order and coherence in the personality, from which
the private judgments of conscience spring, grow out of the
individual's personal wishes, deliberations and decisions. Every
day experience gives abundant proof that every normally
equipped person, even the most featherbrained, exercises a very
exetnsive self-control. The continuance of existence in an un
damaged state is dependent on innumerable conditions, and this
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compels the individual involuntarily to foresee coming needs
and to organise his volitional life, so that one purpose does
not cut across and sabotage another. No one can wish to be
reduced to an existence of proverty and uncertainty. It is
practical nonsense »to saw off the branch upon which you
are sitting«. It is unreasonable to start upon the realisation of
a purpose and later drop it, so that the sacrifices already made
are wasted.

Self-control, though unpleasant in itself, is a much lesser evil
than the opposite alternative: having to bear the consequences
of a thoughtless vagabond manner of life. Both inner and outer
laws of nature often make it necessary for us to sacrifice one
wish for another. However, if everybody decides for himself
which purposes are to be given up and which are to be carried
out, it cannot be said that the self-control is imposed upon the
Me from without; the compulsion to establish a certain order
of life and to live in accordance with it grows out of the indi
vidual's own constitution, and from this no man can liberate
himself. Personal morality serves solely to confirm the self
by endowing it with greater harmony and effectivity.

Moral law leaves it to each person to decide what private
interests he wishes to entertain and to what extent he will
pursue them. So far as the individual is in agreement with
himself, he can choose freely which convictions he will hold,
which pleasures he will enjoy and which risks he will run. The
only limitation to personal autonomy is implied in the moral
precept that already accepted moral obligations to others must
be fulfilled. Moral law permits the individual as far as he
personally is concerned to choose some highest good or ideal
and submit all his other wishes to this dominating purpose,
but this organisation of the personality cannot be binding for
anyone else.

More than any other living being man is a changeable crea
ture. Whether we 'Wish it or not, our personality is continually
being renewed, both bodily and mentally. This stream of chan-
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ges is a mixture of evil and good; now the dispensations obstruct
our wishes, interrupt our endeavours or make them pine a'way,
- now the experiences bring about processes of growth, renew
ing our thoughts and awakening fresh energy. A thorough
sterilisation of the personality would lead to dull routine,
atrophy and decay. All values in existence are subject to the
law of growth and decline, increase and decrease, development
and dissolution; life cannot be fixed, but it may be guided
wisely or unwisely, in a lucky or unlucky manner. Moral law
does not point to any definite directives for the control of
man's continued development, it leaves the person free, on his
own responsibility, to develop his tendencies, gifts and talents.
No one is morally justified in preventing another person from
committing an error or running a risk, in so far as he does not
thereby fail in his responsibility or obligation to others. Simi
larly, anyone is free to change his opinions and his mode of
life, interrupt his intercourse with this or that person and try
new social relations. To what extent he 'Will be faithful must
be a personal matter. The principle of autonomy forbids any
tying down of the individual to his own past. Altogether, rt
would be a complete misconception of the idea of morality to
make of it a strait-jacket to strangle life or distort its develop
ment in various respects. Only, it must be kept in mind that
no re-organisation of the personality liberates the individual
from previously accepted moral obligations. These cannot by
any means be annulled because the feelings and interests of the
past have changed.

Particularly in two respects does personal morality give the
individual an important form of protection. Firstly, it serves
to ward off the kind of dissension in the mind known as a
bad conscience, a constant gnawing of accusing memories. No
one can di-scard his own mind, and a harmonious self is more
advantageous than a disharmonious one. Secondly, the personal
conscience plays an important r8le as controlling factor in the
development and self-education of the individual. As a matter

31



of fact, there is no better protection against a future deteriora
tion of the personality than the moral precept, that the mind
must at every decision show foresight and be at one with itself.
Though this demand is fully compatible with the individual's
autonomous and free development, it serves to protect and
complete the inner co-operation between the various tenden
cies united in the personality. It acts as a drag, serving to
prevent the exaggeration of any particular bent or interest or
the neglect of an indispensable duty. Whether any step in the
development leading the individual into new ways is »right«
or »wrong« can only be tested by ascertaining how far the
new form of life proves compatible with the other values
imbedded in the personality. Any growth and renewal that
interacts harmoniously with the individual's other aims and
interests thus proves its soundness and should be maintained.
No other verification of the development is possible. Deterio
ration and decay reveal themselves by disturbing the inner
coherence and balance in the self. The unity, freshness and
strength of the personality are the central conditions of life
for man. And morality is the guardin of these values.

As culture and morality are often confused, I particularly
wish to emphasise that the apprehension of morality here
described rejects any thought of guiding in a coercive manner
the cultural pursuits of mankind. Such decisions must, like
all attempts to realise religious ideals, be a personal matter.
Profound deviations between individuals preclude any setting
up of common rules for all. What is possible and desirable in
regard to cultural problems will vary according to the differ
ent stages of culture and can never be the same for all persons
or all groups of a community. Moral 13lw has no right what
ever to impose upon adults prescripts for their future develop
ment.

Effective cultural progress can only be attained by means
of the individual's own comprehension and goodwill, and
- special obligations always excepted - no person should
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be compelled to pay the cost of other people's cultural pro
ceedings.

~tudents who deny that moral prescripts can be erected on
a scientific basis generally point out that the rules and regu
lations which have from time to time been laid down as moral
demands, have again and again in the course of history under
gone change, and that even to-day they are of different char
acter in the various countries. This objection does not hold
good, however. There is no inevitable relation between these
historical precepts and the scientific moral problem. As long
as no tenable definition of the notion of morality has been
formulated and recognised as valid, so that it is possible to
distinguish between true morality and arbitrary demands, histor
ical comparisons cannot be conclusive as regards the solvabi
lity of the problem. Infringements of the here suggested moral
principle, e.g. lying, fraud, violence and suppression, have
always been regarded as immoral.

Summarised in its shortest form, the meaning of personal
morality should' be this: In our character as living beings lW'e
have been cast upon the deep waters at seventy fathoms and left
to set our own course by means of our self-control; therefore,
watch over your inner coherence, which is at once your honesty,
your courage, your reflection and your way to solidity. As
regards social morals, we shall find that their meaning can be
expressed in the old exhortation: .Do to others as you would
be done bye.
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Chapter 2.

PRINCIPLES AND MAIN RULES FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE

The system of social morality described in the following has
been worked out in Denmark, mainly through the co-opera

tion of three men, the doctor and philosopher Severin Chri
stensen, dr. phil. Axel Dam and C. Lambek. The two first
mentioned are now dead. How much each of the three has
contributed to the theory would be difficult to say, and the
question shall be passed over, none of the three authors has
shown any interest in such a discrimination. The first essay on
the subject was published in 1906; the work has been contin
ued up to the present day and is not yet completed. An
exhaustive treatment has to consider so many problems that
the task is almost endless. Confidence in the tenability of the
ideas has not been shaken by the numerous tests and analyses
undertaken in the course of the yea.rs. As regards the scope of
the system and the code of rules for social intercourse, there
has been complete unanimity between the collaborators. Only
with regard to the underlying motives have two views been
put forward. I shall here attempt to set forth the matter as I
understand it.

(A) SOME COMMON HUMAN TENDENCIES.

In so far as a social order of sufficient scope cannot be built
up on a basis of the suggested moral law alone, a further
motivation must be given. In order to be morally justified this
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additional foundation should derive from the same motives,
which in the above served as directives for our inquiry into the
moral problem.

(I) The neces.sity of a social order. Communities established
by force or upheld year after year by coercive measures cannot
be recognised as moral. Moral law demands that compulsion
be employed only as an ultimate means to secure the fulfil
ment of undeniable social obligations. Every kind of social
(and international) intercourse should in its inception and
development be based on advantages to be gained (or hoped
for) by the participants, advantages which would be forfeited
without such ordered intercourse. Besides such benefits, com
munal life will inevitably entail restrictions and burden'S for
every participator, but the questjon as to whether the benefits
outweigh the burdens can be disregarded when the citizens'
participation in communal life rests on their own choice.

On these presuppositions, our primary question will be
whether the citizens in any community will demand unani
mously that some system of social rules be set up and main
tained. As men are not angels, it seems obvious that some
social order, emphatically enforced, will be an essential condi
tion for establishing and maintaining a social intercourse of
positive value. The expectations upon which all public and
private social relations tacitly build must be so far assured
that they are not too apt to be disappointed, otherwise com
munal life cannot maintain its character as advantageous but
will become a burden. A social union which functions un
satisfactorily, so that the results of undertakings cannot be
foreseen, will be unbearable for all concerned and ruinous for
the production of values. In civilised countries, where the
necessity for settled and ordered conditions is obvious, it will
hardly be possible to find a normal adult person who would
prefer a lawless community to a lawfully regulated. Even
thieves, robbers and swindlers would protest if their fellow
citizens made use of lawless methods.
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(2) On an equal footing. The next question may be formu
lated as follows: Can it be considered morally justifiable to
base a code of social rules on differences of rank among the
citizens, so that one or more groups at the outset are placed in
a more favourable position than the others? Or should all
adult citizens from their first independent participation in
social intercourse be placed on an equal footing, i.e. enjoy the
same rights and perform the same duties in the community as
their fellows, so that the regulations will be the same for all?
As the demand for equality has often been misunderstood,
misinterpreted and distorted, a few remarks shall be added.

Firstly, I am here referring only to the basic rights and
obligations, not to the social circumstances to which the indi~

vidual citizen attains by his own demeanour and activity;
these latter do not evolve from social rules, but are due to the
individual's good or bad behaviour, his endeavours and his
omissions. Of course everybody ought to be responsible for
his personal mode of life, gather the fruits of his diligence,
ability and wisdom and pay for his laziness and his mistakes.
Social equality also means that every citizen has a right to
enjoy all kinds of special benefits bestowed upon him or her
by other persons. Such benefits arise from an individual choice.

Secondly, human beings are very differently equipped from
the hand of nature, and through breeding and education their
capabilities and skill are differently developed, so that they
start with unequal chances for making good in society and
obtaining the advantages of life. Such differences cannot be
avoided, and no human effort can obliterate them. It would
obviously be unreasonable that innocent citizens should have
to suffer for them. They must be considered as part of a per
son's private life. The social order can only aim at regulating
the intercourse between members of the community. The notion
of social equality does not claim that all are to have equally
valuable benefits at their disposal. Such a demand would, if
an attempt were made to realise it, lead to endless disorder



and make it vain to hope for a state of personal responsibility
and personal security.

There can be no doubt of the answer to our question. That
the fundamental rules of a community must be the same for
all simply means that the laws are to be impartial, and it is
obvious that partial rules cannot be universally valid, moral
ity excludes partiality. No citizen will in advance agree to an
arrangement by which some persons are to enjoy special
prerogatives at the cost of himself and others. On the other
hand, no one can feel wronged because the fundamental rules
of the society are made equal for all. A constitution based on
this rule does not prevent unusual personal qualities and per
formances being recompensed according to their merit, only
this should happen in virtue of the free personal choice of the
fellow-citizens, not as a dictate from the social order. Excep-.
tional privileges can in some instances be conferred upon cer
tain persons, but only in virtue of a motivation resting on the
presupposition that all citizens have a right to participate in
the life of the community on an equal footing.

(3) Independence, ownership. Man's wish for independence
is just as natural and involuntary as the healthy plant'S tendency
to grow and its striving after light and nourishment. This
human bent is a simple consequence of our constitution as
individuals, which demands a constant co-operation between
the innumerable functions in the organism; this again leads
in every person to a manifold intertwining of the various tasks
of practical life. Only through independent decisions and actions
is the individual's volitional life able to advance in development
and coherence. A person who is subject to coercion and the
guidance of others is prevented from giving margin to his own
wishes, his will is subdued and loses its natural spirit of enter
prise. Suppression entails in the long run a deterioration of the
personal activity, it is either starved and undermined or it is
distorted by having recourse to such means as cunning, duplicity
and hypocricy. An independent mode of life is simply man's
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only way to full development. Volition is in its nature self
determination, the interference of others in the individual's
independence is an abnormity. Events in the mind cannot be
governed from without. Weak persons of indolent or timid
character may for the sake of convenience let themselves be
lured to submit to the guidance and support of others; they
may perhaps thereby gain an easy and peaceable existence, but
such a person will only be a poor fraction of a human being,
paralysed by superficiality and helplessness, stunted by property
of mind. It is a rule that man's wish for independence grows
with his free development. Deviations from this tendency are
generally due to negative motives, such as helplessness, doubt
or diffidence. It would seem warrantable to regard the wish
for independence as a: universally valid directive for social
regulation.

