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tory £olng. Thus we make machines t0 seld abroad to people who

will use them in order to meke for themselves things which they used
" Do | Lty s e ,

Such instances could be accumulated indeflinitely. Do not suppose

bi

that I think I have made any discovery, or that 4 pretend to be say-
ing anything newt: I am merely repeating what cannot be repeated too
often, We have to-day a system, or lack of asystem, wilcn Christian-
ity cannot posslbly accept. And we need a kind of ecenomlcs winich

will ask the question Why? what is 1t Good <« 0] And to answer

thig question we must find out whatl leg Lhe moaning of "Good",

T.S5.Eliot,
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THE MODERN DILEMMA - XXi.

Sunday, 6th March, 1932, at 5 p.m.

I have been tempted to begin my contribution
to this discuseion with the words of Trinculo in
The Tempest: "The folly of this island! They say there's
but five upon this isle: we are three of them; if th'other
two be brained like us, the state totters™. I must add that
I do not use this quotation in any invidious sense. But it
had some relevance to my first thought when I began to
prepare my talke: why should a person like myself, whose
only reasonable notoriety is due to the composition of verses
and jingles, in which I have some gkill, be talking on this
gubject. I am not educated for anything else ithan verses,
and I have little other competence. Why should I be invited
to talk to you upon a subject which comprehends everything
under the sun: I am neither an historian like Mr, Dawson nor
a philosopher like Professor HacMurraye. And also, why,
except under some mad delusion of vanity, should I have the
temerity to accept? If this were merely a personal query,
I should not bother you with it but it seems to me to have
a direct bearing upon what we call the "modern dilemma".
Lord Russell, speaking in another series of these talks a
couple of months ago, warned us against the tyranny of
the expert. This is certainly an injunction to be taken to hearti;
but I may add that the present is also very conspicuouely an
age of the amateur (at least in the field of discussion)
and of popular expositions in book form. After all, Lord
Russell himself is an expert in a department as confined,

if perhaps more important, than my own; and on the subject







on which he was talking he also 1s a kind of amateur.

It seems to me that the reason why we care to listen to
amateurs, and to read popular books of science and culture
and history; and the reason why the amateurs like to talk
and write, is that we are all in dumb revolt against the
expert. I do not mean that we wish to remove him from his
proper place, or that we wish to replace expert knowledge
by mere enthusiasm - God forbid. But we feel that there is
an art as well ag a skience of life; that the specialist
is apt to exceed his terms of reference; that he can teach
us how to put into effect a particular purpose, but not what
purposes are worth having. Ve feel the need for a point

of view from which we can see the world as at least potentially

orderly; a point of view wider than the expert's can be,

and a world in which we may accept our own tiny lives as
having a justifiable place in an intelligible whole.

Here, surely, is a form in which the "dilemma", if
we call it that, comes home to roost with everybody. With
everybody, I mean, who is sufficiently sensitive and consclous.
There are many people, I am sure, in every walk of life,
who are perfectly satisfied with themeselves and with what
they are doing. Happy the man, but perhaps not always
enviable, to whom never comes the thought, in a sudden

if momentary paralysis, Of what use ig my work? It is a

thought which might come to the most brilliant or to the

most neeessary member of the community: +to the speculative
gcientisty, the inventor, the financier, the manufacturer

and the unskilled labourer; it can come, I testify, to

the man of letterz. Of what use is this experimenting with
rhythms and words, this effort to find the precise metric

and the exaet image to set down feelings which, if communicable

at all, can be communicated to no few that the result seems





























































THE MODERN DILEMMA (22)

by

T.S5. Ellot

For Sunday, Mareh 153th, 1932 at 5.0 p.m.

Last week I was concerned chiefly, in a general
way, with the "dilemma" of Christianity and communism,

But the "dilemma" which presents itself to more people is

the supposed dilemma of religion versus science, If my

first dilemma Christianity and Communism is real, as I

firmly believe it 1s, then it follows that the second dilema
Religion and Science 1is a phantom, For 1f the real dilemma
is between one religlon and another, we can hardly have, on
top of that, another dilemma between Religion and Sclence.
Too many dilemmas would certainly spoil my broth, and I hope
at least to ralse the question in your minds, whether the
conundrum "religion or seience?" has any more meaning than

LLETS

the famous riddle which vexed Alice; ‘hy 1s a raven like a
writing desk?"

