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1. VOLITIONAL CONTROL.

The many difficulties that moral philosophy has to contend
with are much more marked at the present day than was for
merly the case. I cannot here deal fully with the scepticism
prevalent in our time as regards the possibility of finding a
universal and generally acceptable basis for moral precepts; the
criticism which has been directed against the various moral
systems, dating both from earlier and later times, is in my opi
nion well-founded on many points. But I wish to emphasize
that all that the criticism of these moral systems can do is to
make clear that the stand-points and means chosen evidently
cannot lead to a valid moral justification. This does not neces
sarily imply that the aim of moral philosophy through the ages:
a general code of moral precepts, is unattainable. The effect of
the criticism is simply to act as a stimulus for seeking new
points of view, new points of departure and new paths.

Moral philosophy has from time to time followed many
different paths, some of which undoubtedly have led to useful
discriminations; but none of them proved to be the main road
leading to a solution of the moral problems, (it is my opinion
that there are two disparate problems, an individual and a
social). The methods employed were gradually embracing so
vast an area that they could not be carried through, but were
bound sooner or late! to lead to misty abstractions. At the
present stage of scientific research, it will scarcely be profitable
to take such vague notions as the pleasant, the good or the
perfect as the basis or starting-point. Neither will it be feasible



8

to build up a »praetieal eognition« eorresponding to intelleetual
eognition, by means of whieh we should be able in a general
manner to draw reliable conclusions from the success of past
experiences to the direct or indirect value of future experiences.

At the present day we cannot even give a clear and full
definition of what we mean by the word »morality« - neither
the intension nor the extension of this notion have yet been
determined - it all depends on the possibility of finding a
universal and generally acceptable basis.

The few points in moral philosophy which have been firmly
establlshed are only of a preliminary nature. In order to find
a line of enquiry to be followed, if we wish to pursue the matter
further, we must go back to the souree and beginning of all
moral problems.

All problems in our existence are occasioned by the inter
play of mental oecurrences. Not only the conflicts in our inti
mate personal life, but also our controversies with the sur
rounding world, appear to us in the shape of an encounter
between mental experlences. In our consciousness there are two
main kiD af confli the intellectual and the practical. They
Ina . Ix characu:rised collat~ running parallel courses, so
tha can ne\ come into collision with one another; they
represent two different :.sidesc: af our nature, just as the colour
and the weight af an object may be described as two different
sides of its substanee.

The intellectual eonflicts are generally af a logical character,
contradictions ; they are decisive in the formation of our view
of existence, as far as its qualitative or statie nature is con
eerned. The practical or dynamie eonflicts we experience at
many points of our existence: when we have to take steps or
make decisions, when we are considering which of several
alternatives to choose; we eannot at the same time turn both to
the right and to the left. They determine the direction which
our mental activities are to take from any given point - just
as tuming the rudder of a ship makes it alter its eourse from
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that moment onwards. The outcome of these practical con
flicts may be denoted by such terms as conduct, self-control,
guidance of one's career. The results determine our attitude in
life, the position we take up to our various experiences, whether
we say »yes« or »no«, accept or reject whatever meets us on
our way. It is a question of what materials we shall accept
wherewith to build up our future, and which we shall reject
and endeavour to avoid henceforth.

The moral problems do not arise from the intellectual con
flicts. The main difficulty in arriving at an indisputable for
mula of morals is that the problems lie »outside of logic«, i. e.
they arise from dynamic relations which we are unable fully
to understand ; we can on1y describe them and ascertain their
existence by indirect methods - just as is the case with me
chanical dynamics. The moral problems arise from the practical
conflicts,o and in order not to go astray in our enquiry, we must
realise clearly from the beginning that it is on1y through our
apprehension of time that we are able to perceive these activi·
ties, i. e. through our notion of change. They cannot be
observed by means of a momentary observation of the contents
of our consciousness, and they cannot be descrlbed by means
of staties. We can on1y apprehend them indirect1y by observing
and comparing experiences at different times, and therefore
they can never entail intellectual contradictions.*) It is an
impracticable attempt at astatic apprehension of practicai
phenomena to speak of the contrasting forces of endeavour,
just as we in mechanics speak of contrasting forces or processes
which may counteract one another.

We can on1y conceive a practical conflict as an encounter
between efforts working in different directions. Every effort
must, according to its nature, aim at full development. In all
cases where we use the word endeavour, volition steps in and

*) C. Lambek: ~The Structure of our Apprehension of Reality«, Wil·
liams & Norgate, London, 1933.
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allies itself with auxiliary forces in the shape of various means
for attaining its purpose. If our endeavour has established con
nections (called »vital connections«) with a number of auxi
liary movements, forming a group of co-ordinate functions all
working towards one end and all making a definite effort, any
breaking-off of these connections, upon which its progress de
pends, will naturally cause areaction. If any of the connections
are weakened or dissolved, the effort receives a check, its pro
gress is hampered and its chances of full development are
reduced. Practical conflicts become apparent only when a
hampering influence makes itself felt, when desire or purpose
is weakened. Conflicts occur when one endeavour in its course
towards realisation collides with another effort, causing an
obstruction, or when it can be foreseen that it will hinder some
other effort in attaining its object Let us take an example: if
a man spends all his ready money on amusements, the result
may be that other wishes or requirements cannot be fulfilled.
These conflicts are problems in so far as they hinder or pre
judice the present state or the future prospects of a smaller or
larger number of our efforts.

Practical conlliets arise partly from the innumerable cases
of strife, antagonism and opposition between people who com
pete for the same material advantages, and who often at the
same time try to utilize one another personally as instruments
for reaching their particular end. And partly they arise from
inner conflicts between the many wishes and requirements
which make themselves felt in the course of our life. Many
times a day, when planning our various activities, we have to
give up one thing in favour of another. In every such instance,
it is a case of the dynamic preponderance of one effort over
another; the stronger effort of volition, the most weighty con
siderations hinder or prevail over the weaker competitors.

Qnly in one respect can we set up rules for where the pre
ponderance will fall, as the »weight« or intensity of the wishes
and needs varies with the different individua1s, and in many
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cases changes according to the individual's situation in life:
An invariable rule for all vital aetivities is that they reaet
against hampering influenees. We want to see our endeavour
carried through; we do not like to be restrained or hindered in
the accomplishment of our acts of volition; we have an in
grained dislike against seeing the fruits of our efforts destroyed
or disparaged. We may conc1ude, therefore, that practical con
flicts in themselves are evils which are to be avoided as far as
possible. It is true that, indirectly, practical conflicts may be of
some value, making us take thought for the future and plan
our life more carefully; but this value they gain only
because of our reaction against them, because we try to
avoid them. Direetly considered, the prevention or settle
ment of all praetieal eonfliets is an issue to be desired by all. If
conflicts and hindrances were not regarded as evils, there would
be no need for us to trouble about taking thought for the
future, acquirlng knowledge and experience or laying plans.
In that case there would be no use for moral philosophy.

In principle, therefore, it is desirable that all practical con
flicts should be abolished, so that all volitional activities could
follow their course smoothly, without hindrance or prejudice to
one another. That is what ideologists mean when they speak of
peace among mankind and harmony reigning in each indi
vidual soul. But is such a state of affairs attainable? In nature
we do not find constant harmony between the various endea
vours. Different persons have different wishes and require
ments, and each individual harbours a number of contrasting
wants and desires. It is evident that a state of harmony can
only be reached if the will-power of man exercises a very
extensive control. How can this be brought about? As all
endeavour strives towards its full development, control can
only be exercised by means of resistance, by introducing certain
restrictions which limit the scope or alter the direction of the
effort. In other words, the regulating influenee of the will ean
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only be exercised by means af practical conflicts. The upshot
is that the pacification of mankind requires us all to accept
and get accustomed to certain drags or restrictions, which in
many instances will prevent our efforts from being carried
through to their full extent. The question is, then, which limi
tation of our activities is the worse, a succession of restrictions
or the hindrances imposed by the practical conflicts?

If all men were to live peaceably together, there is no doubt
that we should have to be tamed and broken in to an extent
we have never experienced before. Would not this lead to a
state of subjugation and apathy that would reduce Iife to a
pitiable parody? The very springs of our vital activities would
have to be checked by various forms of constraint and restric
tion. Deprived of liberty and a free course for our impulses
and creative instincts, our vital energies would be suffocated.
There is no doubt that such a state of affairs would be still
more unbearable than the licentiousness which is held in check
by the controlling influences.

It locks, then, as though we must content ourselves with
lindi"mg 'hich ill fall in with our natural
tmI:faJ:I:irs, bcoxne !paD.taJltlOtlS., a part of the personality. I

indica .OD aI hat is the
-omtrol must be rooted in

indisputable that all volitional control
fm::ad.alIDC:nt, a justification, for the control is in itself

J'C!5ltrainmtg influence. it is equally evident that morality
ca:lC1Jl(:Jt be faunded on anything but volitional control, this

cation must be the fundament of all moral teaching.
li moral philosophy is to have a c1early defined and Iimited

fidd, ith a few firm standpoints from which to start research,
it seems to me that it will have to confine itse1f to a certain
number of practical confIicts, for the prevention or readjust
ment of which we can set up definite rules, based on valid
fundamental principles which are universally acknowledged.
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According to this definition it would probably be possible to
say what comes under the notion of morality and what does
not.

The subjects we have to touch upon here are: volitional
control and its underlying principles, guidance of our life ac
cording to a systematic plan and the laY4tg down of univer..
sally acceptable social rules of behaviour. Let us begin by
considering a few points concerning volition.

There can be no doubt that the phenomena of will are· of
dynamic character. To our own observation they appear only
as mental processes of change. For this reason luse the term
»volitional activity« as a designation for all phenomena of voli
tion in general. There are two kinds of volitional activity 
involuntary and voluntary; the first form the basis for the lat
ter and are in this connection called motives. We willlook first
at the involuntary which are the primary activities of volition.

As OUT various experiences make their appearance in OUT

consciousness, some of them cause areaction, produdng certain
subjective changes. We react, not only on sense-impressions
from the outer world, but also on OUT own representations.
There are two kinds of reactions, which we may call positive
and negative. If the experiences are pleasant and we1come, the
reactive changes of the personality take the form of acceptance,
approval, consent. If the experiences are unwe1come, the reac
tion takes the form of repulsion, avoidance. Both these kinds
of volitional activity have an instantaneous effect upon the
exp~riences involved. Approval has a strengthening influence
upon the impressions and representations, they become fixed
and more intense; our attention fastens upon them and empha
sises them. On the other hand, repulsion and avoidance has the
effect of making the experiences fade or disappear. The mind
shuts itself up, the attention tums away from them, whereby
they are placed at a disadvantage and their functions are
dirninished or cease altogether. We are here at the boundary
line between good and evi!.
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The pleasant experiences - those impressions and represen
tations whose functions have favourable conditions, resulting
in a positive reaction (pleasurable sensation) - we consider
good; while experiences that call forth a reaction of avoidance
or repulsion come under the category of evil. The involuntary
activity of our will may be said to consist in saying »yes« or
»no«, in accepting or avoiding. The positive and negative mo
tives, which actuate our volitional activity, can be apprehended
most clearly by noting the amount of resistance they can over
come. By positive motives we are actuated towards attaining
or retaining advantages; while negative motives make us take
trouble to avoid or remove disadvantages.

Rather more complicated is the volitional activity which we
call voluntary - the direct choice, the acceptance or rejection
of possibilities. In reality the only remarkable thing about this
process is that the saying »yes« and »no« takes place simul
taneously: one alternative is accepted while the other is re
jected. This corresponds to what takes place when we are
weighing goods: one scaIe goes down while the other goes up,
because it is not suffiåently weighted. The most acceptable
detail ar group amo the simultaneousl present mental
pbenclrllt:D.a attJracts the a.tten 'on, 'th the result that the re
1ruiL1nc:1er o the momentary coutents of OUT consåousness re-

unn .ced. The acceptance and bringing into prominence
of an alternative strengthens the mental functions, while they
are wea.kened by rejection or repression.