Man's desire to arrange his life and activity in accordance
with his own discretion leads, in the second line, to the wish
to acquire personal rights of ownership, by which we here
understand the right to dispose of all sorts of means leading
to a fulfilment of personal motives. A necessary condition for
an independent existence is that the individual is able to a large
extent to help himself, and to this must be added a certain
measure of protection against attack and interference on the
part of others. The notion of right of ownership is in the

. following used as a designation for the whole circle of condi
tions, so that private right of ownership includes personal
liberty, i.e. the indi-vidual's right, on his own responsibility, to
dispose of his organism with all its spiritual values. The more
means to the furtherance of his aims a person directly and
indirectly has at his disposal, the better he is equipped. This
rule may be considered to have universal validity.



(B) THE PRINCIPLES OF SOCIAL JUSTICE.

The central point in the system of just social rules is the
principle of the fundamental equality of the citizens. This
basic rule has already been mentioned above. Here we shall
regard the demand especially from the point of view of social
reciprocity whereby its motivation is completed and its practic
al scope defined. Equality and social reciprocity are at bot
tom one and the same thing seen from two different sides,
and this indissoluble connection between the rights and the
duties of every adult citizen means that the binding character
of the social rules appears to be a dictate of moral law, as any
infringement of the rule of equality presents itself as a practic
al selfcontradiction on the part of the citizens concerned: by
infringing the rights of others, he cuts down the branch upon
w'hich his own rights sit. Social moral is thus in conformity
with the old commandment, »do to others as you would be
done by.«

Social reciprocity means from the individual's viewpoint that
with every privilege follows an obligation to respect the claim
of all citizens to enjoy the same rights in similar circumstances.
The obligations are the price to be paid for the rights. This
general connection between the individual's social claims and
his social restrictions is irrefutable, if the code of rules is im
partial; in that case it is undeniable that the obligations for
every citizen are counterbalanced (as a rule more than counter
balanced) by the privileges, as only those rules will be morally
acceptable which every citizen, for his own sake, would wish
to uphold. This means much more than the old cliche that
the law of a country must be the same for all. Certain passages
in an imposed law may easily be so worded that they favour
some group of citizens at the cost of others, e.g. taxation, social
relief, legislation that recognises and is based on monopolies,
customs duties which burden some consumers more heavily than
others. Often it is through partial laws of this category that
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equality is violated. It will be clear that the principle of social
reciprocity does not permit of a legislation that takes from
some people and gives to others. In order to prevent this, the
whole code of laws must be set up in a lucid and intelligible
manner, on the principles here shown, so that the necessary
comparisons between the individual's social conditions and
those of other classes can easily be made by the plain man. We
shall in the following see how this may be brought about.

An objection of a fonnal nature has been raised against the
principle of equality: that this notion is meaningless or indef
inite, unless the COntents of the rights and duties are exhaust
ively defined, so that distinct limits may be set to their scope.
In the above it has already been pointed out that the reciproc
ity of the rules involves a definition. It is not difficult for
the plain man to understand what and how much he owes to
others, if he considers and sums up what social behaviour he
expects from his fellow-citizens in this or that circumstance;
any normally intelligent person is as a rule able to compare
and weigh things in this manner. A further definition of the
contents and scope of the rules can be deduced from the other
two principles, which in combination with equality act as direct
ives for the social order.

The second principle, which may be called the law of pro
duction or the' principle of natural coherence between the pro
ducer and the product, is as well-kown and as generally appro
ved as the principle of equality. This axiom declares that every
process of production due to human activity and creating posi
tive or negative values shows a close inner coherence, where
fore the process from first to last ought to be considered as a
unity. The consequence of this in social life must be, on the
one hanel, that the producer ought to have the right to keep
and enjoy the values which are the fruit of his work and his
expenditures, and, on the other hand, that he in his character
of originator of the enterprise is to bear the responsibility for
any losses directly or indirectly inflicted upon other persons



through the process of production, whether such losses are
intentional or not. A few remarks will serve to motivate the
principle.

In the case of any scheme for bringing about changes aiming
at a certain purpose, it is a universally valid rule that the costs
are undertaken for the sake of the expected profits. It is praCtic
al nonsense to make sacrifices if no benefits are expected as a
result. In the nature of things it is also necessary in every
process of production that the work and the expenditure are
yielded in advance,- on credit, so to speak,- before the fruits
come into being, and the producer will inevitably feel deceived
if his fellows do not allow him to keep the values he ha~ created
and to dispose of them at will, in any manner that does not
infringe upon their rights. Furthermore, it is evident that the
production of values ,would, generally speaking, drop to a
minimum, so that existence would become much poorer for
everybody, if the old rule were disregarded »that he who sows
shall also reap.« Every citizen in a community will undoubt
edly for his own sake demand the right to own the fruits of
his productive enterprises, even as, in virtue of the principle
of equality, he pledges himself to respect a similar right for
others to own the fruits of their productive activity. The law
of production thus serves as a valid motivation for the esta
blishment of the individual's right to possess the fruits of his
own production.

As a rule, however, the process of production cannot be
limited to bring about only the desired changes, it will have
also a number of secondary affects. Many of these direct or
indirect changes are insignificant, socially seen. Nor is there
need of any social regulation in cases where the secondary
effects of the process of production are limited to the private
sphere of the promoter of the scheme, such effects must be a
personal matter; unoffending fellow-citizens cannot be made
responsible for losses inflicted on the acting individual by
himself. Rules of responsibility are required only for the cate-
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gory of enterprises where the active promoter's undertakings
are the main cause of losses or set-backs inflicted on other
persons. The claim that losses thus originated must be com
pensated by the originator is an undeniable consequence of the
inner coherence in the process of production: He who stans
the enterprise and demands to enjoy its fruits should also bear
the losses involved when they affect other people's sphere of
possession. The moral motivation of this precept of respons
ibility rests on the rule that every citizen will for his own
sake demand this social regulation in order to assure himself
against detrimental encroachments upon his existence on the
part of others; otherwise life would for an unacceptable reason
be made even more difficult and burdensome. The right to
possess the fruits of one's personal undertakings and the obliga
tion to compensate the detrimental effects of such activity are
in a social sense inextricably bound up, and there can be no
doubt that the advantages of this intertwining of right and
duty far surpass the burdens for everybody concerned, all will
agree to this. Even a criminal would not wish for a lawless
social intercourse without rights of possession for himself or
rules of obligations for others, - a state of everybody's war
against everybody.

The third principle, without which the social order would
be incomplete, is less known and is used only in cases where
a conflict of rights is involved, where no solution is possible
without the annulment of one or other group of justifiable
demands. The principle declares that if the choice between
alternatives is compulsory, because a postponement of the mat
ter would mean a further violation of some right, the prefer
able procedure will be to choose the group of rights having
the greatest weight and annul the opposing less weighty group.
Only in special instances and to the smallest possible extent
can it be warrantable to annul a group of rights. In the case
of conflicts between groups of rights, the person who pronoun
ces judgment in the matter is responsible only for the choice



between the alternatives, if the compulsory situation has arisen
without his co-operation. I have called this precept the prin
ciple of preponderance.

A few examples shall be given. In a street accident a person
is injured and is driven, un!:onscious, to hospital. The doctor's
examination shows that an operation ought to be performed at
once in order to save the patient's life. Now, it is, generally
speaking, a crime to take a knife and cut into a living fellow
being. The consent of the unconscious patient cannot be obtained,
nor that of his family, as they are not present and are unknown
to the doctor. On the other hand, the doctors in charge are in
duty bound to do what they think necessary, and the risk of
omitting to undertake the operation at once is considered greater
than the danger of performing it, thus postponement appears
to be an unjustifiable alternative. In this compulsory situation
the doctors cannot be made responsible for any unfortunate
result of the operation, if they have taken the action that was
in their opinion for the best.

If the members of a club, who all have equal rights to vote
where the affairs of the club are concerned, cannot agree on a
certain question, they will be compelled to choose betw'een the
two alternatives: whether the wish of the majority or of the
minority shall become law. In principle, it is evidently wrong
to annul the right of the minority to have their say; but it
would be a still greater wrong if the demands of the majority
were to be disregarded. The third possibility, that the matter
might be postponed or put off indefinitely is often excluded,
because with the passing of time the conflict would probably
be sharpened.

If an unjust law, which has been in force for a long time,
cannot be repealed without the reform causing an infringe
ment of other statutes, with which the unjust law has in the
course of time become involved - then it would be warrant
able to undertake the reform if and in so far as the wrong
thus caused would be of a lesser extent than the injustice
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entailed by the retention of the unjust law for year after year
into the future. In such cases we are, in accordance with the
principle of preponderance, morally obliged to commit in
justice. But, of course, we must always choose the most lenient
way of carrying through reform.

Even in states where order generally rules, many instances
will occur where undoubted rights must be disregarded because
they cannot be fulfilled. We all run the risk that our debitors
may become bankrupt, that thieves will steal our values or
that impostors may deceive us. It would not be fair that such
losses should be borne equally by all citizens, the advantages
and disadvantages of this would be very unequally distributed,
for instance in regard to careful and careless persons; such a
rule of joint responsibility would lead to parasitism. It must
be left to each person either to insure his life and his possessions
through private agreements, or to bear occasional losses of this
kind himself.

The omission to pay debts on the excuse that you have to
use your ready money for other and more necessary expendi
ture cannot be accepted on the principle of overweight. The
debtor must try other possibilities, for instance to obtain money
by the sale of some of his possessions, by taking up a loan, to

save the money by doing without certain commodities, or to
make some arrangement to obtain credit.

Where children are concerned, parents and educators often
find themselves in compulsory situations. Children may be
ignorant or heedless, so that it would be unjustifiable to let
them follow their own way. In cases where the children's own
initiative threatens to bring them into dangerous situations,
both a passive attitude and an actively directive interference
will involve responsibility on the part of the parents or educat
ors. In order to ward off perilous situations or fatal neglig
ence, the overweight principle will often make compulsory
steps justified; such measures will be morally valid in so far
as the choice between the alternatives is seriously motivated.



From the principle of .preponderance we can educe an im
portant prescript regarding the assignment of the rights of
possession, i.e. that private ownership is preferable to communal
possession.

Numerous social rules are educed from a combination of the
three principles here described. One or two examples shall be
given. Equality in relation to the law of production prescribes
that I must obey the same regulations which I demand that
my fellow-citizens shall comply with in regard to me or any
other person in the community. Similarly, if I demand an
interdiction against other people's lying or breaking their pro
mises to me, it will undeniably be my duty to avoid such actions
towards any fellow-citizen. I particularly wish to emphasise
the following:

From olden times the problem of punishment has been the
most serious stumbling-block for any idealistic moral theory.
On the one hand, it seems unthinkable that a social regulation
forbidding many short cuts to profit can be effectively upheld
without the use of some method of punishment. On the other
hand, no penal sentences can be executed without contradiction
or disregard of one or more of the fundamental rights ascribed
to every citizen in a civilized state, such as the inviolability of
the individual's organism, personal liberty of movement, right
of ownership to lawfully acquired possessions. How can it be
motivated that a social legislation, claiming to be recognised
as just and fair, in this manner seems to take away with one
hand what it gives with the other? No moral theory leaving
this question unanswered deserves to be taken seriously, the
problem ought to be emphasised as the touch-stone of all moral
teaching. It should be possible to find a satisfactory answer.
The principle of equality in combination with moral law de
clares that all social rights rest on reciprocity, i.e. that the
privileges are to be compensated with corresponding obligations,
and the consequence must be that the rights are forfeited by
any person who fails to perform his obligations. A crime means
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that the criminal has broken down the basis upon which his
rights are founded and thus placed himself outside the law, he
has revealed a personal unreliability which dissolves the rela
tions of trust established between him and his fellow-citizens.
This justifies the legislative and judicial authorities in depriving
him of his privileges in so far as it is found nece~sary in order
to secure public security. It is worth noting that this solution
of the problem does not entail a weakening of the individual's
social conscience, but on the contrary a strengthening, because
the risk of losing the social privileges becomes a strong point
in his deliberations preceding his actions. There is yet another
consideration. In virtue of the overweight principle it is in
certain cases justifiable to annul privileges. If dutiful citizens
cannot to a reasonable extent be protected against crimes with
out the use of punishment, the threat against these citizens is
undeniably -of greater weight than the annulling of the priv
ileges of convicted criminals to the extent required.