The immediate response will be, I dare say:

"You are juggling with words. The sense in which you ecall
communism a religion, if justifiable at all, is not the sense
in which Christianity is a religion. Sclence 1s only in
conflict with the traditional religions such as Christianity
Judaism, Buddhism, Islam and the sects of India; it 1is
perfectly in accord with a religion (if you eall it that)
which denies the 'supernatural!'", That 1s to say 1t is
perfectly in accord with communism,

Well, to begin with - In the hope that I have put
this reply to myself fairly - science can hardly be in accord
with communism untll it is in accord with 1tself, Not only
the various Christlan divisions, but all of the great religions
I have named, are in accord on sohetbing: they all accept

what we call the supernatural. But nowadays science, by which







we must mean various eminent selentists, does not seenm
to be in accord on any religious question. Two or three
eminent mathematicians and physicists whom I have in
mind hold widely divergent viéews; two or three psychologists,
equally eminent in their own profession, differ just as
widely from each other; and there is no manner of concord
between the conclusions of physicists and psychologists,

And secondly, if you say: "but 1f you eall comrmunism
a religlon, 1t 1s a sclentific religion in that it denies :
the supernatural and 1s solidly based upon what is observable
in this world", then I must say that the term "scientifie
religion” 1s just nonsense; the moment the emotions are
engaged upon a goal to be reached, an entity to be adored,
we have leapt a chasm separating religion from science,
What, for instance, 1s "propaganda" - something highly
developed, I understand, in Soviet Russla, and also highly
developed, though often for less ereditable purposes, in
Western Europe and Amerilca? It is merely the art of
manipulating what we might call, In "scientific" terminology,
the "lower religious centres”, Once everybody has had
a thorough grounding in "science", 1t will become impossible
to wheedle anybody into any course of action: for sclence
can never tell us what 1a ultimately desirable, "The
dictatorship of the proletariat" is a fine politico-religlous
phrase, It seduces the multitude, because it persuades
each, qua individual, that he or she will get something out
o 1%. That 1s not a religious sentiment. It seduces the
few to genulne sacrifice, by giving them religious satis-
faction; for the proletariat becomes then a synonym for
God. Apd there are ?ﬂiy two_ultimate motive powérs: the
love 6f God and the hate of.God; whicHever yogtﬂhvé:.
'yé; are a bellever, 1

To sum up: &anything which requires genuine self=-

sacrifice tends toward a religion, To many ﬁipéie’ the













in which he instanced the frequent occasions on which
philosophieal theory has anticipated and prepared the way
Tor sclentific discovery. ¥ om contentlon is, that
mankind 1s usually prepared to interpret any scientific
discovery that may come 1in one way pather than another.

It 1s generally assumed that any selentific discovery

must have some important bearing upon our conception of the
universe; not merely the physical universe but the spiritual
universe as well; and ultimately upon our conduct and

our emotional life. It very often does, but chiefly because

we take 1t for granted that 1t will. The assumption is

very rarely challenged; nevertheless, I see no reason for
accepting it.

One of the simplest and most obvious examples is
the Darwinilan hypothesis. Darwin demonstrated a number of
very important and indubitable facts; but the theory of
natural evolution was already in the air. It 1s, of course,
a8 o0ld as the hills, or at least as old as OGreek philosophy
before Socrates; but 1t was advenced particularly in the
elghteenth century by the French journalist Diderot, who had a
faculty for lucky, and sometimes unlucky, anticipations,
Its moral aspect is clear in Tennyson's In Memoriam, Nowadays
nobody stl1ll imegines that the actual discoveries of Darwin
and later blologists disprove Christianity; why should people
at the time have supposed that 1t did? The answer is that
they wanted to. There was, T suppose, a considerable amount
of unintelligent opposition on the part of religious people,
as there usually is; the religlous people, many of them,
concurred with the advanced and liberal people in believing

that The Origin of Specles was damaging to the Christian Faith.

The literalness of the Book of Genesis was all that was in
question; and that - which had been very pleasantly called
into question by Voltaire a century before in his cormentary

on that Book - was hardly important, Though some of us







nowadays are inclined to believe that in the Book of Genesis

may be concealed most profound truth. When, aga

anthropologiasts of the ninesteenth century brought to light

the folklore and religious practices of primitive peoples and

ancient civilisation, men were at first horrified or pleased
by what seemed another way of undermining Christianity. Later,
it was discovered that the exlstence of parallels to
Christianity in remote plasces and remote times could be used
equally well to defend as to attack Christianity, just as
Sam VWeller's friend the pdeman could make a pork ple or =
veal-and-ham pie out of the same innocent material.