On many occasions in our life, volitional activity gets no
farther than making its presence felt through involuntary reac
tions by assisting or hindering the functions, thus effectuating
a differentiation of values. The more forceful volitional acti
vities, i. e. the voluntary, make their appearance only when a
basis has been formed in our consciousness by the involuntary
processes, in the shape of a definite aim or purpose. Such a
motive for volitional activity arises when a group of experiences
persistently predominates over the rest of the momentary con-
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ot our consciousness. Thus we reach a new phase in the
acti'rity of the will, that is to say, the motive becomes the
dominaling factor in our consciousness at the moment, and it
indicates the direction to be taken by the mental activity pro
ceeding from that moment. The dominating motive for willing
takes the lead and becomes the main influence: (1) it be
emnes the focus of our attention; (2) it is the starting-point of
powerful associative transmissions (centre of association);
(3) it controls the efferent activities of the motor centres, espe
cially where the muscular system is concemed. - It is this
control of the progress of conscious life from the present mo
ment onwards, which we in everyday speech call will - partly
elf-control and partly a guidance of events in the outer world

by means of action.
We will now try to take a general view of the possibilities

for volitional control, of its validity and dynamic motives.
The involuntary volitional activities may be described as

dictates of nature, springing automatically from the personal
disposition and the mental organisation of the individual. The
mental organisation - the associations and vital connections,
the quality of the various ideas that appear in the individual
consciousness - may to a certain extent be influenced and
regulated so as to follow a set plan. But if the regulation is to
be of a permanent nature, 'it must arise from the individual's
independent forethought and judgement. Neither behaviour
nor opinions which have been thrust upon a person from out
side can form a solid basis; they will always run the tisk of
being overthrown some day, when personal ref1ection becomes
vigorous enough to demand authority on the strength of its
being more deeply rooted in the personality itself. As far as
voluntary volitional activity is concemed, it is evident that a
ftrm basis for regulations can only be introduced by new mo
tives appearing and making their influence felt on the personal
reflection of the individual. As far as the motor extremities of
volitional activity are concemed, our outward actions, we as-
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sume that movements of the muscles are automatic conse
quences of impulses passing from the momentarily predomi
nant motives of activity to the motor centres. That is to say,
regulations of the apparatus of activity can only be introduced
by the use of force from outside, a physical hindrance of the
movements of the musc1es, or a strong impression which has
a paralysing effect upon the dominant motive of activity. The
general result seems to be that regulations based on a moral
reason ean only be introdueed in one way: by means of the
independent ref1ection of each individual. We must, therefore,
investigate the processes of ref1ection in order to find a further
path onwards.

All volitional activity (our practical life) is, in accordance
with its dynamic nature, directed towards the future. When
ever volitional activity is voluntary, i. e. allied with ref1ection,
forethought and definite reasoned motives, its aim is to affect
some expected future occurrence. It foliows, therefore, that
every practical consideration must tum in the last instance
upon this: whether any given purpose is to be carried through
to realisation, and in what manner it shall be done. Ref1ection
is a kind of orientation as to the future, as to what results the
accomplishment of our purpose will lead to.

If a purpose is to be the object of ref1ection, it must to
some extent be pending, undecided. But there is good reason
for not letting involuntary impulses have a free course. Though
all hesitation and ref1ection must act as a brake, as a hindrance
at the present moment, yet this is preferable to acting heed
lessly; here the risk is toa great. And we can always consider
whether we shali lose anything by hesitating long enough for
reflection. Apart from exceptionally urgent cases, it is almost
always certain that we have a better chance if we stop to look
before we leap. And, if we can feel sure that ref1ection and
forethought as a rule are more satisfactory than thoughtlessness,
this should be a sufficient justification.

The outeorne of ref1ection may be sumrned up in the fol-



17

10wing way: the positive and the negative motives, which
respectively act towards augmenting or diminishing our pur
pose of earrying out a certain plan, form two opposing groups.
Our choice falls on the group which has the weightiest motives
in positive direction. The negative motives often take the shape
of trouble or expenditure involved in the accomplishment. If
it is a question of preventing an unpleasant occurrence, which
we expect to take place, both groups of motives are negative;
our choice then falls upon the group that carries least weight
- the alterna~ve that can most easily be supported. In other
words, our choice always takes a positive direction.

Reflection is often complicated by the purpose being de
pendent upon the ways and means chosen for its realisation.
By taking other measures, or perhaps by simply postponing
certain actions to a more convenient time, the expenditure may
be reduced. Thus plans, which were held in abeyance because
of the deterrent effect of the expenditure involved, may be
brought to realisation later on. It must be noted too that the
weight of a certain motive may change in the course of time
due to a multitude of causes. We need only mention a change
in health; this may cause a certain purpose to lose all its im
portance, and at the same time make its accomplishment very
difficult. Our motives are altogether subject to so many
changes, that prognostications as to the value of future expe
riences can hardly ever be fully reliable; still less can any
general validity be attached to them, so it will be seen that the
notion of a practical cognition, similar to our intellectual
cognition, must undoubtedly be abandoned. II our intellectual
cognition has reached the required measure of definiteness, the
reason is that our mental experiences only undergo unessential
alterations as far as their quality is concerned, it being only in
distinctness that they change, and this is of no great importance
.where cognition is concerned.

Practical conflicts are caused by the inter-relations between
the negative and the positive motives coming under considera

2
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tion where any one purpose is concemed. Each negative
motive, which is hindering the accomplishment of a purpose, is
really at the same time working towards another aim, that
would be prejudiced if the first-mentioned purpose were car
ried out. RefIection is a tug-of-war between our va.Pious wishes
and requirements. A volitional activity cannot be regulated by
anything but other volitional activities taking place in the
consciousness of the same individual. In no other way can it be
checked or made to deviate from its course.

We cannot prove by logic that the weight of certain mo
tives determines our choice or decisions, and thus prove that
our reason for moral action always rests upon the predominance
of these motives. But we can hardly fmd one student of moral
philosophy who has not directly or indirectly acknowledged this
- by speaking of an ultimate aim as the regulating factor, or
of a compelling necessity, a categoricaI imperative, or of the
will of an almighty God as the directive power. Morals come
under the category of dynamics ; and, as dynamics and logic
belong to different spheres of thought, a strictly logical reason
for moral precepts is perhaps an unreasonable demand, a
misapprehension of the whole matter. The question »what is
change?« has never been answered and seerns to be unanswer
able; no logical reasoning can get to the bottom of any occur
rence, and in the phere of dynamics the last hold is simply
that which happens, the event that visibly takes place. But, of
course, all moral teaching must, like the physical sciences,
contain some applied logic.

To demonstrate that in morals there is no possibility for
anything but practical reasoning the following example may
serve. Apparently it is a logical impossibility that one and the
same individual should at the same time wish both to accept
and to refuse the same proposition. But this is only a practical
impossibility. No logical contradiction would be involved if
man were made in such a way that he was capable of a divided
voluntary activity (corresponding to double consciousness or



19

ual personality) - that is, if our attention or our momentary
sphere of eonsciousness were not normally a eoherent unity, but
abIe to attend simultaneously to two opposed purposes. In that
case, our right hand might not know whal our left hand was
doing.

Refleetion as a process ean only exist within the bounds of
one individuality or personality. It only leads to falseness if we
ny to build up moral teaehing on motives whieh are not mo-
. es of one and the same mind. This is evidently the founda

tion of the well-known demand that moral commandments
must be sueh that their justification is aeknowledged by anyone
who is punished for breaking them. For instanee, if a person,

suffers a loss, this cannot be morally eounter-balaneed or
made up to him by the faet that another person, B, reeeives
an advantage or profit whieh equals the loss of A. Similarly, I
cannot pay my debt to A by giving B the money to use for his
own purposes. No doubt it will take a long time yet before
mankind has deve10ped a »universal sympathy«, before they
so far feel as part of one being, that sueh rules would win
approval. If the supporters of the general welfare principle:
»the greatest possible happiness for the greatest number of
persons« build on sueh universal sympathy and fellowship, I
am afraid they are building on sand. The obliteration of the
boundaries whieh nature has so evidently fixed between indi
viduals, and whieh are so intimately tied up with our very
existenee, eannot even be regarded as an ideal to strive after.
The notion of solidarity eannot be set up as a moral principle.

In accordance with the assertion that the ultimate founda
tion of all social morality IIl;ust be individual and personal
morality, it is evident that the latter must be primary. If social
morallaw is to be justified, personal morality must be its basis.
Our first step will be, therefore, to find out whether there exists
a personal demand for morality, a need of all thinking beings,
that eannot be repudiated, for volitional self-eontrol.

2-



2. DEMAND FOR PERSONAL MORALITY.

It appears that there are two kinds of self-control: one kind
that tends to check or divert volitional activity for fear of un
desirable consequences; and another kind that aims at prevent
ing omissions, also for fear of future unpleasantness. But, seen
from a moral point of view, there is only the unessential dif
ference between these two kinds of self-control, that the un
pleasant representations in the last case stimulate us to make a
positive exertion; in reality, however, it is also here a matter
of checking a tendency, for instance to laziness or thought
lessness.

, e have to make use of our self-control in such cases where
re are placed before a compulsory choice - having to choose

between '0 ar more unpleasant situations. li we do not ac
cept the les'ieT evil of self-contro~ it is clear that we shall have
to submit to the greater 00. To make the choice unavoidable,
there must be both a subjective and an objective motive. The
subjective ground upon which the imperative rests is the well
known rule: that we prefer advantages to disadvantages, and
of two evils we choose the lesser, - the person who has to
decide always chooses the alternative which, according to his
judgement, is preferable. The objective side of the compulsory
situation is based upon the continual passage of time. Let us
take as example a hungry man, who has nothing to eat. li he
will not undertake any work, or by other more humiliating
means procure himself food, he must foresee that his hunger
will increase and he will suffer from exhaustion. It is impos-
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'ble to avoid this ehoiee between unpleasant alternatives, it ean
only be postponed for a short time. No one can make time
pause; the processes in the man's organism will go on, and if
he does not ehoose the path of self-eontrol, the passage of time
will inevitably bring the greater evil in its train. A more or less
pronouneed degree of self-eontrol is found in all thinking
beings, and the basis is always the same: first1y, the innate
nature of our mentality; and, seeond1y, our knowledge of the
laws of causation which govern the extramental*) processes
taking plaee within us and around us.

Though I have the greatest admiration and respeet for the
far-reaehing and powerful thinking of Kant, for his deep serious
ness and understanding of life, I would yet venture to ask:
Does the categorieal imperative of Kant imply anything more
than what has been advanced here? In a situation of compul
sion as above described, we meet a particular combination of
sollen and wallen, must and will. Under self-eontrol, com·
pulsion and will are combined to produce an event: acceptance
of the lesser evil, rather than the prospect of experiences which
will prove to be still more unpleasant. It is not a definite posi
tive purpose that is the motive power behind morality. It is a
case of must and will. It is not inclination that makes us follow
the way of duty, the situation is compelling; and, as soon as
we have realised that the choice is unavoidable, our own
activity steps in, we play our part in the unrolling of events,
we say »1 will!« I have taken an example from the purely
personal life of a man, which Kant might not consider as
coming under the laws of morality; but, whenever our
conscience is involved, we meet the same kinds of phenomena.

It is an impossibility to live solely in the present moment,
for our consciousness embraees, not only the actual present, but

*) >Extramental« is used h,ere (as in my book: >The Structure of our
Apprehension of Reality«) to signify all processes or phenomena which
~st outside and independently of our mentality.
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also the future. Dur representations of future experiences can
not be quite insignificant, if earlier experiences have stamped
them as motives and combined them with involuntary voli
tiona! activity. Looking at things from a practical point of
view, it is nonsense to maintain, as a few moral philosophers
have attempted to do, that taking the full enjoyment of the
pleasures of the moment and catching at any chance that offers
can be set up as principles for the conduct of life. He who
lives in this manner does not follow any principle, he does not
consider what the future will bring, but cuts all the threads
that should make for coherence in life. The pursuit of reck
lessness, the repudiation of all self-control is tantamount to
living an unprincipled life, without plan, without any guidance
but that of blind chance. In regulating our life, we must guide
it from one moment to another, from the present to the future.
To give oneself up to the pleasures of the minute without
regard for the future is to exclude oneself from the realm of
morality. Morality can only begin when the momentary con
tents of our consciousness include attempts at self-control
dictated b forethought.

There' one more point which must be advanced in order
to e n . for self-control. Theoretically peaking,
there' the chance that we might slip off all restraining bonds
and live without any personal rules or principles. This would be
posstble if an inevitable natural connection did not exist be
tween our various endeavours. If the personal wishes and re
quirements were not in every individual linked together and
inter-dependent, so that either negligence or exaggeration of
any single purpose inevitably leads to prejudice of our future
career - then we should be in a position to give ourse1ves up
to our desires with no other consequence than the postpone
ment of those pleasures which we were for a time debarred
from enjoying by our pursuit of other aims. But this possibility
is excluded by reason of our constitution. As soon as we look
farther than to the immediate future, we find that our purpose
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is dependent on many other things besides the means we pro
pose to adopt for its accomplishment. If this accomplishment
is to be all that we expect of it, OUT life must be carried for
ward unaba~ed 'in many other respects. If a person has lost his
sight or hearing, if his health has broken down, or he is troubled
by grievous cares, the fulfilment of a certain desire may have
lost all value. All our endeavour is linked together to form the
totality of OUT life, each part is of importance to all the others,
no detail is independent of the whole.

The cause of this linking together is that all the main vital
functions in our organism are dependent upon the co-operation
of the rest. Our life cannot continue unirnpaired unless a
widely ramified interaction between a multitude of ioner and
outer factors is maintained. We cannot ruthlessly pursue any
single purpose or neglect others as we please - they take
vengeance by undermining other factors of vital importance
and thus bringing disturbance and disintegration into the intri
cate organisation upon which our existence depends. In the
long run, the exaggerated development, or the neglect, of any
one factor that is indispensable to the whole, will bring in its
train a number of detrimentaj. effects, far exceeding the lass
ar effort involved in the volitive self-control which would pre
vent them. Experience has shown that this rule is universally
valid. No normal person passes a single waking hOUT without
effectuating some act of self-control, either in thought or in
action.