The three principles mentioned should be the corner-5tones
of democracy. Unfortunately, in the consciousness of the gene
ral public they are to-day overgrown with the moss of many
untenable assertions. I shall return to this matter in a later
chapter, but here I shall only mention one or two of these
assertions. It has often been pretended that every citizen is
indebted to the community as a whole, because here a number
of advantages are placed at his disposal free of cost, such as
a highly developed system of production where he may choose
some sphere of labour, untold opportunities for co-operation
with others, rich possibilities to make acquaintances and to

refresh his mind with discussions. It is true that these advan
tages exist and that they are of incalculable value.. But it is
not true that anyone should for this reason feel obliged to
make sacrifices »for the common good of all«. This alleged
debt to the community as a whole is fully paid by the fact
that the advantages are mutual. If the individual in his inter
course with others always "gIves as good as he receives« in



accordance with the principles mentioned, there is no question
of debt. Only as a link in the chain of generations has the
individual a certain responsibility for the upkeep of the com
mon social benefits, but these duties are fulfilled by any citizen
who produces a sum of values equivalent to his consumption,
and who votes conscientiously in any questions of national
importance. The inhabitants of a country have a right - in
so far as honourable means are used - to leave the nation
greater, richer, more influential and esteemed than heretofore,
but no one has any special obligation to co-operate in these
aims. - Furthermore, it has been asserted that the personal
wishes of the individual and the demands of the social author
ities must always be in opposition to one another, so that
social justice should consist in a suitable compromise between
the two sets of motives. If such an antagonism really exists
in any country, it can be due only to unjust laws. Where no
tyranny is practised, no compromise between private persons
and the public administration will be required, because the ad
vantages of the latter will carry more weight than the burden
of restrictions and costs.

CC) THE INSTITUTION OF OWNERSHIP.

If the individual's right to dispose of his own organism and
guide its movements - generally called personal liberty - is
considered as a form of ownership, it may be asserted that all
conflicts in social intercourse are concerned with the right to
utilize existing means to the accomplishment of purposes. The
fact that the persons A and B have not the same interests and
requirements, but entertain deviating desires and opinions, does
not in itself lead to antagonism between them. A conflict arises
only when both of them simultaneously wish to utilize one and
the same means and therefore strive to prevent each other from
making use of it. If pure differences of opinion develop into
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strife, it is because one competitor is trying to acquire adher
ents at the cost of his opponent.

In two respects it is of importance to note that social con
flicts always bear the character of strife regarding the utiliza
tion of means. Firstly: although the motives of the opponents
are subjective, the means to their accomplishment can as a
rule be determined objectively, as they are dependent upon
physical and organic laws of nature common to all men. This
means that the question whether the individual's activity is
self-contradictory or not can generally be determined on uni
versally valid grounds. Secondly: all social problems pertain
to one and the same category, all the individual's rights are
rights of possession, and his obligations consist in respecting
the rights of possession of his fellows. Thus the social rules
are united into a coherent system, so that the necessary com
parisons are facilitated, both between the individual's rights
and duties and between the conditions of the various social
classes. As all problems in the last instance concern notions
of »mine« and »yours«, on a background of discrimination
between public and private matters, any normally intelligent
citizen will be able to judge of the equity of the social order
as a whole. This is the only safe guarantee against misleading
political fallacies.

The institution of ownership may from an abstract point
of view be described as follows: The law declares that I (any
citizen) have the right to dispose of everything that in accord
ance with recognised rules of possession belongs to me, while
I in return promise to respect your (every other citizen's) right
to dispose of everything belonging to you as your property
according to the same rules. From this description it is clear
that the institution of ownership is not upheld with any inten
tion of wronging anyone, it aims only at preventing social
conflicts and creating order, peace, mutual trust and security.
This is to the advantage of all and must undoubtedly be the
wish of all. No other means has ever been found to create a



social order resting on reciprocal advantages, not on threats
and compulsion. It is pure nonsense to call ownership theft.
If the right of ownership wrongs anybody, the reason must be
that the rules are drawn up in a partial manner, but in that
case equity demands that the rules be amended.

We should, in the first line, distinguish between private and
public property. Under the category of private property come
not only material values, but also social benefits (e.g. name
and reputation) belonging to a single person, and values be
longing to a number of persons jointly. Public property may
be defined as values or benefits either belonging equally to
all the citizens in the country, or belonging equally to all
inhabitants within a certain administrative district.

From the products of nature we obtain all such values as
food, dwellings, clothes, tools and machinery, means of trans
pon etc., so that pan ownership of raw materials means easier
access to a livelihood. If the right to utilize the products of
nature is vested in a minority of the citizens, the remainder
will have no sure basis for their existence, their rights of
ownership can in roundabout ways be made illusory, their
wages can be reduced to a minimum, while the prices of the
necessaries of life are raised; in order to retain their jobs they
may be compelled to accept a humiliating dependence on others.
The owners of the raw materials will have it in their power
to pocket the profits on any economical improvements due to
new inventions, an increase of production or growth of
the population. Everywhere where the soil is privately owned,
the landowners have in the long run, simply through the pres
sure of circumstances and apparently voluntary agreements,
been able to impose private taxes upon their fellow-citizens.
This monopoly is certainly an immeasurable violation of the
principle of equality::'

" The following chapters are mainly a reprint of my book .Government
by the principle of moral justice« published in 1934.
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Chapter 3.

THE RULES FOR INDIVIDUAL OWNERSHIP

If we are to make the attempt from the fundamental prin
ciples of Moral Justice to deduce precepts for the conduct of

the different sections of social life, we must for several reasons
take the notion of »ownership« as a kind of mathematical unit.
On the whole, the social order must contain definite rules as
to who is to have the control over and the right to dispose of
the available advantages and benefits. All conflicts between
~e members of the community are in the last instance caused
by the attempt to gain the mastery of the available benefits; it
is only to obtain these that men compete. Right of possession
and right of disposal are one and the same thing. And I there
fore propose to show that the practical consequences of equality
can only be drawn, if we take the right of individual owner
ship as our general denominator.

The demand for equality means more than this: that the
same rules of existence shall be applicable to all without respect
of person. Even if each separate law or act of parliament has
general validity and equal application to all, legislation may
easily become extremely partial. This is so because every statute
finally refers to a single case; therefore, it is possible so to
formulate any statute - either secretly, on purpose, or for
want of foresight - that some part of the population will be
favoured at the cost of the rest. It is evident that the result
of this must be a fundamentally faulty and unsatisfactory state
of the relations of reciprocity between the members of the
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community, unless other statutes happen so set right the dif
ference by working equally partially in the opposite direction.
Otherwise, the sum of rights and the sum of liabilities will not
balance, the rights and the obligations of each citizen will not
be equal, as is demanded by the principle of equality.

It is inevitable that in every society there must exist a great
number of differences in individuals and their outer circum
stances. Each man has his own aims, and the personal charac
teristics are many and varied. But, if the citizens are so diverse
as regards both outer circumstances and inner qualifications,
how is it possible to conceive of a code of laws which will not
on the whole favour some section of the population? It is not
possible. But neither is this what equality claims; it only
demands that the advantages of one man shall not be given
him at the cost of another, his good must not be the harm of
someone else. The claim of the principle of equality is this:
that'each man's rights and liabilities must balance, so that the
former equal or, if possible, exceed the latter; the overweight
of advantages gained must not be obtained at the cost of others
but must be 'Won by personal ability or by voluntary gifts.

A code of laws which balance perfectly where social equal
ity is concerned can only be formulated if each statute is found
ed on, and all legislation rests upon, a basis of rights which
are alike for all and universally valid. Only thus will it be
feasible to balance all rights and all liabilities against each
other in the case of each person, and to judge whether the
rights correspond exactly to the liabilities - or exceed the latter
without in any way injuring others. The system which allows
us to undertake this far-embracing comparison is the code of
rules for the possession of ownership.

In order that the notion of legal ownership may be extended
to include all social relations, and thus act as the basis of
legislation, it will have to be enlarged beyond its usual meaning.
The self-determination or personal liberty of the individual will
have to be included; or, if preferred, we may consider it as a
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separate category under the rights of ownership. This disposition
will cause no difficulties. The right of self-detennination is in
reality, like all other rights of possession, the authority to dis
pose of certain objects or advantages, in this case the authority
to dispose at will of one's own person. As a matter of fact,
it is an artificial restriction of the right of possession to let it
include only outer and material advantages, means of existence
in the surrounding world. The reader will see from the follow
ing pages that a natural and systematic connection exists be
tween the principles of Moral Justice and the rules for individ
ual ownership.

All the social rights which are morally justified - and also
the corresponding liabilities - can be arranged under 4 rules
of ownership. These fundamental rules all express the same
idea; in fact, the only difference between them is that they
refer to different circles of social phenomena. The 4 rules are
as follows:

I. Every man or woman has the absolute right to dispose
over his or her own person, inner life and outer move
ments, his manner of existence, his activity in trade or
industry, the pursuit of his interests or hobbies, his
friendshi.ps, his co-operation with others, and so forth.
The only restriction being the one entailed by the prin
ciple of equality - other people's rights must not in any
way be infringed.

2.. Every man or woman has the absolute right to keep
and enjoy all values which he or she has produced, by
personal effort, by means of his or her lawful property,
or by means of other resources used with the pennission
of the lawful owner. The use made of the values pro
duced must not in any way infringe the rights of other
people.

3. Every man or woman has the absolute right to dispose
of his or her property; any lawful possessions may be
made over to another person in exchange for whatever



is agreed upon by both parties, or as a gift, by inher
itance, etc. Whatever the person receives in exchange
for the property made over, becomes his rightful pro
perty, if the agreement was morally unimpeachable, that
is to say, if it does not in any way infringe the rights
of others.

4. Every man or woman has the right to an equal share
in the possession of, and disposal over, the profits ac
cruing from lawfully owned joint property; in the first
instance, the pre-existent values, the gifts of nature to
mankind, such as air, earth, water; secondly, those
values which gradually accrue through the increase of
the population and its joint activities, in which every
body shares, either directly or as consumer. To these
privileges corresponds the liability to fulfil any obli
gations arising from the ownership of the joint pro
perty.

These 4 rules taken together form the basis of a clear and
definite understanding of what is meant by the infringement
of the rights of others. What is meant by moral rights and
liabilities may be clearly seen on the background of these
simple rules, so that practical reasoning may supersede the
more vague and indefinite feeling of indebtedness. The man
in the street will thus be enabled, in almost all cases, to form
reliable judgments by the help of his own conscience - to
formulate definite questions and receive clear answers as to
what is fair and JUSt behaviour towards others.

It can be demonstrated that these rules for possession do
not involve any encroachment of the corresponding rights of
fellow-citizens. They are not impartial in the sense that they
are of equal value to all; that would be impossible, on account
of the innumerable differences existing in the individuals. But
the rules are impartial from a social point of view - socially
seen, they give equal rights to all. What abilities the individual
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shows in making use of his privileges and possibilities must be
his own affair, it is no concern of social morality. That is his
private affair for which others can take no responsibility; for,
according to the principle of self-determination, it is forbidden
to interfere with the personal affairs of others. Personal liberty
and personal responsibility must in all cases correspond exactly.
As a further elucidation of the rules, I shall add the following
paragraphs:

(I) Nobody will in his own case do without the right of
self-determination; lacking that, all other rights of ownership
will be more or less worthless. Every person will undoubtedly
resent the interference of others in his private life and consider
it an injury for which damages will be due. But those rights
which a man demands for himself, he must also be willing to

allow to others, the principle of equality must be respected. It
would be unreasonable to disown the social reciprocity upon
which our own rights are based.

It is true that there exists a number of very domineering
and interfering people, but a little thought will show the
absurdity of the suggestion that one person should control or
manage the organism of another person. In the first place, this
simply cannot be done; and, in the second place, no person
can really take the responsibility for such interference. Any
man who by compulsion or persuasion leads another person to
undertake a certain action is undoubtedly liable to make good
any injurious consequences that may ensue from such action;
but nobody can take upon himself the worries or humiliations of
others. Conversely, nobody will ever suffer any loss by acknow
ledging the right to self-determination of others. The great ma
jority of personal values cannot be transferred to others. Hav
ing the right to order his own way of living and his own actions,
the individual also undertakes the responsibility for the conse
quences of his actions; he has no right to throw this upon the
community, which must be considered as a great advantage for
all his fellow-citizens. It would be a heavy yoke for us to carry
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if we were compelled to take part in a general solidarity, so
that we should have to make up for all sorts of blunders com
mitted by other prople. We can only avoid the responsibilities
of such a general solidarity by granting to every fellow-citizen
the right of personal self-determination. Only in so far as a
man's right to self-determination is respected, can we expect
him to manage his own affairs. Full personal responsibility and
self4Support can only be demanded of persons who enjoy all
their rights of possession uncurtailed.

In principle, nobody can give up his right of self-determina
tion. A contract to that effect would involve a contradiction,
because a person who no longer had any authority over his own
actions would at the same time be exempt from responsibility
as to the keeping of the contract.

(2) The fact that every ,person keeps and enjoys the values
which he or she has produced, causes no detriment to the rights
of possession of other people. According to the principle of
self-determination, any person is free to avoid producing any
values, which to his fellow-citizens will give the same result as
when the producer keeps the created values for his own use.
To all other people the result is the same: they get nothing.
Everybody will demand to keep the fruits of his own activity,
and no one ,will admit that others have any right to claim a
share of what he has produced. Even the most charitable or
philanthropic person wants to decide for himself upon whom
to bestow the fruits of his labour, ability and energy. We all
demand in principle to have the free disposal of that which we
have created or produced. Unless this is so, production will
soon be very perceptibly diminished.