How then, has 1t come about that religious faith
has altered and weakened since the middle ages, until 1t is
no longer the rule ancé standard of social as well as iIndividual
life, but a mere extra, like French and Music, which a
minority of people treat themselves to? To answer this
question satisfactorily I should need not only a great
deal more time than I have, but infinitely more detailed
mowledge. I can only call it dogmatically a progressive
spiritual deterioration, Yet 1t seems a deterioration which
in some unfathomable way - for here we touch on the deepest
mysteries of suffering and sin - was necessary: necessary
at times that humanity should worship false gods and demi-gods,
though how to square that with the salvation of individual
souls I do not know. Better to say, perhaps, that even the
wisest of human beings is so muddleheaded, without God, that he
cannot deatroy an evil without destroying some good or grasp at
some good without grasping at some evil; the wheat never
grows without the tares. We needed free enquiry:; we needed
an atmosphere in which the several sclences could flourish
and develop; we needed invention and machinery. Had we =-
I mean our ancestors for twelve or fifteen generations, and
we must bear the responsibility for our ancestors, for we are
of them and they are in us - been better men, we could have

got all these advantages without giving up the good things







that we have given up: T 88y, as I sald last week, the
belief in holy living and holy dying, in sanctity, chastity,
humility, amnsterity, asceticism - the belief in Tragedy:

not pagan Tragedy, but Christian Tragedy, If we (using "we"
as I have just used it) had been good enough, we could have
had the benefits of sclence, invention, medicine and hygiene,
and all the good things that the last threes hundred years
have brought us, without giving up any goods, But there
seem to be times when the bath waterp gets so bad that if

we are not clever enough to remove the baby first, then the

nr

baby really has to go too. The actual question is: now
we have gained these benefits, are we worthy to use them?
If what I suggest is true, that it is not science
that has destroyed religious belief, but our preference of
unbelief that has made 1llegitimate use of science, then
1t clearly follows that we should be ready to decline
politely any support which a more modern selence may offer
to religion, This 1is the peril of our own brief moment .
The sort of people who are sawayed now to believe that
"after all, there 1s a something” are exaetly the same mob
which was swayed to believe that after all, there ian't
anything. Please understand that T am not criticising
the attitudes of the eminent scicntists themselves; nor
am I eritieising their more popular books, which even

I can understand in part, and some of which T have read
P »

‘ A 5
with pleasure and I hope proflt.jh_f am only criticising

an uncritical attitude on the public towards these writers
and their books, an attitude shared, I am sorry to say,
sometimes by theological writers who ought to kmow better.
What are we to make of the sympathy with religion avowed
by several distinguished sciﬁntists? As auntobiography

of interesting men, such work is itself of great interest;
8s an admission of the limitation of science it is

invaluable, It goes to show that outside of their







special field men of science are just ignorant men like
ourselves, with no better clue te the mystery than we have.
And that makes them all the more likeable. If they
proceed to erect some positive theological scheme of thelr
own, they are indulging an eccentricity, and become a
1ittle comie, though not so comic as I should be ir I
tried to improve upon the quantum theory In physics.

But it 1s elear that the popular sttitude of
hailing modern physical science 28 a support of religion
is very misguided. To remove &n obstacle is not the
game thing as to raise a support. It 1s just the same
old superstition of sclence: you are continuing to make
the natural sciences the key to ultimate truth, though
the key now unlocks a different door. For to moat of
us science is at best a faith, and at worst a superstition;
most of us do not know any more science than we should have
done had we lived three thousand years 8go. We do not
understand Einstein's views any better than we understand
those of St.Augustine or St. Athanasius. I dare say that
we are impressed by the certainly lmpressive practiecal
reaults of scientific enquiry; but engineering and plant-
breeding are no clue to ultimate truth; and the genius
and ingenuity which have gone to build up the machinery
by which I am speaking to you are no guarantee that what
I am saying is worth listening to.