The whole system of factors upon which an individual
builds his existence I shall call the sum-total of his life. The
whole airn of the morality, which a person demands of hirnself
and which he feels is justified, is to retain and keep in effective
working order this organisation or system upon which his life
depends. When we say that a man »should hold himself in
hand«, it is an expression of what we mean by personal mora
lity. It lies in the nature of the case that the coherence in time
of these relations rests on the fact that it is the same individual
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who enjoys the pleasures and suffers the ills with which the
scales are weighted when he has to make his decisions. It is
the same individual who sows the grain and reaps the harvest.
This connection between the different moments in the life of
the individual makes up the inner coherence or continuity of
existence.

The moral demands of the individual can be seen from
several standpoints and therefore may be expressed in several
different ways. It is a demand for coherence in existence, so
that the striving after one aim has not the effect of destroying
what has already been built up by other efforts within the
same life. Such a destruction of values built up or gathered
together by the individual, before they have been of use to
him or have had the desired effect, is sheer waste, a destruction
of practical values. It would be such a waste of values, for
instance, to build a house and pull it down again before it had
been inhabited. Another moral demand of the individual is
that no single constituent of his existence shall be cultivated to
exaggeration - or, on the other hand, neglected - so that
other valuable parts of his life are undermined or prejudiced
and thus prevented from playing their rightful part in the sum
total of his existence. The ideal to be strived after is a harmo
nious personality and a systematic conduct of life.

The above reasons are not all that can be put forward as
the ground or justification of the moral demands of the indi
vidual. If we urge a person, when he is making a decision, to
consider the sum-total of his existence and not merely some
fragmentary part of it, which at the actual moment might seem
of the greatest importance - then we are but realising the
coherence that exists in life and urging him to act in accordance
with it. This can never be wrong. These rules do not lose their
value in face of the argument that our life may not continue
for long, and therefore the attainment of a complete and har
monious sum-total may not be of any use to us. Morals and
self-control are not meant for people who expect the end of
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life at every step and who take no thought for how the world
will carry on afterwards. If a man has no future, he has no
use for morality; reflection has no practical value for him. Nor
are moral precepts without validity in a case where a person
chooses to sacrifice his or her life to some great purpose, which
he feels that he cannot abandon without harming his persona
lity to such an extent that life henceforth would be unbearable.
Such heroism would, on the contrary, be an absolute acknow
ledgement of the moral demands.

Further, it is a general rule, that the cost of adjusting or
regulating our purposes before they are carried out will always
be less than the losses or disturbances involved if we follow our
imprudent intentions and plans. The practical conflicts bring
less disturbance if the regulations are undertaken at the stage
of reflection than if events have to prove to us that we were
wrong. This rule can only fall in such rare cases where the
individual escapes the results of his imprudence for instance by
sudden death or other unforeseen circumstances. But it is suffi
cient to remember that the rule of the predominating motives
generally holds good. Morality cannot be built on prudence
after the event, for by its very nature it is directed towards the
future.

Finally, it must be pointed out that it is not sufficient for
us to bring to accomplishment the various endeavours we set
ourselves; we must also maintain, and if possible improve, our
personality, which is the foundation of all endeavour and of
our inner life generally. The future events, which our purpose
aims at attaining, are dependent upon the whole personality
being maintained as the basis or bearer of the values we have
gained. It is the inner personality, the Me, we pledge when we
make a promise or stake our honour; we are identical with it,
it is the basis of all our thoughts and actions. We seek to main
tain the full value and worth of this inmost core of our perso
nality - that is what we in everyday speech call guarding
ane's self-respect. If this bearer of our personality suffers injury



26

or is broken, it involves a far-reaching prejudice to our pro
spects in life; it is perhaps the worst thing that ean befall the
mind of a man. But that is just what happens if he betrays
his personal demand for morality. He will end by regarding
himself as unreliable, as a being who e ioner life is confusion,
as a person who may have recourse to fraudulent means in the
ruling of his life, if he eannot manage by straight means. He
will lose eonfidenee in himself. His mind will seem to be a
floating, ehaotie mass without definite form or aim. Seen from
this point of view, the moral demand of the individual is a
demand for stability and integrity.

The sum-total of an individual existence may undergo
changes in the course of time. A purpose for which we at one
time were striving may, for personal ar other reasons, lose its
value or be given up altogether. The moral consequence af this
is simply that every man must as far as possible have his plans
for the future in order.

Our pursuance of definite aims takes place on the strength
of one detail af our life, the experience of ane moment, being
able to outweigh that of another, so that we find the realisation
ol our purpose orth the cost. E ery day af our li es we have
to sacrifice something in order to gainan advantage later on;
but, as it is the individual himself who determines what he
will sacrifice, who judges between the east and the gain, it
cannot be said that the moral demand is imposed upan him
from outside. It grows up within the individual, and can only
be described as a part af the Me, an ioner coherenee lending
it strength and harmany, a consummation of its being.

Personal morality contains no instructions as to which roads
the individual should choose in order to advance along this
way, to improve his circumstances and develop his character
and personality. What interests to eultivate, what pleasures to
seek, what ideals to strive after, all this lies outside the domain
of morality, as no universally valid rules ean be given. No ane
can avoid taking the risks involved in his plans for the future



27

Ol' in the steps of his deve1opment; some risk there will always
beo But the moralrules only treat of such questions as can be
settled beforehand, namely the adjustment Ol' prevention of
practical conflicts between the different purposes.

Neither can moral philosophy give any definite indications
as to the practicai arrangement of the co-operation between the
volitional activities of the individual. There is nothing to pre
vent a person from choosing his own highest aim, and making
his other wishes and requirements to a certain extent serve this
purpose. But that is only one method; it is far from being the
only way of obtaining a systematic plan. In this, as in so many
other respects, the individual is free to choose his own ways
and means.

Nor does the moral imperative say how its precepts are to
be carried out in practical life. A person without means, who
will neither beg nor borrow (for fear of not being able to pay
back), who will neither steal nor rob nor accept »the dole« (for
fear of losing his self-respect) must before long get some kind
of work; but the moral precepts do not dictate him what he
is to do Ol' what kind af work he is to get. In that respect he
is free to do as he likes.



3. RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES.

From a sociological point of view, the individual is a negli
gible quantity; he is of no great importance compared to the
community. But, from a moral point of view, the opposite is
true; his relation to other people is but a part of his life, even
though it is a very comprehensive and important part. To
maintain that moral precepts have their ground or justification
in social re1ationships, in the attainment and retention of social
advantages, or in the rewards and punishments which other
people may mete out to us, is to look at things upside down.
Morality must have its foundation in the individual; otherwise
- il it is thrust upon him from outside - the individual will
seek to a oid it, will again and again refuse to accept it or to
incorporate it in his personality. Well-founded moral precepts
for social life cannot exist, unless the basis on which they rest
is a conscious and personal demand for individual morality. It
would be hopeless to expect spontaneous respect for social rules
and regulations from people who have not, through practical
reasoning, come to see that a systematical eoherenee of his
personal existenee is a demand that no one ean escape, beeause
it is the very foundation of organized existenee. If we do not
acknowledge this, social life can only be ruled by arbitrary
commands executed by force.

The problem of social morals may be formulated ~us:

Does human nature include certain innate tendencies, in ac
cordance with which every normal person is bound to acknow
ledge the rights of his fellow-man? The recognition of these
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rights of others takes the shape in the individual consciousness
of a feeling of duty or liability towards our neighbours. The
rights due to me and the just c1aims of my neighbour are one
and the same thing seen from two different sides. The feeling
of duty must be the central point in the problem of social
morals. And, as we have already seen, morality cannot be based
on a feeling of duty which has been stamped upon the mind
by outside influences such as education, persuasion, fear of
the consequences and so forth.

As a preliminary to a further enquiry into the question of
our social duties and liabilities, we shall in this chapter try to
analyse the more or less pronounced feeling of obligation which
is found in every thinking being.

Duty or obligation ean only exist in relation to another
person. The demand for personal morality is an inner impera
tive, a case of »must and will«, but not a duty towards anY
body else. Our feeling of obligation is the recognition of some
thing due to another person. The same individual cannot both
pay and receive the debt. In that case we should have to divide
the personality into different parts, taking sides for or against
the various questions. But such a keeping of accounts between
the different parts of the personality is neither possible nor
desirable.

The recipient of an obligation cannot be an inanimate ob
ject. No one would beg the pardon of a lamp-post or a thres
hold for treating it badly. DutY presupp~ses a living being as
the oppqsite party. Another rule is that it is only an injurious
aet, the infliction of suffering or loss, that causes a feeling of
guilt. And we only feel conscious of guilt when the aggregate
result of our interference in the life of others is disadvantageous
for the person in question. li a man is in grave danger of being
run over in the street, and I save him by pulling him roughly
out of the way, no one would expect me to make amends for
my roughness. The final result is that I have done him a service
and not an injury.



30

Further, it is a rule that, if a person is to feel responsibie
for any damage done to another person, he must have caused
it himself. We may feel pitY at the sight of other people's pains
and troubles, but that cannot in itself, as held by Schopen
hauer, be sufficient to rnake us feel responsible. If we see a
person bome do~ by adversity, we feel sorry for him, but we
cannot feel ourselves under any liability to him, if we are not
cause of his trouble. If simple pity should make us feel in
debted, we should, through no fault of our own, have to bear
the weight of endless liabilities to all our fellow-creatures, for
everybody has trouble of some kind. an the other hand, a
corresponding feeling of obligation would be due to me from
everybody else in virtue of my troubles and worries. All this
would involve an end1essly intricate system of accounts between
myself and my fellows, with numbers of c1aims and counter
c1aims that could never be cleared up. Should a person wear
himself out for the sake of everybody else, but forget to provide
for himself? Should he make others feel that they have a dutY
to him, because he cannot keep the wolf from his own door?
If pity alone is to be our guide, it is impossible to fix any limits.

If the supporters of the »general we1fare« principle expect
each of us daily to keep account of this indeterminable mass
of liabilities to others and rights due to ourselves, it certainly
needs a superhuman effort to practise their moral teaehings. It
is true that the striving after personal happiness is the dominant
factor in the lives of all men (i. e.' our choice always takes a
positive clirection) ; but to burden each man with the care of
everybody else's welfare is ridiculous; there is no justification
for demanding solidarity to that extent. Not even the most
extreme communist has dared suggest such a thing. It would
rnake us all into slaves, even if a limit could be fixed to our
liabilities and obligations. For a dutiful person it would be a
relief to be put into prison and thus for a time relieved of the
overwhelming responsibility.

As far as I ean see, this moral teaching rests on a confusion
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of issues. The principle of »the greatest possible happiness for
the greatest number of people« has its justification as a maxim
of civilisation. But the progress of civilisation does not rest as a
duty either on the individual or on the community; it is
desirable, it may even be good business, but we have no obli
gation in that direction. The advance of civilisation is a gamble
on the future; it includes projects involving us in aU kinds of
risk, and it is perfectly unthinkable that anybody should rightly
be compe11ed to take part in these hazardous ventures. We are
free to do as we like in this respect, and it has nothing to do
with morality. Only in those cases where the progress of civi
lisation tends to do away with unjust social conditions are we
under obligation to take part in it.

Just as personal morality aims at preventing or counter
acting the consequences of harmful volitional activity within
the bounds of individual life, so does social morality airn at
preventing or counteracting the consequences of acts which are
harmful to other people. If we want to make clear to ourselves
what harm or injury we have done to others, we must in
vestigate the cause-effect-relations that have been affected by
our activities. We cannot be responsibie for everything that
takes place in the world, but only for that which we ourselves
have caused. We might caU this relation »the coherence in the
production of values.« We cannot be blamed for acts whose
effects are considered desirable by other people; in that case
there is nothing to make amends for, no occasion for atone
ment. We shaU see why this is so.

The feeling that we are burdened by liabilities has a depres
sing effect on the mind, and, like other kinds of depression, it
elicits an involuntary effort towards removing the causes of the
unpleasant feeling, in this case the consciousness of guilt, the
disharmony of the mind which we caU a bad conscience. How
can a feeling of guilt or indebtedness be removed or expiated?
Only by making good the harm or injury done; or, if this is
impossible, by yielding a compensation that is equal to the
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damage done. When this has been effectuated, the feeling of
indebteclness disappears. This shows c1early the intension of our
notions of rights and obligations. It is evident from this, that
acts which do no harm to anybody do not involve any obli
gations; there is nothing to be redressed or made up for. It is
equally evident that we are not all indebted to the injured
person, only he who has caused the harm is under the obli
gation to make up for it. If we were all in duty bound to
redress his ills, this might be done tenfold, a hundredfold or
more, which would be absurd. In that case, the best business in
the world would be to arrange for bandits (who could easily
escape punishment) to cause us harm or injury.