(3) The right of every person freely to dispose of his lawful
possessions does not in any way involve a loss of property to

other people. Whether I keep my possessions or pass them on
to another, that must to a third person be one and the same
thing. All other people will in both cases have the same amount
of authority over the values in question, that is: none at all.
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Everybody will in his own case claim this right of free disposal,
and he is therefore bound to respect the same claim when put
forward by others.

(4) The values existing in nature can neither be produced
by the members of a community, nor can they be rightfully
acquired by anybody as his private possession, because the
values had no former owner from whom he could acquire
them. If ground is acquired by the right of having been cleared
and cultivated, the person may be entitled to guard his right,
so long as no other party makes a claim upon it or feels that
his rights are being infringed. As soon as the claim is made,
the values must be given back to joint possession against com
pensation for values created by means of work or other efforts,
in so far as indemnification has not already been obtained
through the profits gained during possession of the values in
question. All natural values are pn:-existent - not produced
by any human being - and, therefore, they must be the joint
property of the community. Where the animals are concerned,
it is a question whether man is justified in possessing himself
of this natural source of riches, but it is a question which lies
outside of our present theme regarding the social order between
man and man.

Each man's share in the possession of the pre-existent values
and in the floating values created by the general growth and
development of the community cannot in principle be passed
on to others, any more than one's right of self-determination
can be passed on to others. Anybody who is excluded from
this joint property is without a foundation for his other rights
of possession. His existence is not rooted in the earth, he may
be forbidden access to trade or industry, in order to uphold
life or health he may be forced into unpleasant positions of
dependence, where his condition will be no better than that of
a slave. No matter whether it is a minority or a majority who
appropriate to themselves these joint values and keep others
out of them, social equality will by this fact be annulled and



thereby made invalid for all sections. As those who are ex
cluded become outlaws, the result is that for them there exists
no such thing as crime; they were freed from all social ties
when illegal power took the lead.

We often hear the man in the street talking about a right
which he calls »the right to live«. I have never been able any
where to obtain a definition of this notion, but probably the
meaning is that he claims, not only the 4 rights to the posses
sion of property, but also besides these the right to demand
»the dole«, assistance from the community as a whole, if he
has no means of livelihood. In that case, it means that above
and beyond all rights of possession, there must exist a certain
relation of solidarity between all the members of a community.
We must clearly realise, however, that if that is so, the bottom
drops out of all right of possession. We cannot consistently
have bOth the right of possession and the right to demand gifts
from others in case of need. Real distress may be met with in
some instances, but it is particularly difficult to draw the boun
dary line between the deserving and the undeserving poor; it
will not be .possible to avoid abuse. In accordance with Moral
Justice, able-bodied persons who are capable of earning a liveli
hood have no right, whatever their age, to demand support
from others; charity, philanthropy and other means of assist
ance must remain a matter of private initiative. If the 4
principles of right of possession are upheld, no able-bodied per
son can be said to be in distress, or in such need that it cannot
be relieved through loans from benevolent fellow-citizens, if
the borrower is known to be an honest man.

It is a different matter when the problem concerns indigent
persons who are invalids of body or mind, or orphan children
who have no means of suPPOrt. Here the need for help from
the community is real, and a certain measure of solidarity
cannot under these circumstances undermine the right of pos
session to any alarming extent. But I do not think that the
problem can be solved by these arguments. If we have to place
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this problem of the support of children and invalids on a firm
basis, I can see no other standpoint than this: the right of
possession of such helpless individuals is in advance so far
reduced in value, that a certain arbitrariness cannot be avoided
when the whole life of the community is based on the right
of possession; it will involve a lack of equality socially for
persons who are unable by their own efforts to create a basis
of existence for themselves. This argument is justifiable if we
can maintain that the helplessness of these persons cannot be
considered as a private affair, but that it must be the duty of
all to help them, in return for the full utilization of the rules
for private possession as enjoyed by all able-bodied persons. If
the matter is considered under the principle of preponderance,
succour will not be refused; a great majority will in every
community vote for public suPPOrt of the needy to this extent,
and thus the unwilling will be obliged to follow suit.



Chapter 4.

THE LIMITATION OF STATE CONTROL

The main point in a form of government building on the
above mentioned principles and rules must be the boundary

line between public and private affairs, in other words, the
demarcation of the domain of public affairs over which the
state has control.

The state is not, as many people thoughtlessly maintain, the
same as the community, »all of us«; but it is a legally established
and specially constituted and adapted organisation. The act
ivities of the state in regard to the citizens are based upon its
power to carry out its commands. In accordance with existing
laws, the state need not make use of compromise, as the citizens
have to do in their dealings with one another; it issues com
mands, and its power rests on its ability to see them effectuated.
This cannot be otherwise so long as the raison d'etre of the
state is to act as the maintainer of law and order. But, even
while the state is acknowledged as a powerful factor in socie
ty, it is evidently necessary to keep careful watch that the
commands of the state do not deviate from the paths of
justice. As the official maintainer of the lawfully established
order of society, the state can only demand that which the
citizens are justified in demanding of one another reciprocally
and of the government which is upheld by them all together.
The use of power is only morally defencible when it is done
in the service of right and justice, in order to enforce obedience
to the laws. If the domains submitted to the control of the
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state are not clearly demarcated and limited to include only
such affairs as are undoubtedly of public and general interest,
there will be no means of preventing arbitrary legislation.

Everywhere the idea of government by the people, of se1f
government by the citizens of the community, has been mis
understood. If we make »government by the majority« or the
»general franchise« the chief principle and justification of the
system, what really happens is that we introduce a commun
istic form of government, which jeopardises all fundamental
civic rights by making it possible for any chance combination
of people, who happen to be in the majority, to rob and tyran
nize over the rest of the population. The right to vote and to
obtain a majority is only a secondary right, which must be
based upon clearly defined and well-founded personal rights.
The rig~t to vote is nothing but an empty notion, unless the
voter is in advance the possessor of definite rights upon which
the voting is based. If there exists such a thing as »private
affairs«, it is obvious that the voting of other members of the
community can have no influence upon such affairs. The
general franchise and the consequent right to obtain a majority
can only exist, if the vOting concerns affairs of common owner
ship and common responsibility. Here only can the will of
the majority prevail in accordance with the principle of pre
ponderance; here only can the influence of the minority be
annulled. Without this limitation, the government by majority
is nothing but an absurdity.

Both W. v. Humboldt, T aine and Herbert Spencer have, in
their time, contended against dictature by the majority; but
their contentions had not the firm foundation of the principles
of Moral Justice, and therefore they were unable to set forth
with sufficient explicitness the positive basis of personal rights
upon which the constitution should rest. Earlier publications
on »the rights of humanity« give no suggestions for positive
rules of legislation. Severin Christensen's notion of what com
prises the public affairs of a society was so clear and definite,
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that he could without hesitation point out those affairs over
which the state, as the upholder of law and order, is entitled
and even bound to exercise its authority. He drew up the
main lines of demarcation which separates public affairs from
the private concerns of the citizens. Compared to this, it is of
small importance that his definition of the term "common
concern« was probably too wide. Every citizen is, for instance,
more or less interested in general education, temperance, the
prosperity of trade or the progress of industry, and so forth.
But it is unwarrantable to levy taxes for the furtherance of
these matters and to use compulsion in controlling them. No
body can claim the assistance of his fellow-citizens for the
creation of future advantages; other people are not obliged
to take part in his speculations on the future. It is against all
rights of possession to let the wishes of the majority to produce
future advantages act as a compulsion of other people. All
tasks of this kind must be carried out by means of voluntary
associations; this should cause no difficulty if their uses are
sufficiently evident and greater than the expenditure involved.
The idea that everybody is in duty bound to look after the
general welfare has no reasonable foundation, it is nothing but
a vague communistic assertion.

According to Moral Justice, all public or common affairs
should derive from the social principles which have found
expression in the rules for the possession of property. The most
important matters, where the rights and liabilities of all citi
zens are involved, shall be set forth in the following.

(I) The judicial system. As all the legal institutions have the
sole aim to effectuate the just claims, private or public, of every
member of the community, and as this task, accord.ing to the
principle of equality, should be carried out in an impartial
and uniform manner in every part of the country, there can be
no doubt that the administration of justice must be a public
affair, and. that the expenses incurred should be shared equally
by all. It is impossible to determine whether the judicial system
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has greater value for one person than for another or for certain
sections of the community. The man who finds no occasion
to make use of the courts of justice still enjoys the same pro
tection as the man who happens to suffer injury and therefore
seeks the assistance of the law. Each man only gets what is
due to him.

Many good reasons can be advanced for introducing free
administration of justice in all cases where it is not a question
of vexatious litigation. It is not a special prerogative to obtain
what is rightfully due to one; and if a man equally with all
others pays his share of the expenditure involved in the admini
stration of justice, it may seem unreasonable to him .that he
should have to pay extra in order to have his case heard and
judgment pronounced. Unless the courts of justice are freely
accessible to all, there is no doubt that the poorer sections of
the people and those who are unacquainted with the intricacies
of legal procedure will not enjoy the same advantages as the
rich and the more knowing.

Amongst the social problems which Severin Christensen has
treated most thoroughly may be mentioned criminal law. In
general, the interest of the authorities is centred around the
criminal, while the innocent man against whom the offence
has been committed is left out of consideration. The chief aim
of the criminal proceedings ought on the contrary to be this:
to see that the injured party obtained full reparation from the
offender. The penalty should, therefore, as far as possible
consist in the offender being compelled to compensate, by his
labour or by other means, for loss and injury suffered by the
offended party, and to pay the expenses incurred by the
authorities in dealing with his case. Such a penalty will not
only have a deterrent effect, but it will be an excellent lesson
in fairness and integrity to the offender. The attempts of
modern criminologists to improve persons with criminal tenden
cies seem to be as unwise as they could be. By being locked up
in prisons and cut off from all the normal social relationsh~ps,



by being placed under supervision and deprived of many rights,
the criminal does not learn to develop a social disposition; on
the contrary, he is pushed farther into isolation and narrow
mindedness. Criminals receive, apparently as a kind of reward,
their maintenance at the expense of the public, and thus they
do not learn to understand that an inevitable and unbreakable
connection exists between liberty and responsibility, between
the right of possession and the duty of self-support. Such
methods are much more likely to induce persons of weak intel
lect and ineffective training to become lawless and fraudulent.

During payment of the debt involved by the crime, it will
probably be most ,practical to leave persons, who are not
dangerous to the public security, a certain measure of freedom,
but with the prospect of imprisonment if the prescribed condi
tions are not fulfilled.

(2) The management 0/ common possessions. The importance
of the pre-existent natural values in social economics especially
finds expression in the valuation of the ground. The utilisation
of these values will probably be most profitable if the areas
are given into private possession against an annual rent, the
groundrent, which should be fixed periodically by a public and
uniform valuation on the basis of demand and supply. In this
way the owner possesses his property as securely as by private
ownership, it being agreed that the state cannot give him notice
as long as the groundrent is duly paid. Appropriation of private
ground for public uses can only take place in cases where it is
indisputably required for the management of common affairs.
The right of all to equal possession of the natural values is
fulfilled by the whole sum of the groundrent being assigned to
the people with an equal share to all, without regard to age,
sex or occupation - which means in other words, that this
revenue can be used to defray the expenses of the various
public and municipal institutions.

(3) The system 0/ ways and communications. Unless there
exists a satisfactory system of public roads and other means of
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communication allowing of the free intercourse of traffic and
trade, the possession of property cannot be made equally pro
fitable to all. At the present day we are inextricably involved
in a widely ramified division of labour within trade and indu
stry, and in a utilisation of property which demands access to
a well-ordered and convenient system of communications and
trans.port of goods. The division of the expenses entailed, and
the limitation of public control in this respect involve a number
of problems which are too intricate to be treated in detail here.

(4) The financial system. Under the present system, we are
all obliged to use money as a general means of exchange in
selling the products of our labour or our services; and, in order
to work satisfactorily, this means of exchange must rest on a
firm and stable basis. Free competition cannot be a safeguard
of sound economics, if the financial system is not regulated in
such a way that it avoids causing fluctuations in the prices of
the goods under negotiation. Therefore, the financial system
must be controlled by the state, and the revenue from the
financial monopoly shall devolve on all in equal shares. The
result of this will to a certain extent be the socialization of the
interest on capital.

(5) The sanitary system. The public security, which is need
ful to all in order that they may enjoy the rights of possession,
includes also sanitation; we must be able to move about freely
without running the risk of infection or other unhealthy in
fluences. This security cannot be obtained without the aid of a
public sani,tary board, whose work should, however, mainly be
of a preventive nature. The expenditure on a general system of
sanitation may rightly be shared equally by all, and everybody
must submit to the demands of hygiene which the sanitary
board finds it necessary to issue. The same considerations hold
good where danger of fire is concerned, especially in the towns.