The history of the last two hundred years does,
I think, bear out my contention that the movement away
from Christianity came before scientific discovery, and

merely mede use of 1t; so that what we want to do now 1s

!L'ud,-
not to make use of ié\for another purposehbu& in the same

wayh but to see that we must dispense with it. Andizhét
would be a great beneflt. For if we understand that
religion has nothing to lose and nothing to gain by the

progress of sclence, then we are at every moment prepered
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the most civilised countries, have drifted away from 1it,
must be that it is not true. But this belief goes together
with sanother erude faith, the faith that progress in
enlightenment and civilisatlion %§Psonethinb auntomatic, that

"ffv ;.‘-, P WA S

to improve from generationfis faetural to many and when

doubt is cast on this bellef that things will get better

tust of themselves, people are apt to fall beek into despailr.
But civilisation is a much more complicated thing than that,
we lmow perfectly well that at wvarious times and in varlous
places civilisation has been more highly developed, in
gome of 1ts most essential values, than it is now, At
nearly every stage in history we can discern that something
is being gained, and something being lost. is the world
goes on, therefore, the word "eivilisation comes to mean
mope snd more: because 1t means all the things that we
have gained, and want to keep, and also all the good #&hings
that we have lost, and want to regain. We want all true
poods at once, and to preserve hem in equilibrium,

But to preserve such a very delicate balance 1s
very difficult. For at any moment the good and bad are
so inextricably mixed, that, as I said above in other words,
we ere almost forced, with our limlted intelligence and
vision, to gilve up some good in order to abolish some evil.
The gradual desertion of Christianity is partly accounted for,
in Britain at least, by our sbsorption in discovery and
invention; and still more by the economic and social changes
induced by discovery and invention. Among these too, there
came great benefits; yet moral and religlous development
has always been in the rear. The lives of little children
in the middle ages, being lived mostly in farms and villages,
and in their families, were probably more precious and tZa.lv
existence was more tolerasble than they became when the factory
was introduced. It only dawned gradually upon people in

power - and meny do not seem to realise it fully even now =
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are anything", is te convince them that the Christian faith
really has something to say on these matters; and that at
least a few Christians would be prepared to take their stand
for a Christian world, however different from actual society
that world may turn out to be. Te remove in short, the ancient
prejudice that Christianity is, or has become, merely the
parasatic supporter of things as they are. I want to quote
at this point from a letter from a young man, whe I think has
put on paper what many feelj;
"It has always seemed to me (he says) that the objection
to religion 1s that it provides people with an escape from the
opganisation of society and from all materialistic problems,
and that it alse offers them an unresl conselation for material
injustices that could be altered, and often too, for injustices
to other people and to the lower classes of soclety which
would seem intolerable if it were not for this escape inte
a sentimental dreamland."
He is wrong of course, in confounding "religion" with the
histery of the churches during the last twe or three centudes;
in assaming that the sonselation is unreal and in refusing te
recognise that fer the individual, when he can do nothing about
the injustices to himself or te others, this "escape" as he calls
it 1s right and preper. I quote him because I think msny others
feel the same way. He continues
"All the words you use, "chastity, humility, austerity”,
convey to me (and hundreds of other people like me I think)
the feeling of staying in an eld schoolroom chapel, unheated

by a metal stove and deing nething but be as eonécioualy

miserable as pessible, All these words are associated toe
deeply with our education and eur childhoed."
There, I think, we are up against something very serlgus; the
power of assoclation. It is seo difficult te talk te people about

things of which they have no knowledge, when they have beén made







sordidly familiar with the names fer the things, When they
have heard repeated so many words belonging to Christian
theology, and have never heard anything of Christian theolegy

itself} I am not nearly se frighened of communism as I am

of the "Christianity" that many Englishmen have learnt st

school; that Christlanity which 1is merely one of the finishing

processes of that over=-preoduced commodity, the gentleman.







8o I always want to say to such peoples "Because
you have never seen real Christianity in theory or in oper-
ation, because your early years were enveloped in a Christianity
which I e¢an hardly describe as much better than an impoature,
an imposture associated with 21) that was most unpleasant
in your early youth - and I am guite well aware how
unpleasant early youth ean be, or how few sensitive menwere
haopy in it: do not suppose that you are in & position to
Judge the Chrigtian faith. I have more right to judge
Marxism on insufficient knowledge than you have to jJudge
Christianity on insufficient knowledge. For I Judge
Marxiem simply because I know, from ite own evidence, that is
ie incompatible with that in which I already believe; but