If we regard the relations of duty and liability from the
point of view of the impartial onlooker, i. e. public opinion,
there can be no doubt as to who is to make the compensation
and who is to receive it. A wrong is not expiated until the
injured party has received his damages - and received them
from the perpetrator. No one else has anything to do with it.
My debt to Mr. So-and-so is in no way cancelled because he
happens to win ten times as much at the races. According to
the principle »the greatest happiness for the greatest number«,
it would seem justillable for me to order goods to the value of
<€.1O from the rich merchant Mr. J. and pay for the goods by
giving the money to the poor, who are in much greater need
of it than Mr. J. But public opinion would not be like1y to
sanction this manner of proceeding - even disregarding the
fact that it would bring business life into a hopeless muddle.
Nor can I expiate the sins of my youth in later years by con
ferring benefits upon other persons than those who suffered by
my fault. leannot eolleet my good deeds and keep them as a
kind of moral capital to be drawn upon in case of need. My
charltable acts are rendered in the form of gifts, and they can
not later on be used again as indemnification, even if the
benefit and the injury are done to the same person. It is
evident, therefore, that humanitarianism and social morals
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belong to two different spheres, just as is the case with culture
and morality.

If Schopenhauer is right in saying that compassion is an
inexplicable phenomenon, as it seems to extend beyond the
natural bounds of individual life - then the consciousness of
guilt must be a still more insolvable riddle. But perhaps it is
not so difficult to find an explanation of both these pheno
mena. We have already seen that there are two kinds of voli
tional activity, two opposed tendencies in each individual, of
acceptance and rejection, a progressive and a restraining, a
positive and a negative tendency. As a consequence of these
practical contrasts, we find in the individual, not only a feeling
of liability, but also of rights due to him. To owe a debt and to
demand one's due, these are but two aspects of the same thing.
Our demand upon others no doubt has its origin in our own
daily life, where we demand »payment« or recompense for
every one of our efforts and sacrifices. We only accept them
if they appear to be the means of gaining advantages. We only
take a resolution if there are a sufficient number of positive
motives urging us to do so. The cost of carrying out a purpose
always presents itself before the recompense, which we only
receive when our object is attained. The question of what the
cost will be is, therefore, generally allied with a feeling of
expectaiion as to future payment or recompense, and we feel
disappointed if it does not arrive. Thus a feeling arises that
something iS due to us. If I do certain work and another person
seizes the profit of my labours, I have to do without the natural
and usual recompense of my effort j while, on the other hand,
the person who snatches the fruits receives a profit for which
he has not worked - both cases being a breach of the natural
coherence which ..ve have called the coherence in the produc
tion of values. If anybody has by his action caused me loss or
trouble, it is in similar manner a natural consequence that I
lay claim to a corresponding indemnification from him j but, if
I am the cause of my own troubles, I do not advance such

8



34

claims on anybody else. I do not imagine that other people, in
virtue of some fantastic feeling of solidarity, should wish to
help me in redressing the injuries whieh I have brought upon
myself.

It still remains to be explained how it is that the group of
representations in my eonsciousness, whieh I call my fellow
men, may aet as a kind of weight on the scales upon whieh are
weighed the positive and the negative motives related to my
personal affairs. What is the weal and woe of others to me?
How can the idea of the gains or losses of other people be a
motive that influences my refleetions and gives me a feeling of
obligations to be met or of rights due to me? The explanation
is not hard to find, we have even for onee a logical eonsequenee
to link up our arguments. The reason is that our eomprehension
of our fellow-beings is based upon our knowledge of ourselves.
When we eonsider the prosperity or the adversity of others, we
regard it in the light of our own eorresponding experienees,
and our representations take their eolour from the eheer or
depression whieh these experienees brought to ourselves. The
representations evoked by these various oecurrenees are partly
pleasant and partly unpleasant, and therefore I feel eorres
pondingly pleased or saddened when considering the fate of
others with compassion. I cannot help feeling elated or de
pressed at the good fortune or the misfortune of others, if I
really »put myself in their plaee«. It all depends on that. If
my sympathy has been awakened beeause I have taken the
trouble to put myself in my neighbour's plaee, I ean, in an
artificial manner, relieve myself of this feeling by bearing in
mind that it is not my own career in life whieh has been helped
on or hindered by what has happened. But even this relief is
not in any way sufficient to caneel my liabilities to others or
my rightful due from them, for I eaimot possibly deny that
success is cheering and adversity depressing.

If we ean aeeount for both the feeling of pity and the
feeling of liability in this manner, it might seem surprising that
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they should be much less pronounced where animals are con
cerned. But there is good reason for this. As a matter of fact,
the animals cannot be compared with man, their organisms are
not like ours, their expenences are different from ours, and
therefore we find it very difficult »to put ourse1ves in their
place«. Further, our fee1ings towards them are blunted in other
ways. In our daily life we are led by the pursuit of our own
aims to regard animals either as means to be used for our
purpose, or something to be avoided or kept out of the way.
Thus the endeavour to put ourse1ves in their place, to fee1 with
them, becomes awkward and difficult to realise. Besides, the
animals are not capable of behaving in a fully responsibie man
ner towards us, and it may therefore seem natural to us that
we should not always be so very particular about our respon
sibility towards them. Altogether, the social arguments do not
always hold good in our relations to the anima1s; we often aet
as guardians to them, just as we do to chiIdren or imbeciles.

Even where our fellow-man is concerned, we do not always
take pains to realise fully how our assets and liabilities stand,
how much we owe and how much is owing to us, especially
where it is not a question of. the loan of money or of matenal
objects. Most people would be quite unable to keep account of
all the debts and obligations which arise from the innumerable
re1ations. we have with other people day after day. It is
generally very difficult clearly to understand and live up to the
demands of social morality, because people have not all the
same notion of what duty is; we meet many different inter
pretations - each man has his own opinion on the matter.
Tradition, personal fancies, sympathies that have nothing to do
with morality aften play their part and create confusion in
people's judgement. The feeling of duty, therefore, is seIdom
the expression of clear and valid reasoning, but only of frag
mentary and halting attempts at reasoning.

On the other hand, it cannot be denied that in these at
tempts at developing a »social consciousness« we may find

3*
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much that is reasonable and worth keeping. But what we need
is a thorough investigation of the fundaments of social life, a
discrimination, through reflection, between right and wrong, a
separation of the chaff from the grain. The aims of Moral
Justice*) is such an analysis, elucidation and systematisation
of the social relations. This moral teaching brings no novel
ideas, no principle that is not already well-known or even
generally acknowledged, at any rate in the democratic coun
tries. Social equality, independence of the individual, i. e. per
sonalliberty within the bounds of social equality, rules for pos
session and responsibility - these ideas have been vindicated
for years in many countries. Many serious attempts have been
made to carry them out in social life, but these attempts have
always ended in half-measures and confusion. The ideas have
never been thoroughly elucidated or their relations clearly
defined. Moral Justice is best understood if we remember that
its value lies, not in the creation and establishing of new prin
ciples, but simply in analysing and synthesising well-known so
cial principles.

*) See chapter 4.



4. THE PRINCIPLE OF MORAL JUSTICE.

The first book treating of the Principle o/ M oral Justice
was published in Denmark in 1906 (the inter-relations of rights
and liabilities, considered in accordaoce with the principle of
equality, beiog set up as the fundameotal aspect of social
morals). In the following year, 1907, another author published
a book 00 the subject, treating it at greater leogth and pre
seoting his own views and arguments; and soon a third writer
was added to the group. Since then, the work has been carried
on without interruption up to the present day, but it is not yet
completed. A code of social morals must take into account so
many different problems, that the practical work of formu
lating the statutes becomes an endless task. The analyses which
have been carried out, and the discussions which have been
taken up 00 the subject in the course of the past years, have
not shaken our belief in the justification of the idea. And the
Principle of Moral Justice has stood a further test of its
validity: in 1919 a political party was founded, with the
theory of Moral Justice as its main basis, called »Danmarks
Retsforbund« (The League of Moral Justice of Denmark).
This party now has four representatives in the Folketing or
Lower House of the Danish parliament, and it is progressing
steadily. The three men who have played the chief part in
establishing the foundation and frame-work of the principle of
Moral Justice are: Severin Christensen, physician and philo
sopher, who died in 1933; Axel Dam, LL.D., who is now
leader of the political party; aud C. Lambek. How much each
of these three men has contributed to the furtherance of the
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idea would be difficult to say; and it is of no great importance.
The main thing is that an unusual degree of unanimity has
prevailed as regards the system itself and the code of rules to be
followed. Only where the underlying motives are concemed
have two different views been asserted. I shall here try to pre
sent the principles of Moral Justiee as they appear to me and
as I understand them.

A. The Precepts of Moral Justice.

None of us would like to live in a society where disorder
prevailed, where there was not a sufficient degree of order and
regularity to permit of produetive enterprises being carried on
at a longer view and with a wider aim than the mere satisfae
tion of immediate needs. The amount of material advantages
and personal security whieh the best qualified and best equip
ped individual would be able to obtain for himself in a ehaotic
eommunity, is far beneath the amount whieh the average
member of a well-ordered eommunity would have every
prospeet of gaining. Chaotie social eonditions are not even an
advantage to the person who happens to be an aeeomplished
robber, for the lawlessness will entail that there is but little of
value to be robbed. Through all times, the first eare of rulers,
onee the power was in their hands, has been to fix laws for
their subjeets and to ereate sueh system and order that pro
duetion eould proeeed without hindrance ; unless a ruler does
this, his power can neither be secure nor tumed to aecount for
hirnself or his people.

The general wish for a social order of some kind lies at the
back of all enquiry into social morality, and may be eon
sidered as eorresponding to the demand for personal morality
in private life. But even if we consider it as established that a
regular and ordered soeiety is wished for by all, that does not
solve our social problems. The task of moral philosophy must
be to find out how the rules and regulations should be for
mulated in order to appear just in the eyes of all.
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The central point in Moral Justice is the Principle of
Social Equality: the conditions on which the life of the com
munity is built must be the same for all its members (whereas
each individual must take the responsibility of managing his
own life on the given conditions, and enjoying the fruits which
he is able to gather). Every man should have an equal chance
in the competition, and the rules should be alike for all; neither
individua1s, nor corporations, nor any class of the population
should enjoy any special prerogatives at the cost of others.

Equality means amongst other things that the social order
must in all its details rest on reciprocity between the parties, so
that every social right is combined with the obligation to
respect the claims of all fellow-citizens to enjoy the same right.
Equality and reciprocity are one and the same thing seen from
two different points of view.

If the fundamental social conditions stipulated deal syste
matically and unpartially with the life of the community, the
consequence will be that the rights and privileges of each
citizen will far outweigh his or her liabilities. The precepts will
rest on a universal basis if it ean be ascertained that no other
privileges are instituted than those desired by every citizen on
the given conditions - - i. e. reciprocity. In reality there will
always be a preponderance of advantages for each person, be
cause the rights are indispensable to him, whereas the liabilities
will not prove very heavy.

The demand for social equality is not based mainly on this
relation of preponderance, but has its independent motives.
Equality is the natural state. It is only natural that one person
should claim and should have the same rights as others. It is
only when a person demands further privileges than those
enjoyed by his neighbour that he has to prove his right to them.
Nobody ean protest against being in the same position as
others, while on the other hand a special reason is always re
quired to show why certain people should enjoy special prero
gatives at the expense of others. The attempt to advance justi-
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fiable reasons for any such special prerogatives always ends by
pointing to the demand for social equality as the original
starting-point, otherwise the reasoning must be utterly arbi-
trary. .

Why does equality bear this character of inevitability, of
being the natural thing, a matter-of-course? On account of the
fact already mentioned that we regard others in the light of
our knowledge of ourselves. As our comprehension of others
derives from our own ioner experience, we must attach the
same importance to the welfare of others that we attach to our
own. No other rule can be adopted from a social point of view.
No one will in advance accept an inferior stand-point for him
~elf, but will demand to be placed on a universal basis of
equality with his fellow-beings. This demand needs no justifi
cation, for no one can feel offended by the fundamental rules
being made equal for all. If we do not make equality the basis,
it will be impossible to fix any general lines by means of which
we may determine the extent of our social rights. It must be
bome in mind that social morals deal only with the inter
relations between persons; where DO action involving others
has taken place, there can be no question of rights or liabilities.
The mere faet that I happen to live on the earth at the same
time as a multitude of other people, does not establish moral
relations between me and these millions of fellow-beings. Social
morality arises only when people, directly or indirectly, in·
fluence others by their actions. The notion of universal soli
darity cannot be implanted in the mind of the individual.

Severin Christensen maintained the opinion - in which he
was supported by Dr. Axel Dam - that the principle of equa
lity rests upon a fundamental and natural tendency: the invo
luntary striving of our organism to make good all losses and
expenditure. Not only do we seek to repair deteriorations or
injury done to our own vital organism, but we also try to
redress any derogation of the means of livelihood in the ma
terial world around us, with which our existence is bound up.