(6) The care of persons who are unable to Jupport them
selves. Children who have no parents and no means of sup
pOrt, and persons who are unable to work and who have not



had occasion by means of an insurance to secure for them
selves a sufficient subsistence, would run ·the risk of having no
rights at all, which is contrary to the fundamental idea, that
the administration of justice shall be available to all, and they
must therefore be looked after by the community. Also, the
citizens must be secured against danger from persons who are
not responsible for their actions, such as lunatics and imbeciles.
But, in accordance with the coherence between liberty and
responsibility, it would be unjustifiable on the part of the com
munity to put anybody under guardianship without at the
same time providing for his support.

(7) Supervision of monopolies. As the fixing of prices ac
cording to demand and supply under free competition is the
only way that agrees with the principle of equality, it will be
unwarrantable for the authorities to grant monopolies, unless
they at the same time assure the consumers against exploitation
by the owners of the monopoly.

(8) Supervision of natural values (such as shores, forem, etc.)
and of public property (pares, museums, objects or buildings
of historical interest, etc.). It would be an infringement of
the rights of those persons - part-owners of the property
who wish such values to be preserved, to let them fall into
decay. The acquisition of such values should at certain intervals
be ratified by renewed voting as to whether they shall continue
to be preserved. New acquisitions (also in the form of gifts)
whose preservation will entail the expenditure of money or
labour, can only be accepted by the community after the matter
has been put to the vote.

(9) Defence against invasion. The defence of the individual
against the infringement of his rights, and the defence of the
community against invasion from outside are alike in this
respect, that they both aim at upholding the existing rules for
the possession of property. In princi.ple there can be no doubt,
therefore, that the citizen can demand of the government to
take up this question and have it put to the vote like other
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questions of common interest. And it is equally certain that
the measures to be undertaken for defence against invasion
cannot be left to private associations. Such associations may
have the air of a challenge to other nations and thus become
a source of danger to their own country; further, the equip
ment of private corps with weapons and ammunition etc. may
have the effect of a threat to the security of their fellow-coun
trymen. For this and other reasons, the defence of the country
against invasion from outside should be controlled by the
government in accordance with the votes of the majority.

The compulsory conscription of troops can never be justi
fied; that kind of encroachment upon the personal liberty of
men cannot possibly be based on the consent of the majority.
In all questions of public interest the measures adopted must
be equal for all, the burdens should not be thrown on to certain
sections of the people, while the rest go free. Equality and the
right of voting corresponds with the obligation to take part in
discarging the measures adopted.

It may be taken for granted in advance, without asking the
opinion of the majority, that all the inhabitants of the country
will have to unite against any violation of their rights by out
side powers. The devastation caused by an invasion will have
to be borne by all, as the act of violence must be regarded as
an attack on the territory, the rightful possession of the whole
community. The individuals who happen to suffer the heaviest
loss cannot be condemned to bear alone the depreciation caused
to their property.

(10) Tribunal for the administration of justice. A tribunal,
consisting partly of experts and partly of laymen, shall be
established to settle questions of doubt which may arise when
carrying out in practice the principles of Moral Justice, and to
see that the authority of the state is not extended beyond the
limits set by the laws of the constitution. I shall not here deal
with the different systems which have been considered for
controlling the election of members for this tribunal in a satis-
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factory manner. It should not be impossible to formulate such
a system.

(II) Joint government by the members of the community. As
every citizen can assert his rights of possession or of authority
where any common interest is concerned, all citizens must have
equal access to take part in the government of the state when
they are of age and in so far as they are not indebted to the
community by infringements of the law. No one can be com
pelled to take part in the administration; anybody is allowed
to leave part of his possession~ untended.

In practice, the great majority of the electors will be unable..
to take part persona~he administration; and, therefore,
they must be given the opportunity to vote through a represent
ative who is willing to undertake the responsibility. Social
equality entails that the elector is allowed to vote for any
fellow-citizen who is entitled to take part in the administration,
and that the influence of the representatives upon the various
questions shall correspond with the number of electors he re
presents. If the assembly of representatives becomes so nu
merous, that the number of speeches, bills and amendments
brought forward become a hindrance to the effective admini
stration of the constitution, a reduction of the number, in
accordance with the principle of preponderance, will be re
quired, in order that the care of the public affairs shall not
to an unreasonable extent be delayed or made burdensome to

the members. If this necessitates the exclusion of some of the
representatives, the number of their electors being under a
certain minimum, it must be seen to, by means of a transfer
of votes, that no elector is excluded from representation.

Members of the political party, the League of Moral Justice
of Denmark, have discussed the problem as to whether the
governing representatives have the right to vote for a larger
annual amount of expenditure than the amount of the joint
revenue (the groundrent and the financial monopoly). Ac
cording to the principle of Moral Justice, there cannot, in my
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opinion, exist any relation between the joint expenditure of the
community and the revenue. The latter shall in principle be
shared equally by all, the former shall be raised by means of
a uniform tax per head, a poll-tax. That the join.t revenue may
be used to defray any public expenditure voted for by the
governing representatives is admitted by all. But the question
is: can any expenditure in excess of this sum be levied by
compulsory taxation? To deny this would mean setting an
arbitrary and irrelevant limit to the governing majority's right
of deciding over the affairs of the community. When the
majority vote for an expenditure for the benefit of all, the
minority are obliged to pay their share, otherwise th'e institution
of joint government would be overthrown, and the foundation
on which the rule by Moral Justice is built up would be
jeopardised, And why should such a limitation be fixed? There
is no danger that the governing majority will vote for ex
cessive grants because, when the public benefits are paid equally
by all, it will be just as in private life: nobody pays for more
than he or she receives, and nobody is compelled to pay for
others. All that the majority can compel the minority to do
is to make a purchase, which most of the voters wish to make
for themselves, considering it an advantageous undertaking.
This compulsion follows automatically on the fact that all
concerns are joint. Nothing is taken from one person and
given to another, all receive the same benefits and pay the
same pnce.

By this demarcation of the domain of public affairs and of
the extent of the control exercised by the majority and by the
state, Severin Christensen has added a much required supple
ment to the teachings of the physiocrats, Henry George and
other writers on social economics and the rights of the people
to the utilisation of the earth. All is not done by seeing that
the annual ground-rent is paid into the exchequer; it is also
necessary to arrange for the proper use of the revenue, so that
it is employed for the benefit of all.
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As a commentary to the common affairs of the community it
may be useful to call attention to the great difference which
exists, in a moral sense, between the utilisation of possessions and
the defence of rights or possessions. The latter is of the greatest
social importance, while the former is in principle a private
matter which can only concern others in so far as their rights
are infringed or their possessions made use of. If a man pays
to the state and co his creditors what is due to them, nobody
has any right CO interfere with him or co ask what use he makes
of his time, his abilities or his capital. The utilisation of his
possessions tends only co procure future values, over which the
producer has sole right of disposal. On the other hand, the
defence of rights or possessions is turned cowards the past, in
the sense that they evolve from existing facts and rest on
presuppositions. Questions of right are not concerned with
that which does not yet exist but has only been planned
unless the plans are of a criminal character.

It follows from this that no member of the community can
fairly be compelled co contribute co measures co be taken for
the progress of culture or civilization (except the repeal of
unjust social laws). Where steps in the direction of the further
ance of civilization are concerned, the risk is always involved
that they may bring in their train many other changes besides
those anticipated. There is always an element of hazard in
volved. Of course, a governing majority, however large, has
no right whatever to force fellow-citizens who are not of their
opinion to take part in such ventures. It is no use pointing to
the necessity of all standing together. If it is not a matter of
common concern such as hygiene, the progress of civilization
must be left CO the voluntary efforts of the individuals and
co education; and if it has a sufficient basis in the require
ments of the population, it will come in time. Guardianship
on the part of the authorities or the majority is not only an
unwarranted infringement of personal liberty, but it is directly
harmful; it damps all real interest and destroys private ini-
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tiative by taking upon itself the advancement of cultural life.
The demand that all efforts in the service of civilization shall
be freed from interference on the part of the state is based
on the conviction that civilization will be best served in this
way. To cram people with culture and education is no use at
all; such values can only be acquired and rendered fertile by
the person who voluntarily seeks them, otherwise the attempt
will only be a failure. If the state is to be. the leader of culture,
the risk is very grave that the people will receive only that
kind of food for the mind which hap.pens to accord with the
interests of those who are for the moment in authority - a
truly terrible prospect for the progress of culture!

For the same reasons the church should be separated
from the state. Religious teaching can only attain its true
spiritual authority if it builds solely on the spontaneous sup
port of men and women. By seeking the assistance of the
state, the church disowns its true character, which should be
purely spiritual

All parents must - whether they are married or not - have
full authority over, and full responsibility for, the upbringing
and education of their children. In this case also, the guardian
ship of the state has a disturbing and unfavourable effect.
By placing the schools and education generally under the con
trol of the ruling majority, we get the rather absurd state of
affairs that all electors, even those who have no children, are
given authority over other people's children, while no father
or mother will have any influence worth mentioning on the
public education of their own children. The sole duty of the
state is to see that parents do not by palpable neglect of their
children fail in their responsibility towards them; and from
social considerations the state can demand that all children
shall receive some measure of knowledge: the necessary skiIl
in reading, writing and arithmetic, which every member of a
civilized community must posses in order to be able to read
and sign contracts, play the part of buyer or seller, in short
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take up his position in social life as an independent and
responsible person.

It is equally evident that the state has no right to demand
contributions from any citizen for the advancement of trade or
industry. The members of each panicular industry know best
themselves what is to their advantage, and they have no right
to claim help in this direction from other branches of industry.
The only duty of the state in this respect is to see that the
different industries do not harm each other by underhand
methods tending to destroy free competition.
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Chapter 5.

MORAL JUSTICE AND THE INDIVIDUAL

T he differentiation between private and public affairs can
not be made by ascertaining whether a matter is of general

interest or concerns a larger or smaller section of the com
munity, but only by ascertaining under whose authority the
control of the affair rests. All matters coming under a
person's right of self-determination are of private character.
From the point of view of Moral Justice the tWO main points
are (r) that the person's consent is freely given, that all pro
mises and agreements are voluntarily entered upon; and (2)
that the agreements and contracts are kept as promised. The

. making of agreements, the giving of promises, and in some
cases of information, partake of the nature of a transfer of
property. Everybody has a right to be defended as far as
possible against compulsion and dishonesty on the part of his
fellows; that must be included in the general acknowledgment
of the rules for the possession of property. I shall by way
of example sketch out a few of the most important matters
which must be regarded as private affairs.

(r). Liberty of thought and of opinion. According to the
right of self-determination, no man need be accountable to
others for his thoughts, he need not tell anybody else what he
thinks, no one can make such a demand upon him. Similarly,
opinions and beliefs, including religious beliefs, are personal
property, which a man can expect and demand shall be left in
peace. Such convictions may be JUSt as indispensable for the



conscious life of the individual, as his muscles are indispensable
for his bodily activities. I cannot demand of others that they
should take an interest in my opinions and views, they have
every right to dismiss them as being of no consequence or of
no interest to them; but it is a violation of my right of pos
session if anybody attacks them with scorn or abuse. It is quite
another matter if I am aggressive and start proselytising and
trying to make others see my point of view. By so doing I
have brought my opinions to the market-place, where anybody
is allowed to contend against them in fair fight. Here they
must be considered as belonging to social life, and not as a
part of the individual organism.

(2). Liberty to form unions and associations. Full liberty
to form unions and associations is only a further application of
the right of the individual to make over property and establish
co-operation with others. But, of course, all unions and organi
sations must confine their activities within the frame-work laid
down by the statutes of the country. As in the case of indi
viduals, unions should never enter upon activities that aim at
gaining advantages by encroaching upon the rights of others.

Co-operation between private persons should grow out of the
free individual choice of the participants, and each person has
the right to discontinue the relations when he pleases, unless
promises or concessions of a binding nature have been given.
In such relations, be it conversation, social intercource or
friendship, the individual's liberty is limited only by the mutual
agreement of the parties. On the other hand, the individual's
sense of responsibility should be especially alive, because the
protection of common law has naturally but little influence in
the case of such complicated personal relationships, with their
indefinable precedents and previous history. It will therefore
be a matter of personal honour to be tactful rather than
aggressive, and loyally to keep promises even if these have
not been exactly formulated. Social principles and rights of
ownership indicate clearly the lines of demarcation not to be
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transgressed. In the following I shall mention some of the
relationships met with in private life.