you, I am sure, became a Marxist because you vreviously 4 id

not believe in anything. I eympathise with your desire to

believe something; bDut unless you are content to be a mere
ereature of environment, you are not yet in a position to
deny the truths of Christianity. Ve are all partly
ereatures of enviromment, for good or bad, and of heredity
and heriditary environuent. But consider this. Suppose
yourgelfl exieting & hundred, or two hundred, or any number
of years shead, and ruppose that by that time communism had
long since become the established religion, the established
government and the established.societys Is it not guite
likely that if you were to be borm into such a period you
eoculd be brought up into the same imposture, the seme
claptrap, the same diluted, adulterated and standardised
sentiment, the same parroting of words which have lost their
meanings, as afflieted the childhood you remember? The
worde would be different, because they would ¢ ome out of
communist theology and not out of Christian; but they
would give you the same nausea sand aversion from communism
that you now have from Chrigtisnity. I should not like

to think that then you would bscome & Chrietisn, or anything







else, simply by reascting from communism as you knew it.

I am perfectly aware, in these matters, that we have not

to do simply with intellectual conviection, but with the
whole man and his desires. I dare say that you, and people
like you, have no desires, nv aspirations, which cannot

be fulfilled ineca communist society. You will have no
doubt your own "chastity", your own "humility" and your own
"susterity", for which you will use different words, and
which will give you different rules of behaviour than mine.
If you are in the majority, well for you. But in that
event, I only hope that I, and my like, may be allowed

to expiate our intransigenee quickly with our blood; and
in eny case we shall expect little eympathy, either from
the pagan society into which we and you were born, or from
the communist society which you hope to construect. Mr.

Middleton Murry, in a 1little book The Necessity of Communism -

I do not think that it is actually published until next
week - pietures a gentle sdvance into communiem, which,
like every programme offered to British voters, involves
no violence or great discomfort - "the inevitability of
gradualness™ agein. We are to leave Bgypt, but he assures
ue that the route will not take us through the desert.
The Church - by which I think he has in mind primarily
our Angliean Church - is to be tolerated, as the persons
of retarded development who will continue to patronise
it will be tolerated. But for my party, I prefer to hope
that T shall be untolerated, intolerant and intolerable.”
That ends my little piece of parenthetical

oratory. But I must add and repeat, for your own benefit,

first that I db not wish to be named among the usual

antagonists of communism« I have tried to meke clear,
throughout, that I and any who agree with me are now in

whet is called a "hopeless minority"; we loathe communism
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and we loathe the vorld as it is, and if this ie the dilemma,
if theese are the only alternatives, then our strongest objection
to communism is that it is a waste of time, of brains, of
resources, and a great provocation to £till more humbug, to
change over from one bad systiem to another.

At this point you must be prepared for a disappointment.
My advantage is that I was prepared from the first for your
disappointment, and ecan perhaps tell you why you must be
disappointed. Many of those who have had t he patience to hear me
out, must have been expecting me to produce some nice little
recipe for setting thinge right; and I suspeet that half of you

have anticipated eagerly the moment when you could say: "So

that’s all it comes to! as if we didn't know that that particular

scheme hadn't been refuted long ago !" Of course I have my
own preferences, in the economie and other plant which are
offered, but I am not going to tell you what they are.

I have avoided any expression of my views on the
importance and significance of the kingship, on the merits of
aristoeracy and d emocracy, and meny other matters. For I did
not wish to complicate and distract my maein line of thought by
anything not quite wvital to the present issue. For you might
say: 1 object firmly to some of the thinge in which he believes,
eand I am therefore inclined %o believe that he ie wrong in his
mein thesis." If, for instance, I had been giving elementary
instruction in the Christian faith, it would have been & mistake
for me 1o have tied 1f up with an exposition of the philosophy
of the greatest philosophical ieacher of the Clmrch, St. Thomas
Aguinas. For it might have led you to believe that the whole
truth of Christianity depended upon the validity of the
philoeophy of 8t. Thomas Aguinas - an iumpreseion which, I suspect,
someé of his modern apologiets have sometimes given. Similarly,

I am not going to commit my belief in the poseibility of a
Christian soelety to any practical scheme put forward at the moment,

and still less to any of my own invention. If you want schemes
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Pascaly, to be recalled even, and perhaps especially, on

the day of the Resurrection: "The Christ will be in agony

even to the end of the world." For sin and evil-doing we

cannot aboligh;

but we ean surely labour towards a soecial

Justice in this world which will prepare more souls to share

not only here but in the Resurreetion.