... - ----~- ~~
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Where social conditions are concemed, tbis law of nature
should find its expression in what Severin Christensen called
»the principle of eompensation«, i. e. the demand for an equal
return of all that we yield to others, and the compensation of
all losses caused us by the infringement of our rights by others.
The amount rendered and the amount received should in the
case of all differences with other people be so balanced as to
be equivalent - with the result that each man receives full
restitution. I agree that tbis natural tendency makes itself felt
in many ways; we meet it in our instinct of self-preservation
(e. g. our instinct of nutrition), in the processes which cause
our skin to heal over a wound, and in all cases of restitution
and regeneration. But I eannot find any confirmation of the
assertion that tbis tendency to eompensation makes itself felt
in sociallife as a restriction on covetousness. Severin Christen
sen definitely maintained that this tendency acted as a rule in
the sphere of trade and industry for the fixing of wages and
the detennination of the price of goods. It seems to roe that in
tbis case the principle of compensation fails. As a general rule,
people try to buy as cheaply and to sell as profitably as they
ean, and to gain as high wages as possible for their work, with
out making the relation of equivalence the basis of their cal
culations. The demand for compensation is, in sociallife, valid
as far as social equality extends, but the demand for personal
compensation and the demand for equality are not the same
thing. In business life, equality only requires that the contracts
must be honest and voluntarily entered upon. It is the volun
tary agreement of the parties - based on the estimate of each
party that the undertaking will be profitable to him - which,
combined with competition, sets the limits to the prices. But
social equality does not include the requirement that both par
ties shall enjoy an eqUallY great advantage from the exchange,
that is to say, it does not include »objective« equivalence.
There is no other way of balancing the relations between
varying groups of goods than by following the inevitable rise



42

and fall of the market-price, which undergoes its changes with
out taking into account whether the individual receives due
compensation, or more or less than his due. I do not see how
contracts relating to trade and industry could take into con
sideration all the different individual and personal demands
for compensation. One man works slowly, another quickly;
one man produces goods cheaply, another at greater cost; but
this must be each man's own affair, it is not a matter of social
interest. It would not be in accordance with the principle of
equality if we had to take all these personal matters into
consideration.

When the principle of social equality has to be formed
into more definite precepts for the conduct of sociallife, it must
be combined with the Principle o/ Coherence in the Produetion
o/ Values. I am referring here to the connection between the
person who produces something and the product - between
the worker and the proceeds of his labour - between the
originator of an activity and the responsibility for the results
of that activity. li this relation is not respected in sociallife, the
individual's activity and the basis of his existence are destroyed
in an arbitrary manner and to an incalculable extent; all
practical foresight will in large measure be rendered impos
sible. & already said, it is the connection between means and
aim which is the important thing; the links in the chain of
purpose and means presuppose one another and must be
considered as a whole. The principle of coherence in the pro
duction of values works alternately to the advantage and to
the disadvantage of each individual; on the one hand, it gives
him the right to keep and to enjoy those values which he has
produced through his own activity; on the other hand, it bids
him make good or compensate for any harm or injury that he
may have done to others through his activity - to which COf

responds the demand for reparations for damages done to him
self. Responsibility and the right to enjoy the proceeds of one's
activity are related, they are rooted in one foundation.

- - ---- ~-
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No thinking being can avoid making claims of this kind on
his fellow-creatures. Everybody wishes and demands to be al
lowed to live without forcibie interference or disturbances from
other people. Everybody wishes and demands to be allowed to
guard those values which he has acquired by means of his
own efforts and sacrifices. Even thieves and robbers wish to
keep what they have stolen or robbed ; they will be much of
fended if others try to take possession of their ill-gotten gains.
Every man claims the right to demand compensation for
damage done to him by others. But every man who makes this
claim on others is thereby at the same time, according to the
laws of equality, bound to admit the claims of others to the
same rights. Nobody Can with logical consistency refuse to
acknowledge the principle of coherence in the production of
values.

Besides the two principles mentioned above, Moral Justice
includes the frinciple of Preponderance, that is the usual
method of voting employed in a special manner. In the case
of conflicts which cannot be solv..ed, rightful claims of greater
weight must take precedence before rightful claims of lesser
weight or importance. In social life, this principle on1y comes
into use in difficult situations where, on the one side, it is
necessary to come to a decision while, on the other side, it is
not possible to follow the moral precepts. Such situations often
occur in reallife ; it is impossible to fulfil all the rightful claims
put forward, existing conditions leave us no alternative but to
choose which group of claims will have to be foregone. The
principle of preponderance is then brought into play. We must
try to annul as few and as smal! rightful claims as possible, and
nothing but the existing compulsory choice between certain
given alternatives can entitle us to make such an annulment.

I shal! append a few examples. II 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 between the two alternatives: whether the

?
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wish af the majarity ar af the minority shall become law. In
principle, it is evidently wrong to annul the right of the mino
rity 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 exc1uded, because time passes and a de
cision has to be made. - If an unjust law, which has been
in force for a long time, cannot be repealed without the reform
causing an infringement of other statutes, with which the unjust
law has in the course of time become involved - then it would
be warrantable to undertake the reform if and in so far as the
wrong thus caused would be of a lesser extent that the injustice
entailed by the retention of the unjust law for year after year
into the future. In such situations we are, in accordance with
the principle of preponderance, morally obliged to commit an
injustice. But, of course, we must always choose the most
lenient way of carrying through the reform. - When a doctor
is called to a patient and is required by him to take charge of
the treatment of his illness, the patient cannot, in case the
treatment does not prove successful, sue the doctor for damages,
if the latter has made a careful examination of the patient and
treated him to the hest of his ability.

The practical development oI these principles in the life of
the community is carried out by means of the establishment of
rights of possession. Two main rules or principles may be laid
down for the drawing up of regulations concerning rights of
possession. It is a matter of opinion whether these two rules
shall be considered amongst the fundamental principles of
Moral Justice or not.

The Principle o/ Liberty says that that category of the right
af possession which is called »personalliberty« or the »right of
se1f-determination« shall be conferred upon all members of the
community who have come of age, in so far as it is consistent
with general equality; or, in other words, that personal liberty
shall not be limited by any considerations but that of equality
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- not by such considerations as »the general welfare«, »the
progress of civilisation« and the like. This is so, because, at
bottom, everybody prefers freedom to constraint. Everything
else being equal, it is more pleasant and of more value to the
individual to act according to his own judgement than to think
and to aet on the dictate of others. Even in the case where
somybody wishes to submit to the guidance of another person,
he will always want to choose his own guide, and to have the
right to exchange him for another, if he so wishes. From the
principle of liberty follows that all kinds of guardianship on
the part of the state (the lawgiving majority) must be con
sidered as unjust in all cases where it is not a question of uni
versal rights or liabilities. The realisation of the principle of
liberty may not be to the advantage of all members of the com
munity; but, when necessary, the principle of preponderance
comes into action. The great majority must no by any manner
of means be placed under administration for the sake of a
minority.

The Principle of the Preference of Private Property to Joint
Property must be regarded as one of the fundamental principles
of the right of possession. In the exercise of private ownership
there can occur no conflicts of administration, with the conse·
quent compulsory annulment of rightful c1aims; while in the
administration of joint property it will as a rule be impossible
to avoid differences of opinion between the shareholders, so
that the rights of the minority have to be disregarded. An
illustrative example is the suggestion put forward by the socia
listic party that the state should take over all means of pro
duction. From this must follow, according to the principle of
equality, that all machinery of production, inc1uding all the
persons taking part in the division of labour, will have to sub
mit to an absolute rule of the majority. Against this we may
advance, not only the argument already mentioned : the exten
sive reduction of privileges, but also many other arguments. It
must be presumed in advance that the great number of voters

,..,
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will not have sufficient insight into, and general understanding
of, a concem of such dimensions as the whole trade and indu
stry of a country; the most important posts of administration
must be commissions of trust, and that will mean a return to
a rule by power which would be no less serious than a govem
ment by absolute power or autocracy - a defeat of the whole
idea of government by the people. The administration of the
machinery of production will in many ways end by resembling
the slavery of earlier times. The struggles between the political
parties will become more pronounced. Shirking, truancy and
sabotage will run riot. The prospect of this administration
raising the standard of living is very slight indeed; it is much
more likely, on the contrary, that such an arrangement will
bring with it a retrogression in the general conditions of well
being and culture. The machinery will, like all kinds of bureau
eracy, prove itself unwieldy, dilatory and hampering to life and
progress. Before such a social order can be stamped as legiti
mate - which is feasible only by the principle of preponder
anee - it must be proved that the disadvantages, which are
said to attach to the right of private ownership of all means
of produetion established by personal initiative and free compe
tition, are inevitably bound up with the community of free
citizens, and that these disadvantages are not due to causes of
a converse nature, name1y that the ideas of liberty have never
been thoroughly realised; in no country have they been carried
out, except in a much eurtailed form.

It is hardly necessary to explain that voluntary associations
of persons, who eome to an agreement for the establishing and
management of joint property, are in no way influenced by the
above-mentioned rule. Every person who becomes a member of
such a company or association must in advanee enquire into
and clearly realise how far his own liberty and scope of action
will be curtailed.

It has aIready been pointed out that the principle of pre
ponderance only applies in cases of eompulsory choice, a!1d it
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is thus clear that the right of the majority to rule only exists in
those cases which, by their very nature, cannot be private
affairs, but must be regarded as of public interest. It is a
mistake to maintain that a social majority - simply on the
strength of the fact that a certain number of people have joined
company for the attainment of some purpose - has the right
to establish itself as lawgiving authority. The principle of pre
ponderance can only be valid on the basis of already existing
social rights possessed by the persons in question. The simple
fact of a numoer of people joining company cannot create a
privilege, il the persons concerned did not in advance possess
such rights. None of the five principles here mentioned can be
rendered null and void by the resolution of a majority. Consti
tutions which are based on the general right of the majority to
rule, without regard to the nature of the questions to be de
cided, are communistic. They rest sole1y on the statement that
dictatorship by the majority shall be in force. Such an arran
gement can only be just on the presumption that a feeling of
unlimited solidarity exists - and this we certainly cannot
presume.

To believe that anarchism may form the programme of a
social order is also a mistake. It can be nothing but a statement
to the effect that the problem of social morality need not be
discussed at all, but may be finally settled by means of a nega
tion. What the anarchists want is a community of saints 
but where shall we find the saints? What Moral Justice wants
is a community where it will be possible for the just to live,
even amongst a majority of devils, by means of the judicial
system - which the devils will be sure to support with all their
might, for they will need it to use against one another.

Severin Christensen expressed it as his opinion that Moral
Justice could be built up on a logical basis, on the consideration
that il a man wills a certain aim, he must also will the means
to attain it. Even-il this connection cannot be regarded as a
logical connection, but undoubtedly is of a dynamic nature, yet
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this argument might be sufficiently strong to act as the founda
tion of Moral Justice. That which, according to Severin Chri
stensen, should be the main purpose of the principle of Moral
Justice may be expressed as follows: asociallife lived in con
fidence and safety under a firmly established and peaceful so
cial order. I fully agree that this purpose may socially seen be
regarded as the highest aim. But, if it is to act as the foundation
of Moral Justice, at least two other conditions must be ful
filled. It must be proved, firstly, that the means chosen are the
only possible means; and, seconcily, that the purpose will be
carried out in every particular, so that we should be justified
in using compulsion and punishment against anybody who
would prefer, for instance, to retain the present form of govern
ment in Denmark, which on many points disagrees with Moral
Justice. Whether such punitive action would be justifiable if
Moral Justice were avowecily built on a fully justified moral
reason is another matter; but I certainly doubt that the full
realisation in all details of the principle can be justified by the
airns mentioned. It is my opinion that, if nothing but this aim
acts as an imperative in the mind of the individual, anybody
would be morally justified in giving the preference to other
airns in case of conflict. In the last instance, the social order is
- considered as a means of existence - but an exterior and
auxiliary adjunct, which need not necessarily for the sake of
individual life be absolutely perfect. As the basis of moral
teaching, one single aim has always proved to be unsatisfactory
and unreliable. We are so made, that many different aims and
purposes of conflicting character make up our existence. I
consider it possible to establish a universal and fully valid
foundation on which to build up the principles of Moral
Justice, so that they may be unconditionally realised and carried
out in the life of the community, but the basis should not be
the attainment of material advantages; the foundation must be
an unshakable coherence in the personal life of the individual,
that is to say, a system of practicai reasoning, which no thinking
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being can reject or annul at any point without brancling h1m;z
self as a person who bases his conduct of life on unreason 
in other words, on fraud, acts which are not compatibie with
a feeling of self-respect. That is the foundation which I should
like to lay down, and in the next chapters I shall follow up this
train of reasoning.

B. The Rules for Possession of Property.

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 »possession« as a kind of mathematical unit.
The principle of coherence in the production of values demands
that the same person who sows the grain shall also reap the
harvest; or, in other words, that there must be certain rules as
to who shall have the control of the goods produced and who
is to make good damages done. 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 bene
fits. All conflicts between the 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 the same
thing. And I therefore propose to show that the practical
consequences of equality can only be drawn, if we take the
right of possession as OUT general denominator.