(3). Liberty of speech and of propaganda. Applications and
appeals from other persons are often troublesome. Propaganda
is generally aggressive. Questions may be so formed that they
take the shape of an extortion. Every unprovoked application
from others makes a demand on the time of the person con
cerned, and often it proves to be an attempt to burden him
with affairs that he does not wish to be troubled with. Such
acts must certainly be considered as encroachments on personal
liberty. However, this is a sphere of social life where there
may be some reason to grant d.ispensations from the rules of
ownership. We are all in need of such dispensations. Other
wise the intercourse between people would suffer under too
narrow restrictions. The interchange of goods, in which we
are all interested, necessitates the permission to make applica
tions; nobody should be barred access to a livelihood. Such
freedom of speech is permissible when we regard it as a bargain,
a mutual concession to the advantage of all concerned. On
the grounds of general necessity it may be assumed that the
advantages will outweigh the burdens. On this motivation fol
lows that every man must see to it that he does not exceed
the limits of what is customary and required in each instance.
The propagandist abuses his licence if he trespasses too
widely on the time of his audience, or attempts to impose upon
them a wholly one-sided view, thus provoking them to come
to a too hasty conclusion. The idea of freedom of speech does
not mean that people should lose the habit of thinking for
themselves. Problems should be regarded from every signifi
cant viewpoint, conscious concealment or suppression of facts
is an atempt at imposture. If we discourage our neighbour,
destroy his self-confidence or his belief in others, we impair
values belonging to him. Ev~n if we believe or feel convinced
that he is building on unreliable tenets, we have no right to
attack his convictions. Where spiritual values are concerned,
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re are not justified in judging others by ourselves. To under
line the feelings or religious beliefs of others may be just as
larmful to them as to impair their physical health or destroy
heir material possessions.

(4). Abuse of alcoholic drinks. It is not always easy, where
nany of the domains of personal liberty are concerned, to
lraw definite limits as to how far such liberty can be extended
li"ithout entailing misuse. That is so where the use of alcohol
s concerned. This cannot be regarded as a private matter
lltogether. People who are under the influence of alcohol often
:ause molestation and annoyance to others, they may even be
:iangerous to their surroundings, and they will be more likely
co fail in their obligations to the state and to their fellow
citizens than more sober and reliable persons. I shall not fur
ther pursue these possibilities but only point to two facts.
Firstly, as it is very difficult to fix the boundary line between
liberty and abuse, legislation should apply only to cases of
definite transgressions. And, secondly, these should be pre
vented, not by direct prohibition, but by making the perpe
trator responsible for his acts. Both the offenders and the un
offending will suffer under prohibition; but laws which make
only the perpetrator responsible will punish the guilty for their
offences without restricting the personal liberty of other ci
tIzens.

(5). Intellectual and spiritual intercourse. Our intercourse
with other people, the exchange of thoughts and ideas, friend
ship, and so on, must be considered as a voluntary exchange
of gifts. The participators both give and receive; but one
person may very well give less than another, everything should
be freely offered. Undoubtedly, such intercourse is most valu
able when a certain equality prevails between the members,
but it must be left to each person to assert himself. The prin
ciple of equality has no application here, where there is only
question of a free exchange of gifts. The only means of de
fending oneself against subjugation and disdain in society is

75

)



to break off the connection and seek other and more congenial
companions. I have no right to complain if I do not meet with
the understanding, sympathy or active kindness which I might
expect in return for the friendliness I have shown.

Artists and authors have no right to complain of the scant
understanding which their works receive from the public. The
receptiveness and the susceptibility of a person must be a pri
vate matter, where others have no right to interefere, and he
must be allowed to form his own estimation of what the artist
has to offer him. A man can only claim the esteem and re
cognition of his fellows when he has produced something
which is of vallle to them. Exceptions to these rules are offi
cially appoi .ed critics, distributors of legacies and prizes or
professional authorities who are paid by the state. These are
not in the same position as the great public. They have taken
on a task of a special character and, therefore, they are not
free to judge or to act according to their own narrow personal
opinion or their own pleasure.

(6). Unveracity, unreliability. The illegality of falsehood
or hypocrisy arises from the circumstance that we lead others
to act on wrong or faulty suppositions, and thus they may be
come subject to loss or ridicule. In giving another person in
formation, which I have reason to believe that he will use in
his conduct of life, I have a similar responsibility for the cor
rectness and reliability of the information, as the merchant has
for the quality of the goods which he sells to trusting custom
ers. To be led astray by unreliable information may cause
more serious harm to a man than having his pockets picked.
I t cannot be condoned as a practical joke. If I have reason
to believe that the person receiving the information will make
practical use of it, I have no excuse and cannot avoid my
responsibility.

(7). Obligation to children. As children are not responsible
for their own genesis and as they are unable to support them
selves or guide their own education, the parents are in duty



bound to care for them during childhood. This obligation
ceases when the children reach adult age, when they should
normally be able to carry on their existence by means of their
own activity and on their own responsibility. Until this time
the children have the right, if the parents die, to inherit such
part of the property left as will enable the children to finish
their training or education in preparation to leading an inde
pendent existence. Beyond this, parents should be allowed by
testament to dispose freely of what they leave.

Apart from the costs involved in the transfer of property
left by deceased persons, the state has no morally justified
claim to death duties. If it is recognised that the property
rightly belonged to deceased, there can from a moral point of
view be no reason why the state (i.e. fellow-citizens) should
at his death suddenly acquire a partial right of ownership that
did not previously exist. If the laws of the state in other
cases permit a free transfer of values - by trade, exchange, as
gifts etc. - the same permission must be granted in the special
case where the values are transferred from a deceased to a
living person.

(8). Free competition. It is an oft debated question whether
the prices of goods and services shall be considered as a matter
of social interest, coming under the control of the legislative
and governing authorities, or whether all prices and wages
should be fixed by private agreement according to the fluc
tuations in the market and the conditions of supply and de
mand. In accordance with Moral Justice, the question must
be settled on the basis of the principle that every citizen shall
enjoy economic equality and, as far as equality permits,
economic liberty with full responsibility for his own actions.
The answer will, therefore, depend upon whether economical
equality can be attained through unrestricted competition.

Before considering this point, it will be useful to look at
the most frequent transgressions of the rule of free competition
and the principle of economic equality. As a rule, their aim
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is to tide over temporary difficulties, or to make the most of
some suddenly appearing chance or op.portunity. When the
governing authorities fix certain prices for goods or certain
wages for labour and bid private business-men follow their
dictates, such prices will always to some degree be arbitrary
and partial. The intention is simply to bring pressure to bear
upon one of the parties, either the buyer or the seller - and
this is undeniably a violation of the principle of equality. The
same will be true when the state influences the prices by in
direct means, such as customs duties or other restrictions; such
measures invariably favour one party and lay arbitrary burdens
on another, and contracts based on them do not offer equal
conditions for all concerned. The same applies to the for
mation of trusts, the spreading of false or alanning rumours,
and so forth. Only in one instance can interference in the
fixing of prices be justifiable, that is when some economical
disturbance has abolished equality and disturbed free compe
tition. (We may mention such causes of disturbance as a strike
or lock-out in a neighbouring country, or an acute lack of
certain goods). In such cases it will be warrantable for the
authorities to take measures for the re-establishment of econo
mic equality and the re-enforcement of free competition.

Opponents of the principle of free competition (i. e. the
demand that all prices shall be fixed solely on the basis of the
activities of free and responsible citizens) maintain that this
economic system does not uphold equality but leads to unfair
conditions similar to those mentioned above. They assert that
giving free play to the economic forces will particularly
favour the capitalists as against the poorer sections of the
people, and that a door is opened to speculators, who may
gain huge profits at the cost of producers and consumers. We
must, therefore, look further into this matter and see what
means each citizen has, under free competition, of holding his
own in the economic struggle.

First, we must see what is meant by economic equality



and political equality. The task of providing uniform econo
mical conditions for all cannot, by the very nature of the case,
be the same as giving all an equal influence in politics. Polit
ical questions must be settled by voting - each citizen being
considered as part-owner or shareholder - that is the only
possible way. The demands of equality are satisfied when all
citizens have obtained an equal right to vote. Thereafter, it is
the private concern of each citizen to make use of his rights
and of the influence that has been given him by availing him
self of his right to vote and his liberty of speech. If he does not
succeed in having things arranged according to his wishes, he
will have to submit to the decisions of the majority. Where
economic affairs are concerned, the matter is somewhat dif
ferent. Here it is a question of values possessed by private
persons. The buyer and the seller are the owners of the
values exchanged; the transaction must be carried out by the
voluntary agreement of both, and no one else can have any
say in the matter, if the right of private possession is to be
respected. To put the matter to the vote and let the majority
decide would in 'such a case be ridiculous. If prices - in
cluding wages and salaries and the purchasing power of money
- were to be fixed by general voting, the majority would be
in a position to exercise an oppressive influence on those sec
tions which were in a minority. Economic equality can only
be obtained by creating uniform conditions for all, so that
buyer and seller have equal chances. To obtain uniform condi
tions for all, the fixing of prices must, in the case of both
parties, rest on the same basis.

How can we obtain such uniform conditions, a way of
fixing prices which favours equally all the parties in the econo
mic exchange?

The main point in the question of economic equality is
that it takes two parties to make a bargain, and that each one
of them is interested, not only in the price to be paid, but
also in the purchasing power of the money, which latter is
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entirely dependent upon all other prices in the market at a
given moment. How can the demand be fulfilled that both
parties are to negotiate on a equal footing? The answer is that
the proper price, satisfying the demand for equal economic
rights, is the one arrived at through the free negotiations and
agreement of the parties, on a background of the free deman3
and supply valid for alI citizens at the time. The values are
thus weighed in the same balance. Free competition implies
these conditions and should lead to an equal scale of payment
for all products and all services, because all prices are based
on a mutual valuation in which all citizens take part. What
any person is to obtain for his economical contributions, and
what he is to pay for those of others, is thus determined by the
choice of all citizens acting freely and responsibly. This re
ciprocity is in fact a relation of solidarity. Every person
obtains through his offers and his demands the opportunity to
make use of his economic franchise, every day brings a new
oppOrtunity to vote, and all values are weighed on the same
balance. No one obtains higher wages or cheaper prices than
his fellows are agreed to, considering all the other offers in
the market.

The idea of this form of determining prices is that the citi
zens are to vote egoistically. Under free competition there is
no need to remind people tbat we are all in the same boat.«
The economical adjustment of the various trades to one another
will take place automatically, and after disturbances that may
occur, the balance is best readjusted if everybody »minds his
own business« and looks after his own advantages. No one
can acquire an exceptionally large income except by offering
his fellow-citizens exceptionally advantageous conditions, either
better goods or cheaper prices - and this is for the benefit of
all.

In economic transactions, JUSt an in political elections, it
must be left to each participator to assert his right of equality.
The community is not under any liability to look after the
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fools, or to take over the responsibility for the uneconomical
dispositions of certain groups or sections of the people. This
would lead to a mixing up of political and economic rights,
the result of which can never be economic equality. Each part
and section of the finances of a country is dependent upon
and tied up with every other part; in the last instance, all the
tiny threads of the economical and financial life of a com
munity are involved in one intricate system; each price is
dependent upon a larger or smaller number of other prices and
various conditions on the market. If a man demands econo
mic liberty, he must also take the full responsibility for his
decisions. For instance, if a man is free to choose the kind of
work he will do and to manage his career as he pleases, he cannot
expect the state to help him bear the consequences of his actions.

The poorer sections of the community will have to find
means to assert themselves against the capitalists. This may
be done by forming organisations. Producers and consumers
will have to defend their interests against speculators. Against
all kinds of financial abuse there is no better weapon than
absolutely free competition, combined with education and a
sensible use of the right to vote on financial matters. Prices
will in this manner be controlled much more effectively and
sanely than by means of political votes and state control of
trade and industry. Such control will always be partial and
lead to a lack of responsibility in financial affairs.

If everybody has his social and economic conditions to a
certain extent mapped out for him by the votings of his fellow
citizens, the result of this will be a relation of solidarity, en
tailing that no single person can acquire exceptionally large
fortunes by means of production or trade, without at the same
time adding to the profits of his customers by giving them
economical advantages, i. e. better offers than they receive from
anybody else. Whether the choice of the consumer is always
the wisest must be his own affair; as no one has any right to
interfere, no one can be made responsible. The system of free
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competition cannot bear the responsibility for consequences
which are brought about by people's lack of insight or fore
thought. Either we must introduce state control, or the public
must be left free to run after humbugs and fraudulently adver
tised goods. The right to blunder is, in so far as the person
himself takes the consequences, in principle just as sacrosanct
as the right to be, for instance, hard-working or thrifty.