The demand for equality means more than this: that the
same rules of existence shall be applicable to all without
respect of persons. Even if each separate law or act of parlia
ment has general validityand equal application to all, legisla
tion mayeasily become extremely partial. This is so because
every statute finally refers to a single case; therefore, it is pos
sible so to formulate any statute - either secret1y, on purpose,
or for want of foresight - that some part of the population

4
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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
community, unless other statutes happen to 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 cir
cumstances. Each man has his own airos, and the personal
characteristics are many and varied. But, if the citizens are so
diverse as regards both outer circumstances and inner qualifi
cations, 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.

A code of laws which balance perfectly where social equa
lity is concerned can only be formulated if each statute is
founded on, and alllegislation 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 allliabilities against each other
in the case of each person, and to judge whether the rights
correspond exactly to the liabilities - or exceed the latter with
out 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 property.

In order that the notion of legal possession may be extended
to include all social relations, and thus act as the basis of
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legislation, it wi11 have to be enlarged beyond its usuaI meaning.
The self-determination or personal liberty of the individual wi11
have to be inc1uded; or, if preferred, we may consider it as a
separate category under the rights of possession. This disposition
wi11 cause no difficulties. The right of seli-determination is in
reality, like all other rights of possession, the authority to dispose
of certain objects or advantages~ in this case the authority to
dispose at wi11 of one's own person. As a matter of fact, it is
an artificial restriction of the right of possession to let it inc1ude
only outer and material advantages, means of existence in the
surrounding world. The reader wi11 see from the folIowing pages
that a natural and systematic connection exists between the
principles of Moral Justice and the ruIes for the possession of
property.

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

1. Every man or woman has the absoIute right to dispose
over his or her own person, inner life and outer move
ments, his manner of existenee, his activity in trade or
industry, the pursuit of his interests or hobbies, his
friendships, his co-operation with others, and so forth.
The only restriction being the one entailed by the prin
eiple of equality - other peopIe's rights of possession
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 Iawful property,
or by means of other resources used with the permission
of the Iawful owner. The use made of the values pro
duced must not in any way infringe the rights of pos
session of other peopIe.

.4*
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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 inhe
ritance, 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 practicai 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 judgements by the help of his own conscience - to
formulate definite questions and receive clear answers as to
what is fair and just behaviour towai-ds 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
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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
shows in making use of his privileges and possibilities must be
his own affair, it is no concem 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 for possession, I shall add
the following paragraphs:

(1) 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 alittle 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. Converse1y, 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. Having
the right to order his own way of living and his own actions, the
individual also undertakes the responsibility for the conse-
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quenees of his actions ; he has no right to throw this upon the
eommunity, whieh must be eonsidered as a great advantage for
all his fellow-citizens. It would be a heavy yoke for us to earry
if we were eompelled to take part in a general solidarity, so
that we should have to make up for all sorts of blunders eom
mitted by other prople. We eau only avoid the responsibilities
of sueh 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 respeeted, ean we expeet
him to manage his own affairs. Full personal responsibility and
self-support ean only be demanded of persons who enjoy all
their rights of possession uneurtailed.

In principle, nobody ean give up his right of self-determina
tion. A eontraet to that effeet would involve a contradiction,
beeause a person who no longer had any authority over his own
aetions would at the same time be exempt from responsibility
as to the keeping of the contraet.

(2) The faet that every person keeps and enjoys the values
whieh he or she has produced, causes no detriment to the rights
of possession of other people. Aeeording to the principle of self
determination, any person is free to avoid produeing any va
lues, 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 c1aim
a share of what he has produced. Even the most charitable or
philanthropie 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 ereated or produced. Dnless this is so, produetion will soon
be very perceptibly diminished.

(3) The right of every person fredy 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
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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.
Everybody will in his own case claim this right of free disposal,
and he is therefore bound to respect the same daim 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 entit1ed to guard his right,
so long as no other party makes a claim upon it or feeIs that
his rights are being infringed. As soon as the daim 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 durlng possession of the values in
question. All natural values are pre-existent - not produced by
any human being - and, therefore, they must be the joint
property of the community. Where the animals are concemed,
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
deveIopment 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
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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 faet be annulled and
thereby made invalid for all ections. As those who are excluded
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 definiton of this notion, but probably the
meaning is that he c1aims, 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 boundary
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 assi
stance must remain a matter of private initiative. II the 4 prin
ciples of right of possession are upheld, no able-bodied person
ean 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

-~~--
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eannot under these cireumstanees undermine the right of pos
session to any alarming extent. But I do not think that the
problem ean be solved by these arguments. If we have to plaee
this problem of the support of ehildren and invalids on a firm
basis, I ean see no other standpoint than this: the right of
possession of sueh helpless individuals is in advanee so far
redueed in value, that a eertain arbitrariness eannot be avoided
when the whole life of the eommunity is based on the right
of possession ; it will involve a laek of equality socially for
persons who are unable by their own efforts to ereate a basis
of existenee for themselves. This argument is justifiable if we
ean maintain that the helplessness of these persons eannot 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 preponderanee,
suecour will not be refused; a great majority will in every eom
munity vote for public support of the needy to this extent, and
thus the unwilling will be obliged to follow suit.



5. GOVERNMENT BY THE PRINCIPLE OF
MORAL JUSTICE.

The main point in a form of government which builds on
the private possession of property must be the boundary line
between public and private affairs, in other words, the demar
cation of the domains 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,
a part of the community on a level with a number of other
associations and institutions which are established and run by
private initiative. The activities 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 commands, 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 powedul factor in society, it is evidently necessary to keep
careful watch that the commands of the state do not deviate
from the paths of justice. Al; 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 an
other reciprocally and of the government which is upheld by
them all together. The use of power is only morally defensible
when it is done in the service of right and justice, in order to
enforce obedience to the laws.
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If the domains submitted to the control of the state are not
c1early demarcated and limited to inc1ude only such affairs as
are undoubtedly of public and general interest, there will be
no means of preventing arbitrary legislation. The duties and
the activities of the state may at will be augmented or dimi
nished, so that either the demands of justice are neglected, or
the private affairs of the members of the community are unduly
interfered with. Along either of these lines the state may
degenerate into an institution that may be used very much like
an armory or mercenary troops in times of civil war. The
legislative power and the general organisation of the state are
reduced to a means, for the possession of which all the political
parties strive in order to obtain advantages at the cost of other
sections of the society. This is what has been happening in the
democratic countries all over the earth. Everywhere the idea
of government by the people, of self-government by the citizens
of the community, has been misunderstood. If we make
»government by the majority«, »the general franchise« or
»universal suffrage« the chief principle and justification of the
system, what really happens is that we introduce a communistic
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 tyrannize
over the rest of the population. The right to vote and to obtain
a majority is not, as we have seen, morally valid for all, but it
is a secondary right, which must be based upon c1early defined
and well-founded personal civic rights. The right to vote is
nothing but an empty notion, unless the voter is in advance the
possessor of definite rights and privileges 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
on a basis of joint ownership and joint responsibility. Here
only can the will of the majority prevail in accordance with the
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principle of preponderance; here only can the influence of the
minority be annulled. Without these limitations, the govern
ment by majority is nothing but an absurdity.

It wiIl be remembered to the honour of Severin Christensen
that he realised this and expressed his views more clearly and
definitely than anyone had done before him. Both W. v. Hum
boldt, Taine and Herbert Spencer have, in their time, con
tended against dictature b 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 privileges upon which
the constitution should rest. Earlier publications on »the rights
of humanity« give no suggestions for positive rules of legisla
tion. Severin Christensen's notion of what comprises the public
affairs of a society was so clear and definite, that he could
without hesitation point out those domains 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 demarca
tion which separate public affairs from the private concerns of
the citizens. Compared to this, it is of small importance that
his definition of the terms »community of interests« or »joint
concem« was probably tao wide. Subject to joint rule or state
control were, according to Severin Christensen, such affairs in
which all citizens, without regard to age, sex or calling, were
in principle equaIly interested ; it seems to me that for the sake
of cleamess, if for no other reason, it is necessary to add this:
and which must of necessity come under state control, because
that is the only way of assuring them an impartial adjustment
and an effective accomplishment. This means that every citizen
must have some right or privilege involved in every joint con
cem, such rights deriving from the rules of possession. Unless
a person is in advance the possessor of certain personal rights,
he has no claim to take part in the joint rule. The term »com
munity of interests« is too comprehensive. Every citizen is, for
instance, more or less interested in general education, tem-
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perance, the prosperity of trade and the progress of industry,
the saving of the country's capital, and so forth. But it is un
warrantable to levy taxes for the furtherance of these matters
and to use compulsion in controlling them. Nobody can c1aim
the assistance of his fel1ow-men for the creation of future
advantages; other people are not obliged to take part in his
speculations on future advantages. Such speculations on the
future have been dubbed »considerations of the general wel
fare«. It must for every person be a matter of private choice
whether he wishes to take part in them or not. It is against
all rights of possession to let the wishes of the majority to
produce future advantages act as a compulsion on 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 ;
and, unless this is the case, there is no reason why they should
be carried through. The idea that everybody is in duty bound
to look after the general we1fare has no reasonable foundation,
it is nothing but a vague communistic assertion. It is a tradition
which still persists from the time of the autocracy, when the
king was absolute monarch, that the state should act as
guardian and guide of the people. All this excessive controlling
and governing in which the parliaments of the different coun
tries have involved themselves is of no use to anyone but the
political parties; as a general rule, the people have profited
very little indeed from the sums of which the governments have
deprived them »for the general good of al1.«

According to Moral Justice, all affairs of common interest
should derive from the social principles which have found ex
pression in the rules for the possession of property. The most
important matters, where the rights of all citizens are involved,
shall be set forth in the fol1owing:

A. The judicial system. As all the legal institutions have the
sole aim to effectuate the just c1aims, private or public, of
every member of the community, and as this task, according
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to the principle of equality, shou1d be carried out in an impar
tial 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 shou1d be shared
equally by all. It is impossible to determine whether the judi
cial system 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
privileges as the man who happens to suffer injury and there
fore 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
shou1d have to pay extra in arder to have his case heard and
judgement pronounced. Unless the courts of justice are fredy
a<:Ce'SSlble to all thue' no doubt that the poorer sections af
the people and those oho are unacquainted 1ith the intricacies
of legal procedure mI no enjoy the e 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 af the authorities is centred around the
criminal, while the innocent man against whom the offence
has been committed is left out af consideration. The chief aim
af the criminal proceedings ought an the contrary to be this:
to see that the injured party obtained full reparation from the
offender. The penalty shou1d, therefore, as far as possible
consist in the offender being compelled to campensate, by his
labour ar by other means, for lass 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
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only have a deterrent effect, but it wiIl be an excellent lesson
in fairness and integrity to the offender. The attempts of
modem criminologists to improve persons with criminal tenden
cies seem to be as unwise as they could beo By being locked up
in prisons and cut off from all the normal social relationships,
by being placed under supervision and deprived of all rights,
the criminal does not leam 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 leam 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 inyolved by the crime, it wiIl
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.

B. The management 0/ joint possessions. The importance of
the pre-existent natural values in social economics especial1y
finds expression in the valuation of the ground. The utilisation
of these values wiIl probably be most profitable if the areas are
given 1oto 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 common good. The right of all
to equal possession of the natura! 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 -



64

which means in other words, that this revenue Can be used to
defray the expenses af the various public and municipal insti
tutions.

C. The system of ways and communications. Unless there
exists a satisfactory system of public roads and other means of
communication allowing of the free intercourse of traffic and
trade, the possession of property cannot be made fully pro
fitable to all. t the present day we are inextricably involved
in a widely ramified division of labour within trade and indu
stry, and in a utilisation of praperty which demands access to
a well-ordered and conveni.ent ~ em aI cammunicatians and
transport of goods. The division of the expenses entailed, and
the limitation of state control in this direction involve a number
of problems which are toa intricate to be treated in detail here.

D. 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 ra: tha i a" ca' fluctuatio in the prices of
the e financial system

e revenue from the
an in equal shares. The

:t be the socialization of the
interest OD \..4}JlLCl'l.

E. The. • The public security, which is need·
ful to an in .. ma enjoy the rights of possession,
includes \ e must be able to mave about fredy
witham af infection or other unhealthy in-
fluences. cannot be obtained without the aid of a
public board whose work should, however, mainly be
af a PI'e\-eIl . 'e 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
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board finds it necessary to issue. The same considerations hold
good where danger of fire is concemed, especially in the towns.

F. The care of persons who are unable to support 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 lunaties 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.

G. 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.

H. Supervision of natural values (such as shores, forests,
etc.) and of public property (pares, museums, objects or build
ings of historica1 interest, etc.). It would be an infringement of
the rights of those persons - part-owners of the property 
who wish such values to be preservecl, to let them fall into
decay. The acquisition of such values should at certain intervals
be ratified by renewed \'oting 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.

I. Defence against invasion. The defence of the individual
against the infringement of his rights, and the defence of the

6
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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 principle 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
questions of joint interest. And it is equally certain that the
measures to be undertaken for the 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 pri ate corp 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, bile the rest go free. Equality and the
right of voting eorresponds with the obligations to take part in
discharging the measures adopted.

It may be taken for granted in advanee 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 eaused by an invasion will have
to be borne by all, as the aet of violenee must be regarded as
an attack on the territory, the rightful possession of the whole
eommunity. The individuals who happen to suffer the heaviest
loss eannot be condemned to bear alone the depreciation eaused
to their property.

J. Tribunal for the administration af justice. A tribunal,
eonsisting partly of experts and partly of laymen, shall be
established to settle questions of doubt which may arise when
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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
satisfactory manner. It should not be impossible to formulate
such a system.

K. Joint government by the members of the community. As
every citizen can assert his rights of possession or of authority
where any joint interest is concemed, 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; anybady is allowed
to leave part af his possessians untended.

In practice, the great majority af the electors will be unable
to take part personally in the admini.."tratian; and, therefore,
they must be gn-en the opportunity to vate through a represen
tative who is willing ta undertake the responsibility. Social
equality entails that the elector is allowed to vote for any
fenow-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 af representatives becames so nu
merous, that the number of speeches, bills and amendments
braught forward become a hindrance to the effective admini
stration af the constitutio~ a reduction af the number, in
accordance with the princi.ple of preponderance, \\IiIl be re
quired, in order that the care af the public affairs shall not
to an unreasonable ex:rent be delayed ar made burdensorne to
the members. li this necessi:tates the exclusion of some of the
representatives, the number af 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.

5'
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Members of the political party, the League of Moral
Justice of Denmark, have discussed the problem as to whether
the governing representatives ha e the right to vote for a larger
annual amount of expenditure than the amount of the joint
revenue (the groundrent and the fmancial monopoly). Ac
cording to the principle of oral Justice, there cannot, in my
opinion, exist any relation be een the joint expenditure of the
community and the I'C\'enue. The latter shall in principle be
shared equaIl' b' all, the former shall be raised by means of
a uniform tax per head, a poll-tax. That the joint revenue may
be used to defra any public expenditure voted for by the
g~ erning representati es 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 the institution
of joint government would be overthrown, and the foundation
on which the rule by Moral Justice is built up would be
jeopardised. And h hould such a !imitation be fixed? There
is no danger that the go erning majority shall vote for ex
cessive grants becau e, 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 ean compel the minority to
do is to make a purehase, which most of the voters wish to
make for themselves, considering it an advantageous under
taking. This compulsion follows automatically on the faet that
all concerns are joint. Nothing is taken from one person and
given to another, all receive the same benefits and pay the
same price.

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-
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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 groundrent is paid into the exchequer; it is a1so
necessary to arrange for the proper use of the revenue, so that
it is employed for the benefit of ali.

As a commentary to the joint affairs of the community it
may be useful to cali attention to the great difference which
exists, morally seen, 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 concem others in so far as their rights
are infringed or their possessions made use of. If a man pays
to the state and to his creditors what is due to them, nobody
has any right to interfere with him or to ask what use he makes
of his time, his abilities or his capitaL The utilisation of his
possessions tends only to procure future values, over which the
producer has sole right of disposal. On the other hand, the
defence of rights or possessions is turned towards the past, in
the seose that they evolve from existing facts and rest on
presuppositions. Questions of right or of possession are not
concemed with that which does not yet exist but has only been
planned - unless the plans are of a crimina! character.

It follows from this that no member of the community can
fairly be compelled to contribute to measures to be taken for
the progress of culture or civilization (except the repea1 of
UDjust socia!laws). Where steps in the direction of the further
ance of civilization are concemed, the risk is a!ways 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 interest, such as hygiene, the progress of civilization
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must be left to the voluntary efforts of the individuals and
to 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
tiative by taking upon itself the advancement of cultural life.
The demand that all d{orts in the service of civilization shall
be freed {rom all interference an the part of the state is based
on the comietion that civilization wi1l be best ~erved in this
, ay. 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 happens 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 eau only attain its true spiritual
authority if it builds solely on the spontaneous support 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 up
bringing and education of their children. In this case also, the
guardianship of the state has a disturbing and unfavourable
effect. By placing the schools and education generally under
the control of the ruling majority, we get the rather absurd
state of affairs that all e1ectors, 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 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
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social considerations the state can demand that all children
shall receive some measure of knowledge: the necessary skill
in reading, writing and arithmetic, which every member of a
civilized community must possess in arder to be abIe to read
and sign contracts, pIay the part of buyer or seller, in short
take up his position in social life as an independent and
responsibIe person.

It is equally evident that the state has no right to demand
contributions from any citizen for the advancement of tracle or
industry. The members of each particuIar industry know best
themselves what is to their advantage, and they have no right
to cIairn heIp 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.



The 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 which come 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 (1) 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 agreemen the giving of promises, and in some
cases af information, partake of the nature of a transfer of
property. E erybody has a right to be defended as far as
possible against compulsion and dishonesty on the part of his
fellows; that must be inc1uded in the general acknowledgment
of the rules for the possession of property. I shall here, by way
of example, sketch out a few of the most important matters
which must be regarded as private affairs.

(1). Liberty of thought and of op·inion. 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, inc1uding religious bellefs, are personal
property, which a man can expect and demand shall be left in
peace. Such convictions may be just as indispensable for the

6. MORAL JUSTICE D THE INDlVIDUAL
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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 scom 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 ...vithin 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.

(3). Liberty of speech and of .propaganda. To trespass
upon the attention of others without special cause or occasion
is certainly an infringement of their personal liberty. It is en
croaching upon their time and strength. But we are here in a
sphere of social life where we have good reason to grant some
degree of dispensation from the rules, as such liberty will be
valuable to us all... Such dispensation may be regarded as a
bargain, a mutual concession, which will be to the advantage
of all. The h1>erty of spee:ch. ol making offers or applications
to others, must be regarded as ~an unwritten law«, which
depends on the support of all; and, therefore, each man must
look to it that he does not exceed the limits of what is custo
mary and required in each instance. These limits are fairly
clearly seen in the general practice of good manners among
tactful people. For instance, questions should not be asked in
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sueh a manner that the questioner appears to be pressing for
information. And, of eourse, the liberty to make applieations
to others must not be extended to interferenee in personal and
intimate affairs, whieh do not concern øthers.

(4). Abuse o/ alcoholic drinks. It is not always easy, where
many of the domains of personal liberty are eoneerned, to
draw definite limits as to hm far sueh liberty ean be extended
without entailing misuse. That is so where the use of aleohol is
eoncerned. This cannot be regarded as a private matter alto
gether. People who are under the influenee of alcohol often
cause molestation and anno ance to othas, they may even be
dangerous to their surroundings, and they will be more likely
to 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. First
ly, 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
offenees without restrieting the personal liberty of other ci
tizens.

(5). Intellectual and spiritual intercourse. Our intercourse
with other people, the exehange of thoughts and ideas, friend
ship, and so on, must be eonsidered as a voluntary exehange
of gifts. The participators both give and reeeive; but one
person may very well give less than another, everything should
be fredy offered. Undoubtedly, sueh intercourse is most va
luable when a eertain 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
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to break off the eonnection and seek other and more congenial
eompanions. I have no right to eomplain ir I do not meet with
the understanding, sympathy or active kindness whieh I might
expeet in return for the friendliness I have shown.

Artists and authors have no right to eomplain of the scant
understanding which their works reeeive from the public. The
receptiveness and the susceptibility of a person must be a pri
vate matter, where others have no right to interfere, and he
must be allowed to form his own estimation of what the artist
has to offer him. A man ean only claim the esteem and re
eognition of his fellows when he has produeed something
whieh is of value to them. Exceptions to these rules are offi
cially appointed 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 aet according to their OWD narrow personal
opinion or their own pleasure.

(6). Unveracily, unreliability. The illegality of falsehood
or hypocrisy arises from the eireumstanee that we lead others
to aet on wrong or faulty suppositions, and thus they may be
eome subjeet to loss or ridicule. In giving another person in
formation, whieh I have reason to believe that he will use in
his conduet of life, I have a similar responsibility for the eor
reetness and reliability of the information, as the merehant has
for the quality of the goods which he sells to trusting eusto
mers. To be led astray by unreliable information may eause
more serious harm to a man than having his pockets picked.
It eannot be eondoned as a practical joke. li I have reason
to believe that the person reeeiving the information will make
practicai use of it, I have no exeuse and cannot avoid my
responsibility.

If I make a promise - or, for instanee, tacitly acknowledge
the claims of another person by making use of his services 
it has the same effect as a sale, the realisation of whieh has
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been postponed. I cause the other party to believe that his
expectations are justified, and the responsibility of not falling
him rests with me. The making of agreements or the giving of
promises corresponds to the exchange of goods in business.

Information which has been confided to a man under the
promise of secrecy must be considered as property which has
been entrusted to him with certain injunctions as to its use.
If he has found in one case that he cannot keep a secret, it is
his duty to infonn others af such unreliability, the next time
anybody starts confiding secrets to him. He cannot excuse his
conduct by saying that the person to whom he has passed on
the secret has kept it to himself, so that his indiscretion has
had no serious consequences. A man is not allowed to pass on
to a third person valuables entrusted to him; the owner may
not think this third person reliable or wish to entrust him with
any part of his possessions or his welfare. A man has a perfect
right to pass on his own secrets to others, if they are his alone ;
but the man who betrays the secrets of others is quite unable
to take on himself the responsibility of what may happen as
the result of his breach af confidence.

(7). Free competition. It is an oh debated question whether
the prices of goods and service 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
demand. In accordance with Moral Justice, the question must
be settled on the basis of the principle that every citizen shall
enjoy economical equality and, as far as equality permits,
economical 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 economical 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 opportunity. When the
governing authorities fix certain prices for goods or certain
wages for labour and bid private business-men foDow 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 seDer - 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 concemed. The same applies to the for
mation of trusts, the spreading of false or alarming rumours,
and so forth. Only in one instance caD interference in the
fixing of prices be justifiable, that is when some economical
disturbance has abolished equality and disturbed free compe
tition. (We ma)" 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
mical 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 responsibie citizens) maintain that this
economical system does not uphold equality but leads to unfair
conditions similar to those mentioned above. They a.ssert that
giving free play to the economical 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 rost of producers and consumers. We
must; therefore, look further into !his matter and see what
means each citizen has, under free competition, of holding his
own in the economical struggle.

First, we must see what is meant by economical equality



78

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. Poli
tical 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 concem oI 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. II he does not
succeed in having things arranged according to his wishes, he
will have to submit to the decisions of the majority. Where
economical 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
which are exchanged; the transaction must be carried out by
the voluntary agreement of both, and no one else ean 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. II priees - in
duding ·ages 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. Economical equality ean 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 priees must, in the case of both
parties, rest on the same basis.

How ean we obtain sueh uniform conditions, a way of
fixing priees which favours equally all the parties in the eeono
mical exchange? The main point here is the right to vote in
economieal matters exercised by eaeh single buyer and seller,
under freedom and responsibility.

As every transaction involves two or more parties, and as
each of these agrees to the exchange, while taking into consi-
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deration all the other offers in the market which are open to
him, a fair price, which satisfies the demand for economical
equality, can be obtained only by the voluntary agreement of
the parties, in view of the general situation on the market aS
regards prices, supply and demand. By this method of fixing
prices, all citizens are free to take part in it, at the same time
taking the responsibility for their own decisions; and, as the
basis of valuation is the same for buyer and selier, the demands
of the principle of equality have been satisfied. Both the wages
and their purchasing power are fixed by the voting of all
members of the community. »The voting« as regards prices
takes place continually all the year round by means of the
purchases and sales undertaken by all citizens. There is no
other way of ~voting« on economica1 questions. The prices
will be fair in the same measure as competition is given free
play, so that the financial fluctuations maf take their natura!
course. Only thus can the voting of the citizens have its full
effect. In this way, prices, wages and the purchasing power of
money cannot be fixed at a higher point than is fredy agreed
to by all, in accordance with the general state of the market.
Economical liberty must be regarded as an inevitable part of
the right of self-determination; and, accordingly, we cannot
find another system of fixing prices which will be more apt to
fulfil the demands of equality. The most important factor in
the problem of how to obtain fair prices is that it needs two
persons to carry out a transaction.