The opponents of the system of free competition point out
that it has not hitherto in any democratic state led to the wealth
of the country being fairly equally divided according to thrift,
industry or efficiency. The result of giving free play to the
economic forces has everywhere been the same: that a few
gain large fortunes, ,which bear no relation at all to the work
yielded, while the great majority of the people, who do the
hard work and carry on the many small concerns and trades,
only earn very meagre incomes. But this argument does not
hold good, for the simple reason that absolutely free compe
tition has never been tested in any country - only fragments
of economic liberty and equality, with a correspondingly
fragmentary responsibility, have been tried. In the democratic
countries of the present day, free competition exists only in
mutilated form, restricted and cut down out of all recognition.
It is no wonder, therefore, that the results are far from coming
up to the theoretical expectations. The political vote has in
all countries destroyed the economical vote by preventing it
from asserting its rightful influence. State control and mono
polies in favour of certain classes have exerted an arbitrary
influence on the prices and acted as a drain through which the
earnings of the great majority of the people have been sucked
into the pockets of a few profiteers. In the case of Denmark,
which has a population of c. 4,000,000, social economists have
computed this drainage at 500 million Kroner or £, 25,000,000

per annum at the lowest reckoning. As long as there exists such
excessive incomes, to which corresponds no effort or work rend
ered, it is no wonder that heavy taxes have to be levied in



order to alleviate the keenest distress among the lower classes.
Such an economic system is a hindrance to any true economic
equality; special prerogatives granted to the upper classes
necessitate special concessions to the indigent in the form of
»the dole«. The result is a twofold artificial pressure on the
industrial life of the country; the prices are arbitrarily fixed,
and on the background of this the monopolies of the trade
unions thrive, acting as a further disturber of the economic
conditions. In other countries we see the same thing - every
where economic equality and liberty have been mutilated.

(9). Strikes and lock-outs. In all countries, public opinion
is taking up a rather vague and vacillating attitude to the con
tinually smouldering civil wars between organised labour and
employers. Generally, the judgments on these controversies are
utterly partial, either to one side or the other. And it must be
admitted that the relations are so complicated that only in
very few cases is it possible to determine what is warrantable,
and what is arbitrary use of power.

In accordance with Moral Justice, all contracts regarding
the buying and selling of labour must be voluntarily entered
upon. Any man should be permitted to say »no« and leave his
job. Similarly, the right to form organisations is part of the
personal liberty which every man can claim as his right. It
would apparently follow from this that a strike including the
whole of one or more branches of industry would be warrant
able. But when it is a question of ceasing ,work altogether in
a whole branch of industry, involving a large section of the
work of the community, another principle is brought into play,
which has not hitherto been mentioned. It is based on the
division of labour in ,which we are all, by the force of cir
cumstances, compelled to take part. The division of labour
rests on an unwritten law, a tacit understanding amongst all
citizens: that each specialised branch of production is bound to
play its part in the collective production. All taken together,
they form a whole, a system of mutual demand and supply.
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If one or more of these sections cease work, it is evident that
the other sections in the system of supply and demand ·will be
placed at a disadvantage; suddenly they are unable to obtain
the goods they need, their activity is paralysed and their very
existence is jeopardised. It is a breach of the universal rule
upon which all sections of industry rely. The letting-down of
tbe other branches in the co-operation is so much more serious,
because no strike or lock-out would be possible, if the labourers
in other branches did not continue their work and thus served
as a base of supplies for the warring armies. Those branches
of industry who continue work not only have to bear the
disturbances caused by the strike, but they also have to help
in keeping up the struggle to their own detriment; officially
they are expected to keep »neutral«. And, further, as a rule the
costs of war are levied from all clases in the form of higher
prices ,when the strike is over. Altogether, the laying down of
work results in three abuses against the rest of society.

However, in order to judge strikes and lock-outs fairly, we
must look at them from a more comprehensive point of view.
The social background must be included in our considerations.
In communities where economic equality is denied and viol
ated by existing prerogatives of certain classes, we cannot hope
to find respect for the unwritten laws among those classes who
have to bear the burden of the injustice of the written laws.
That would be contrary to the principle of social reciprocity.
The fault lies with the political parties who maintain those
injustices in the social order which are the true cause of the
labour conflicts. If these injustices are abolished, strikes and
lock-outs will automatically cease, they will no longer pay, but
will be considered as an absurd waste of values. There is
surely no other way of ridding the countries of these scourges.

(10). Interest on capital. In accordance with rule 3. for the
possession of property, every person has the right to make over
his property to others and by mutual agreement effectuate an
exchange of values. To prohibit interest on capital must be



considered a violation of the right of ownership. It would
mean imposing punishment in the shape of restrictions upon
hardworking and thrifty citizens. And, as a device for the
furtherance of the general welfare, such prohibition would be
a failure. It would be much easier to evade this rule than it
has been to evade the prohibition of alcoholic drinks; and the
result would probably be that the interest payable by borrowers
would be much heavier than it is now. Even if it were possible
to enforce the prohibition, the development of economics would
by this means receive a check, and the expected advantages
would be missed.

If the »yoke of capitalism« is to be avoided, other ways
must be found. Social justice - the abolition of private mono
polies, state-control of prices and the cutting-down of the pur
chasing power of wages - is, in connection with free organi
sations, quite sufficient to put the two warring factors of
worker and capitalist on an equal footing.

All true capital consists of saved-up profits on work per
formed. Under private monopoly of the land a kind of false
capital is formed, which does not represent any effort; it is
nothing but capital drawn on the expectations of future in
come, i. e. the ground-rent which is paid to the owner of the
land, simply on the strength of a document. The consequence
is that, when the land changes owner, it is bought and paid
for with capital, which is afterwards offered as loans and
confounded with true capital. Thereby the annual percentage
of interest is raised, which productive work has to yield before
the labourers' -wages can be paid. If the payment for the
mere access to the use of the land did not fall to the individual
seller, but was paid into the exchequer, taxes (the poll-tax)
could be reduced to a corresponding extent. Interest on false
capital would then return to the rightful owners of the land
(i. e. all members of the community) in the shape of public
benefits. Thus, the chances of saving capital would be in
creased, and the interest on capital would be reduced; also,
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the security offered by borrowers would be greater, and asso
ciations on an economical basis could more easily be formed.

(II). The problem of unemployment. If the individual is
allowed to choose his own ,work, and he himself is responsible
for the efficiency, diligence and care with which it is carried
out, it seems unwarrantable to demand that the community
shall help him, if it happens now and again that there is not
sufficient employment to give to all who wish to work at this
particular trade or profession.

But it is necessary to mention again that this rule is only
morally valid in communities ,where free competition is fully
realised. If the social order is warped by unfair conditions,
with the result that the national industry is partly paralysed,
the unemployed are perfectly right in pointing out that the
responsibility has been taken out of their hands. In countries
with a democratic constitution, it must be the duty of the
ruling majority to procure an altogether just and fair social
order and to prevent any kind of class-rule. Only when social
equality has been introduced does the individual's full respons
ibility for his private decisions on economical matters come
into function. All citizens who, by their political votes, con
tribute to the maintenance of monopolies, arbitrary control of
prices and other restraints on industry, must take the conse
quence of such action by helping to support those who, through
no fault of their own, suffer from unemployment for any
length of time. It is simply a fine, which such citizens have
incurred by using their political vote for unjust purposes.

The payment of political debts can be demanded with the
same right as the payment of private debts. Social morality
must he the same in public life as in private life, in the rela
tions between individuals. To acknowledge two kinds of moral
ity, one in politics and another in all other transactions, is an
absurdity.
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Chapter 6.

REMARKS ON SO-CALLED PRACTICAL POLITICS

For two decades the adherents of the ideas set forth in the
present book have participated in political life in Denmark

by sending representatives to the Danish parliament. During
these years, our ideas have met with very little direct contra
diction from the other political parties, no one has been able
to deny the justice of our aims. The reason is probably that
a direct frontal attack would have meant an open repudiation
of the generally recognised democratic tenets - which in Den
mark would be a very risky undertaking. The objections raised
are chiefly that the introduction of the proposed form of con
stitution would meet with serious difficulties, and that such a
constitution, under the stress of the extremely variable inter
national relations, would probably expose even the most peace
ful nation to heavy losses and dangers. The warp and woof
of life, it is said, are entangled in a so complicated and uncert
ain patem, that it cannot be made to accord with a system
of rules based on a few principles. The social structure must
always be thoroughly plastic, so that it may be reformed, now
at one point, now at another, according to the requirements
of the moment, otherwise no nation will be able to cope with
its inner difficulties and meet the storms from outside. Our
opponents have also pointed out that the legislative authorities
in all democratic countries are year in year out busily em
ployed in introducing fragmentary amendments, whereby exist
ing laws are repealed and others substituted. Such a procedure
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would be unreasonable if the rules for the citizens' social rights
and duties could be laid down once and for all.

By these assertions democracy has disavowed and set aside
the former idea of the rights of humanity - an inviolable
foundation for the individual's existence - and has instead
adopted a regime of coercion, namely the tyranny of the major
ity over the minorities, in reality a kind of communism.

The hackneyed phrases about the general good employed
by the professional politicians when speaking to their electors
have not been able to check this development. It soon became
apparent that the political parties in order to gain the desired
influence had to catch the attention of the electors by a.ppealing
to their class egoism. Soon the methods of buying votes and
of making political bargains came into use, and these methods
have constantly been in force behind the scenes. This automat
ically leads to a state of affairs where the dominating influ
ence is concentrated in the hands of a few persons.

This form of »practical politics«, which is always extolled
as true democracy, is not only demoralising, but it has
destroyed one of the fundamental principles of democracy: the
independent understanding, insight and opinions of the electors.
The game of politics has been made more complicated than a
game of chess - a continuous interaction between a number
of variable factors, which it is impossible for the plain man to
follow and the ultimate consequences of which he cannot fore
see. The electors are as a rule forced to go to the polls blindfold
and to rely on what is dinned into their ears. The way has
been prepared for demagogic enterprises, for the increasing
power of the vulgar instincts, for despotism of the masses.

The leading politicians themselves are not able to see their
way clear or foresee the consequences of their acts. Like the
electors, they are in many respects ignorant and powerless to
control the forces they have undertaken to guide. Blind them
selves, they contend to lead other blind. That anyone man
should be able to plan and act on behalf of a whole nation is
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a utopian idea. This is the opinion of the most experienced
men. For instance, Winston Churchill has said: »Even now
the Parliaments of every country have shown themselves quite
inadequate to deal with the economic problems which dominate
the affairs of every nation and of the world .... Democracy
as a guide or motive to progress has long been known to be
incompetent .... Democratic governments drift along the line
of least resistance, taking short views, paying their way with
sops and doles and smoothing their path with pleasant sounding
platitudes .... We have the spectacle of the powers and weap
ons of man far outstripping the march of his intelligence; we
have the march of his intelligence proceeding far more rapidly
than the development of his nobility. We may well find our
selves in the presence of »the strength of civilization without
its mercy« (»Thougts and adventures«, 1933, pag. 278-279).

No democratic politician would deny the validity of the
principle of equality, but parliamentary rule violates this prin
ci.ple time after time. Taxes are levied chiefly on certain sec
tions of the population, while the rest go free. Income-tax
and property-tax are special burdens laid on the diligent and
the thrifty - as if the production of values and a conscientious
mode of life were activities that ought to be punished. The
revenue of the state, which should be regarded as the joint
possession of all citizens and, therefore, should be used equally
for the good of all, is employed on the furtherance of special
concerns and for the giving of alms to special groups of the
people. No democratic politician would deny anyone the right
to the free disposal of his property, that is to say: an agree
ment between A and B for the exchange of property can
in no way be injurious to any of their fellow-citizens, and,
therefore, it cannot rightly be regarded as an affair over which
the state should have any coinrol. However, this principle is
violated by customs duties and other duties on certain goods:
the consumer has to pay a fine when buying these goods, as
if it were a crime for a man to use his own income in any way
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he wishes. A succession duty is levied by taking a certain per
centage of what parents leave to their children, as though the
whole community, at the death of the parents, suddenly be
came part-owner of the values in question - in direct oppo
sition to all the rules of possession which are so zealously up
held by the police and the courts of justice. In private life such
confiscation .would be called theft.

No democratic politician would dare deny that every per
son ought to own the values which he .produces by his own
activities. Unless this coherence between the producer and that
which he produces is upheld, all social life will be dissolved and
end in confusion. This fundamental and just demand is vio
lated by the land being given into private possession. The
value (the annual ground-rent) of the land rises automatically
with the increase of the population, the growing demand and
the development of the technique of production. The whole
population takes part in this, every citizen contributes to the
rise in value by means of his activity and his consumption;
consequently, these values should be shared equally by all. The
same holds good where the already existing ground-rent is
concerned.. Each citizen has his share in maintaining it from
day to day, from year to year; it is a lasting value, which is,
however, dependent upon existing conditions, and which ,would
disappear altogether if the population became extinct. The
ground-rent is but the capitalised expectation of future profits
based upon the demand created by the whole population. That
the private owners of the land should receive the payment of
these amounts is undoubtedly a violation of the rule that the
producer shall own that which he has produced.

In many other respects the parliamentary system has shown
the arbitrariness of its rule. Never before has such a mass of
laws and statutes been imposed upon the countries in an in
cessant stream. The social order is continually undergoing
change, being altered and re-made and patched up. This is
an open admission on the part of the legislators, not only that



they do not recognise any law or justice which they can follow
unfalteringly, but that democracy has turned its back on the
idea of justice. There is in this restlessness, this unstability, an
element of fraud. When new laws are suddenly made, bringing
alterations in the values and the rights of disposal, all kinds of
enterprises, which were previously undertaken on the basis of
the existing social order, will be left without a foundation.
Expectations, which were wholly justified, will not be fulfilled,
as the rules and regulations upon which the enterprises were
based have again been changed. The object of existing laws
should be to provide a firm basis for our activities, so that we
may confidently lay our plans and make our dispositions.

This would mean that the governing authority should as
far as possible comply with the rules of responsibility that
hold good for private life. Nowadays, neither ministers of the
government, leaders of the parties nor members of parliament
are in the habit of shouldering the responsibility for their polit
ical actions, if they violate the rights of the citizens or go against
the true interests of the nation. By making such mistakes the
politician as a rule risks only that his influence is diminished,
or at the most that he -will have to leave the arena of political
life. Compensation for his detrimental activity is not required
of him. The politician probably throws the blame on his
colleagues or on unfavourable circumstances. In private life
we should call this shirking one's res.ponsibility. Nor has it
ever been seen that an electoral majority has been willing to

refund the sums they have during a shorter or longer period
robbed from the minorities, even if they have had to admit
the injustice committed. All this irresponsibility will automat
ically disappear if the tasks of the state are limited to such
matters in -which each citizen possesses an equal pan in virtue
of his fundamental rights of ownership. No one will then be
able to snatch prerogatives at the cost of others, all will enjoy
the same public benefits and have to pay the same price for
them. There would under such a constitution be no other way
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to political authority than superior knowledge and impartial
ity.

When government by the people was introduced, it was
certainly the intention that politics should no longer be piracy.
Well-founded rights and liabilities Were to be established, a
clearly defined measure of liberty was to be given to all, and
every man should be responsible for his own actions. None of
this has come to pass. If we try to look at things as they are
now, taking the feeling of responsibility as our criterion, it
will be useless to deny the bankruptcy of parliamentarism.
Political responsibility is a phenomenon which is almost un
known in the democratic states of to-day.

The central idea of democratic politics, which both the
leaders and the people have regarded as their lodestar, has
been »the general welfare principle«, the general progress of
the culture and the prosperity of the nations. This is certainly
a matter that calls for universal interest, and concerning which
an orator may coin many fine phrases. But as the central
motive for social legislation or for the regulation of interna
tional affairs it is hopelessly inadequate. For the reason, firstly,
that it presupposes a feeling of solidarity which does not exist
and never will exist, because human nature, the individual,
refuses to accept »the general welfare« as his main object, and
because the innumerable differences between individuals pre
vent its accomplishment. And for the reason, secondly, that
this aim of »the general welfare«, whether it be taken as a
whole or only in part, lacks the requisite definiteness. Whether
we regard the question as a whole, or only some of its
aspects, the order of precedence of the various interests in
volved may be discussed ad infinitum. Innumerable needs,
desires and wishes are to be considered, joining in an intricate
interplay of forces, the ultimate outcome of which cannot be
foreseen. Nor is it possible to detemline beforehand the value
of ideas proposed for the progress of humanity in the various
domains of life. In history we may find many instances of a



reform, which had every appearance of being a great advan
tage to men, having proved to be useless, or even having been
the germ that started corruption and finished by destroying
part of the fabric of the sum-total of life, which it was meant
to improve. The effects, direct and indirect, of any reform are
manifold, and the aggregate result cannot in most cases be
determined. The progress of civilization is one of the most
intricate problems both where individuals, nations and human
ity as a whole are concerned.

Even if the general welfare is an aim for which it is a duty
to strive, it is useless as a regulating factor of social conditions,
for it is impossible to state precisely how much any individual,
any class or any nation owes as a tribute to this aim. And it is
not possible to say, either in a general manner, or in each par
ticular case, where the limits are to be set between legitimate
self-interest and the self-sacrifice we owe to this distant and
all-demanding goal. Legislation cannot be based on vague
speculations as to the future. To adapt the social order to
doubtful schemes to be carried out at some future time is, as
experience has shown again and again, to build castles in the
air, that are quite unable to withstand the pressure of reality.
It may be noted also that in civil law and criminal law, which
are much more stable and unchangeable than political legisla
tion, it has always been the rule to treat the cases and judge
them on the basis of actual fact.

The private life of individuals in civilized countries is not,
in principle, in need of reform or improvement. The rules for
integrity and honesty, which it is customary to follow in private
life, agree with and corroborate the principles of Moral Justice.
The mutual aid, which the principle of »general welfare« and
present day democracy wish to make compulsory, is well known
in private life; such aid is spontaneously and willingly given by
a large number of people, and, in accordance with the uni
versal idea of justice, it should remain voluntary. Assistance
given to the poor, the weak and needy, to anybody in tem-
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porary difficulties is in private life considered as a gift freely
given, not as a duty or obligation. All kinds of co-operation,
achievements performed in the service of civilisation, contribu
tions made to the cultural life of the nation, all such efforts
thrive vigorously when they are voluntarily and spontaneously
given; everything tends to show that such tasks are best car
ried out by means of private initiative and personal sacrifice.
Compulsory provisions introduced by the state tend to act as
a poison-gas suffocating personal feelings of pity and charity.
A sure way of killing all compassion and fellow-feeling amongst
men is for the state to take over all such matters and bid us
make sacrifices for the sake of other people.

Government by the principle of Moral Justice does not at
any point mean a breach with ,the idea of democracy, but its
aim is to prevent any kind of despotism. In return for the
demand that everybody must as far as possible look after
himself, Moral Justice assures each person the possession of
the values produced, i. e. full equality in the struggle for
life, fair wages for work performed, security and protection
of all lawful property by means of the legal system. Moral
Justice is not anti-democratic but, on the contrary, it is a
realisation of the original idea of democracy: self-government
by the people, freedom from any kind of guardianship, excessive
control or arbitrary rule on the part of the state.

It is highly probable that government by the principle of
Moral Justice, if it is ever carried out in practice, will entail a
quick and thorough clearing up of political life. Both where
home affairs and foreign affairs are concerned, it fixes the
boundary-line of political administration where it naturally be
longs. The result is, on the one hand, that the joint affairs of
the community will be satisfactorily administrated, while, on
the other hand, the majority will be excluded from usurping
privileges for themselves at the cost of their fellows or at the
cost of Other nations. All rule by sheer force of majority by
means of political factors will be abolished, considerations of
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right and justice w~ll alone prevail. Full political responsibil
ity will be introduced, as no voter will, by joining forces with
others, be able to obtain advantages at the cost of the public,
without paying the same price for such advantages as every
body else is paying.

The result will undoubtedly be a complete social disarma
ment; the demoralising civil wars which devastate the coun
tries. to the detriment of all production will cease for lack of
stimulus. Public expenditure will be reduced, administration
will be simplified, the pressure of taxes on trade and industry
will be lightened, duties will no more be laid on particular
goods, thus disturbing the equilibrium of the economic equality.
As only a few insignificant causes of social conflict will remain,
stability, security and peace will prevail. Politics generally will
be simplified, so that voters will really understand what they
are voting for, and not just leave everything to their represent
atives. Both politicians and electors will with renewed vigour
take up the various tasks before them.

The state will not be allowed to seize people's money
or to exercise control over their activities; the majority in
power will not be allowed to undertake political or financial
speculations with the nation's means. The absolute power of
the state, which democratic politicans have vindicated with so
much zeal, will be abolished. We who contend against this
absolute power on moral grounds may point also to the fact,
that the general welfare will in all probability profit by its
abolition. Values cannot be placed in better hands than with
their owners; as a rule they will be least likely to misuse them
or to waste them. The use to which the state has put the
means of the people have not enjoyed any very high repute;
there does not seem to be much sense in gathering large sums
of money into the exchequer in order that the ruling majority
may squander it again at its pleasure. This use of the values is
with a grand expression called »the administration of the
economical and financial resources of the country.« Politicians
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assert that such administration is absolutely necessary, that
statesmen must have the means wherewith »to steer the ship
of the nation safely through the stonns and the rocks of diffi
cult times.« But what proof have we of the truth of this asser
tion? Experience has shown that as a rule the administration
has been very poor. It cannot be denied that now and again
tasks of a national character arise which can only be carried
out if the whole nation works together; but it is probable that
a general and open discussion of the problem and voluntary
co-operation would be the best way of facing the difficulty.

The character of the individual grows and is strengthened
in proportion to his independence and the responsibility laid
upon him. The parliamentary rule has, by putting the citizens
under the guardianship of the state, restrained their growth,
rather than helped them to progress along the road of strength
and judgment. In the long run, it is not the amount of power
exercised by the state, but the energy, experience and common
sense of the individual citizens which guarantee a safe econom
ical status and the development of civilisation.

Will the principle of Moral Justice bring in its train not
only social disarmament but also international peace and se
curity? On this point it is difficult to prophecy, as national
egoism is a most fickle and capricious factor whose effects
cannot be foreseen. Only too often, an ebullition of national
enthusiasm has very little to do with responsible action or clear
reflection. But there can be no doubt that the principle of
Moral Justice by its inner organisation will help to create
another mentality and to remove many of those causes of
dispute which at the present time make international relations
so difficult. Citizens, who in their daily life and in all home
affairs build on a clear notion of right and justice, will not
behave like unruly children towards the people of other na
tions. The government of such a state cannot from another
country demand anything but what is dictated by principles of
equality and the rules of possession. This cannot be interpreted
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as a challenge. The military equipment of a country governed
by the principles of Moral Justice cannot be used for anything
but to protect the possessions of the citizens against invasion.
A system of absolutely free trade is offered to other countries;
all foreigners enjoy the same privileges of rights and obligations
as the people of the country, free admission and the protection
of the laws. Such a state does not aim at anything but peace
and equality. What reasons would other countries have to
attack it? There is little possibility of any disputes arising
except on matters of a purely legal character -which could if
necessary be settled by an international tribunal.

Is is not true that the social morality described in the above
chapters is merely an untested theory. In the first line, it is
worth noting that these ideas of right and justice are limited to
the demands of the generally recognised democratic tenets, if
these are not mutilated, but realised fully and consistently. In
the second line, it is undeniable that the same ideas of right
and justice have long been prevalent in private life among
honest people in all countries. This is strong evidence that the
theory is not an unfounded construction, but that it corre
sponds closely to human nature. Otherwise the rules could not
grow up involuntarily from the personal opinion of the man
in the street. All the social demands set forth in the above
can be summed up in the one word: impartiality.

However, no state is entitled to senle anything but its own
inner order and its participation in international intercourse,
and one can always point to the dangers and troubles which
under the present international conditions will threaten any
nation that might choose to build entirely on the idea of right
and equity. The problem is: which standpoint will in the long
run be the strongest and the least costly?

On account of the deep divergence between existing de
mocratic systems and true democracy, the transition from the
former to the latter will everywhere meet with considerable
difficulties. In Denmark these questions have been the subject
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of much reflection and deliberation. However, problems such
as the abolishing of monopolies, of unfair taxation and arbitrary
distribution of the state income, are only transitory difficulties,
and by adopting practical methods the problems may be solved
without seriously deranging the national economy and produc
tion. The losses suffered by some groups of the nation will
soon be relieved and will gradually be compensated by fresh
advantages, partly following directly upon the reforms, partly
arising because the creative forces will be liberated from many
of the restraints formerly imposed upon them by the monopolies
and the crushing taxes. The costly and unproductive tug-of
war between the parties and between the classes will cease, and
their efforts will instead be directed toward positive aims.
Also, the swollen public administration, which costs enormous
sums and makes innumerable private affairs much more cir
cumstantial and tardy than they need be, will be greatly sim
plified at the repeal of the partial laws, which favour some
times one class and sometimes another. The costly almsgiving
laws will gradually become superfluous. The dole will not be
required. It is not possible at this point to sum up to what an
extent the nation will gain in riches by the increase in produc
tion, the simplification of administration, the demobilisation of
the extensive net of organisations mainly employed in fighting
their fellow-citizens, but there can be no doubt that very great
advantages will accrue.

As social justice is based on natural human interests, alive
in every normal person, the reforms aiming at a fully developed
social structure of true democratic nature will undoubtedly soon
take root in the populace and form a safe protection against
political infection of every kind. I cannot here mention all
the happy consequences accruing in the life of the people as a
result of a sound, clear and reliable social order. The improve
ment will be similar to the one felt by a sick organism when
it is restored to health, a manifold invigoration, relief and
assurance. For instance, the absurd mingling of a system of
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monopolies favouring many rich persons, and the almsgiving
laws distributing the dole to the poorer sections of .the nation,
has caused wastefulness and demoralisation in a wide degree
both among rich and poor. The stopping of these sources of a
depraved mode of life will be a blessing to all concerned. Also,
it is evident that an equitable social order, allowing each man
to keep what is his, and at all points combining freedom with
responsibility, will lead to the best possible utilization of all
values
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