In economical transactions, just as in politica1 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 fools,
or to take over the responsibility for the uneconomical dispo
sitions of certain groups or sections of the people. This would
lead to a mixing up of politica1 and economical rights, the
result of which can never be economical 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 community
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 economical
liberty, he must also take the full responsibility for his de
cisions. For instance, il 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 tate 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 an4
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.

li 'bod . bas . social and eeonomic conditions to a
certai:n atmt. mapped out for him b the otings of his fellow
å' 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 competition cannot bear the responsibility for conse
quences which are brought about by people's lack of insight
ar forethought. Either we must introduce state control, or the
public must be left free to run after humbugs and fraudulently
advertised goods. The right to blunder is, in so far as the
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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 economical 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
competition has never been tested in any country - only frag
ments of economical liberty and equality, with a correspond
ingly fragmentary responsibility, have been tried.. In the demo
cratic countries of the present day. free competition exists only
in mutilated form, restrieted and cut down out of all recog
nition. It is 00 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 aod mono
polies in favour of certain elasses 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 3,500,000. social econo
mists have computed. this drainageat 500 million Kroner or
.e. 25,000,000 per annum at the lowest reckoning. As long as
there exists such excessive incomes, to which corresponds no
eHort or work rendered, ir is DO wonder mat heavy taxes have
to be levied in order to alleviate the keenest distress among the
10wer elasses. Such an economical system is a hindrance to any
true economical equality; special prerogatives granted to the
upper elasses necessitate special concessions to the indigent in

6
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the form of »the dole«. The result is a twofold artificial pres
sure on the industrial life of the country; the prices are arbi
trarily fixed, and on the background of this the monopolies of
the trade-unions thrive, acting as a further disturber of the
economical conditions. In other countries we see the same thing
- everywhere economical equality and liberty have been muti
lated.

(8). Stri/res and lock-outs. In all countries, public opinion
is taking up a rather vague and vacillating attitude to the con
tinuall' smouldering civil 'ars between organised labour and
emplo) ers. Generall , the judgments on these controversies are
utterl partial, cither 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 lustice, 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 \ hich every man can c1aim as his right. It
would apparentl· follo from this tha a strike inc1uding the
whole of ane ar more bran ind' \ 'ould be war-
rantable. But when i . a qu ol ceasing ork altogether
in a whole branch af in in o ing a large section of the
work of the communi principle is brought into play,
which has no hith o been mentioned. It is based on the
division of labour in hich 'e are all, by the force of cir
cumctances, compeIkd to take part. The division of labour
rests on an uo,;ri law, a tacit understanding amongst all
citizens: that ea specialised branch of production is bound to
play its part in the coDective production. All taken together,
they lorm a -hole, a system of mutual demand and supply.
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
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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
the 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 he1p
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 classes 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 vie ••.
The soåal background must be induded in our considerations.
In communities where economical equality is denied and
violated by existing prerogatives of certain classes, we cannot
hope to fmd 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 reci
procity. The fault lies with the political parties who maintain
those injustices in the social order which are the true cause of
the labour conflicts. li these inju..qices are abolished, strikes and
lock-outs will automatically cease, they will no longer pay, but
will be considered as an absurd waste af values. There is surely
no other way of ridding the countries of these scomges.

(9). Interen an capilal. In accordance \\-ith ruIe 3. for the
possession of propert}', e\'eI')' 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 hard
working and thrifty citizens. And, as a device for the fur-

6'



84

therance of the general we1fare, 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 bor
rowers would be much heavier than it is now. Even il it were
possible to enforce the prohibition, the development of econo
mics would by this means recei e a check, and all the expected
advantages would be m.issed..

li 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
purchasing power of wages - is, in connection with free
organisations, 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 eHort; 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, \ hen the land chan es o ner it is bought and paid
for with capital, \ hich' af ~ offered as loans and
confounded with true capital. Thereby the annual percentage
of interest is raised, which prod . 'e 'ork has to yield before
the labourers' wages can be .d. li the payment for the mere
access to the use of the land did not fall to the individual
seJler, but was paid into the e.xchequer, taxes (the poll-tax)
could be reduced to a corresponding extent. The interest on
the false capital \ ould then return to the rightful owners of
the land (i. e. all the members of the community) in the shape
of public benefits. Thus, the chances of saving capital would
be increased and the interest on capital would be reduced;
also, the security offered by borrowers would be greater, and
associations on an economical basis could more easily be
formed.
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(10). 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 ooly
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 ~rule. Only when social
equality has been introduced does the individual's full respon
sibility for his private decisions on economical marters 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
110 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 caD. be demanded with the
ame right as the payment of private deb1s. Social morality

mu..c:t be the same in public life as in private life, in the rela
tions betw'eeJl indi\"iduals. To a.cknowledge two kinds of mora
lity, one in poRties and another in all other transactions, is an
absurdity.



7. TRE FL E CE OF f ORAL JUSTICE ON SOCIAL
iD rITER.:-ATIO AL POLITICS.

The main task of moral pbilosophy is to find means for
the adjustment or prevention of practical conflicts. The final
criterion for the validity of a moral teaching must be whether
it - when put to the practical test - can create order and
peace in any community whose legislation (with the agree
ment of public opinion) is carried on in accordance with its
rules. In the last instance, it wi11 depend upon whether the
moral teaching is able to penetrate to the depths of human
nature and influence the ideas and judgments of the indi
vidual, so that its precepts become customary and are accepted
without qu ·on. Only then rill the individual' self-control
step into action at the ri moment and prevent conflicts
before they actuall· b ; if not, th soon become in-
volved with other facto added to the ftre by faults
on both sides, the strife and it is very difficult to
quench the conflagrat:i.on.

This practica1 h n up to the present been made
with the principles of _ oral Justice; but it may be elucidating
to make a comparison between the form of govemment sug
gested by Moral JllStice, and the democratic form as it has
been practised for a long time in a number of the civilized
countries of the world.

In all democratic countries, social life shows a more and
more wide-spread disintegration and disorganisation year by
year, it is becoming a more and more chaotic mass of contend-
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ing clairns and counter-claims, the political activity of the mas
ses having been at the same time stimulated and confused by
the events that have taken place and by much conflicting
propaganda on the part of the different political parties. An
ever increasing number of social conditions are becoming un
stabilised, more and more values are becoming floating, so
that any foresight or confidence in the future is out of the
question both where the electors and the political leaders are
concemed. The changing governments do not look beyond the
present moment, all their activities are amateurish and at short
sight. Where international affaks are concerned, things are no
better. The democratic mIe has not increased the feeling of
confidence between the countries; on the contrary, the feeling
of international unrest is ever growing. The different classes
and the different political parties not only prey upon their
own country, they also speculate in foreign affaks, if they see
any chance of gaining an advantage that way.

Only in a very superficial manner and where matters of a
formal kind are concemed has the parliamentary rule shown
itself in possession of some force and initiative. For the rest, it
has to a hitherto unprecedented extent disseminated conten
tiousness and coniusion among the people and made politics
unncecessarily involved and intricate. The constitution has
passed on its sovereignty to the individuals without at the same
time giving them the nec~ guidance as to what is right
and ju..c:t. Govemment by the majority includes the authority
to indicate what social justice is. The majority has it in its
power to change private maners into public affairs, the mino
rity having to agree, whether they wish to or not. By joining
forces to form a party and thus gaining the majority, certain
sections of the population may, by means of arbitrary legisla
tion, obtain for themselves the power to tyrannize over and
rob other groups of the community. The majority has the
control of the exchequer, of the country's capital, of all its
sources of riches and revenue. The outcome of this is that
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social justice is disregarded, it is thrown about as a shuttle
cock between the parties. Every time a new majority comes
into power, new changes are made in the rights and liabilities
of the citizens. The rapaciousn and despotism of those in
power are held in check only by their fear of losing the poli
tical influence. The insecurity of the people is worse now than
under an absolute monarch. thousand masters are worse
than one.

As it was to be expected, thi system has had the effect of
making voters split up into parties at the dictate of more or
less narrow party polities and their own interests, and through
the power thus obtained eek to procure for themselves, by
fair means or foul, as many advantages and prerogatives as
possible at the cost of other sections of the community. In the
same measure as the power of the state has increased and the
system of taxation has become more grasping, political piracy
tends to become a livelihood of the voters. Even the most
peaceful and honest citizens may be dragged into these affairs,
they have to counter-act the pressure which is brought to bear
upon them' encroachments of their rights ca1l for reprisals. In
all democratic coun .es. the le to gain the majority has
become the main poin and the p"o of all politicallife. With
an invenm en and an in ni. that are worthy of abetter
objecr, legislation . used a channel for the shifting of values,
as a means for valu from one section of the people
and givin them to another. The result can only be described
as a \,·eIl-o .- . il ar which is raging without pause ar
intenn.ission.

TO democratic politician would deny the validity of the
principle of equality, but parliamentary rule violates this prin
ciple time aIter time. Taxes are levied chiefly on certain
ectio ol the population, while the rest go free. Income-tax

and propert)·-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
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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 ahns to special groups of the
people. No dernocratic politician would deny anyone the right
to the free disposal of his property, that is to say: an agree
ment between A and B regarding 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 control. However, this principle is
violated by customs duties and other duties on certain goods:
the consurner has to pay a fine when buying these goods, as
if it were a crime for a man to use his own incorne in any way
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 zea1ous1y 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 sociallife 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 annua! ground-rent oI the land rises automatically
with the increase oI the population, the growing demand and
the developme.nt of the teehnique of produetion. The whole
population takes pan in this. C\"eI)- åtizen contributes to the
rise in value by rneans af his aetnit}- 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,
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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 payrnent of
these amounts is undoubteclly 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. ever before has such a mass of
laws and statutes been imposed upon the countries in an in
cessant stream. The ocial 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 restiessness, this unstability, an
element of fraud. When new laws are sudden1y made, bringing
alterations in the values and the rights of disposai, all kinds of
enterprises, which were previously undertaken on the basis of
the existing social arder, will be left without a foundation.
fu.-peetatio ,-hieb, -ae, holly justified, wiD not be fulfilled,
as the rules and regula .OllS upon 'hieb the enterprises were
based ha e again bem changed. The object of existing laws
hould be to provide a firm . for OUT activities, so that we

may confidently la - OUT P and make our dispositions.
These incessant and far- chin alterations in the laws and
statutes of the coun .' are in themselves a series of breaches
of those statut The quite unbelievable lack of firmness and
stability, the utter unreliability which throughout has charac
terised democratic politics is one of the reasons why it has now
come to a ar serious crisis.

\' 'hen gavernment 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

-.::= --- - ----
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deterrnined. The progress of civilisation is one of the most in
tricate problems both where individuals, nations and humanity
as a whole are concerned.

Even if the general welfare is an aim for which it is a dutY
to strive, it is use1ess 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 sa , cither in a general manner, Qr 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 casdes in the
air, that are quite unable to withstand the pressure of reality.
It may be noted also that in civillaw and criminallaw, 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 pri ate life of individuals in civilised countries is not,
in prinåp e, in need of reform or improvement. The rules for
integri - d h • -hich it· customary to follm in private
life agree ith 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
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.
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The compulsory provisions introduced by the state act as a
poison-gas that suffocate all 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 mat
ters 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 ai.m is to prevent any kind of despotism enacted by a majo
rity. 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 and security
and protection of all lawful property by means of the legal
system. Moral Justice is not anti-democratic bU4 an the con
trary, it is a realisation of the original idea of dem.oc:racy: self
govemment by the people. freedom from an}' kind of guarrlian
:hip, excessive control or arbitrary rule on the part of the state.

It is highly probable that govemment 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
bounday-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
right and justice ",in alone be prevailing. Full political respon
sibility 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
everybody else is paying.

The fundamental principle is that each man shall receive
what is due to him, just as in transactions carried out between
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private individuals. There will be no scope for political pas
sions. The result wil! undoubtedly be a complete social disar
mament ; the demoralising civil wars which devastate the coun
tries to the detriment of all produetion will cease for lack of
stimulus. The public expenditure will be reduced, the admini
stration will be simplified, the pressure of taxes on trade and
industry will be lightened, duties will no more be laid on parti
cular goods, thus disturbing the equilibrium of the economical
equality. As 001 a few insignificant causes of social conflict
will remain, tability, security and peace will prevail. Politics
generally will be simplified, so that the voters will really
understand what they are voting for, and not just leave every
thing to their representatives. Both politicians and electors will
with renewed vigour take up the various tasks before them.

The state will not be allowed to seize the 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 politicians have vindicated with so
much zeal, will be abolished. e who contend against this
absolure pO' °er Oll moral grounds IDa . point also to the faet,
tha the eral ~are will in all pTobability profit by its
abo ..on. ~alues cannot he placed in hetter hands than with
their owners; as a rule they will be least likely to misuse them
OT to waste them. The use which the state has made of the
means of the people has 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
assert that such administration is absolutely necessary, that
statesmen must have the means wherewith »to steer the ship
of the nation safely through the storms and the rocks of diffi·
cult times.« But what proof have we of the truth of this asser-
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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 compu1sory provisions introduced by the state have in
most cases turned out to be ineffective and unnecessarily costly.

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 econo
mical status and the development of civilisation. It is not only
in politics that the democratic govemments have proved them
selves to be bad leaders, but also where the economical and
intellectual life of the country is concerned.

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 fickIe and capricious factor whose effects
cannot be foreseen. Only toa often, an ebullition of national
enthusiasm has very little to do with responsibIe action or clear
reflection. But there can be no doubt that the principle of
Moral Justice by its inner organisation will he1p 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
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equality and the rules of possession. This cannot be interpreted
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
af the laws. Such a state does not aim at anything but peace
and equality. What reasons wauld other countries have ta
attack it? There is little possibility of any disputes arising
except on matters of a purely legal character \ hieb could if
necessary be settled by an international tnounal.






