
HE v IE \v s ;I89 
f a i d j ,  kJut t'he Penibrokeshire braiich, Ua~lle 1,r \l.illianl ~ ) ~ l b ~ ~ ,  , 
rector of Sta'nwick in Nort,hamptonshire. His \\-ife lvas sister to the 
h m u s  Archbishop \Villianis ; and their s,011, ]jr Johll l)olben, becanle 
bishop of Rochester iri 1666 aricl Archbishop of I'ork in 1685, llgaill,  
0x1 page 70 one wonders whether Laud should not be attached to the 
frillge of the llext group. The ten ohildreii of RIr Laud could l,ook 

had held ever)- ofice in Re,adiiig except the rrlayora.lty. Their r~nclt: 
had rise11 to be Sir \k'illiam Webbe arid 1,ord ltfayor of Londorl in 
1591. Mrs I m ~ i ' s  son by her first husband, John &>binson, wa:; 
Dr \Villiam Robirison, prebendary of Westmilister and Archdeacsu 
of  Nchtingharn. The foreground was financially less reassuring, and 
Laud, it is said, owed his Oxford education to tlie liberality of a 
Mrs Burritlgham. One wonders whet'her the description 'worked liis 
w a j  without assistaiice' niight not be reworded. La,st81y, in se,c- 
tioii 6 one niight have expected sonie reference t#,o the iiiflueiioe of 
AIartiir Holbeauh of Pelstetid. To t,hose who like to siippo'se that 
schdrlla8stmers call influeuce the 8uourse of historg liis merriorg is: 
eiwouragiiig. 

I * o l I r d  011 a reassuring backgrouiid of burgess standing, Th& father 

II'. CHARLES MDWAItDS 

THE FREE SOC'IEUY. By John hhddlet'oii Xurr j - .  (Andrew Dakers ; 
12s. 6d.) 
This is the sort of book on  which it is very difficult to  pass a fair 

and object'ire judgment. It is patently honest and sincere. In some 
places, it is deeply moving, written by a man who realises the terrible 
fut,ure which faces the western world. There are inoment's of deep 
insight and intuition. And yet, it is a provocative, t'antalising and 
iniiddle-headed book iii which senbiment has out,riiii  reasoil. and, one 
fears, prejudice has out8neighed judgment,. 

Mr Middletoii M u r q  sees t8he fuiidartiei~t~al prnbleiii o f  social life 
as the securing of rightp balance bet.wl-eeii individual freedom and 
orcleretl society, Get,\veen t,kie claims o f  t,he oiie alid o f  t.he manj. He 
is driveii by his argiii~ieiit a i d ,  perhaps m w e ,  I )?  the stem logic of 
eveilts, to ahaiid(~li absolute pacifism, and to accept t'he fact that 
srich a society illlist be iiit,olerarit at  least i)f iiit,oleraiice and ma?; 
oonseqilerit,ly- \)e, obliged to have recourse to f o i w  i i i  order t'o preserve 
its freednrn. For to R l i .  Middleton Ihirrg the just' society is a. society 
j l i  \\-hiah the self-afiyiiiatiori i) f  each is c~onipat~ible with t'he self- 
aftirrrlat,ion of every other member. 

Tklis adjiistriieiit of claiiiis i s  of cuurse the great problem of societ'y, 
alld to the iiidividnalist~ or to the contractualist, there is reall? no 
solutioll. H e  is uiiable to give t80 society a greater aiit,hoi*it? than that 

l l~at,hern~tical  criterioii by which what is called the Gerleral will  is 
rrieasured by the crude process of counting heads and establishinfi 
majorities. Mr Middleton Murry avoids this excess of false demo- 

the irldi\,iduals who corripose it; and SO at hest he has a sort of 
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but  he falls lilt:) all e\ ell more profound difficult). H e  asserts 
as an axlom (p. 140) that ‘it is self-evidently good that there should 
be the maximum of freedom within a society’, and repeats a llttle 
further on, without clarifjing the issue, that the good which the free 
soclety must seek is ‘the continued existence of the free society- 
nothing more, nothiiig less’ (p. 141). 

There are other questions which Rlr Middleton hluriy raises in this 
book and which he solves in a way which is scarcely satistactory. 
H e  touches on Justice and injustice with no definition of terms, on 
the moral and the immoral with no standard of criticism, on con- 
science and ‘the or‘ganic body of conscience a t  the level of social 
existence’, whatever that  may mean. But  fundamentally his problem 
is one of freedom; and nowhere in this book does he come to grips 
with the problem. 

The whole of modern political thought mid most iriodein teaching 
011 iriorals is vitiated on this point. Most nitxi consider liberty in 
relation to others, influenced as they are b j  the Declaration of the 
Rights of Man that ‘libertj consists iri the right to do ari) thing that 
dQes no injury to anybody else‘. They fail to see that liberty consists 
above all in dominion over ourselves and our alctivities. We are given 
free will in order to  be human persons, in older to realise ourselves. 
And that is impossible unless there is some conception of purpose, 
some understanding of the end for which man exists. The purpose 
of human freedom is that man should make a final choice, which 
means that his understanding of himself, and of all men, must he 
teleological. H e  must ask himself why he exists; and must ask the 
purpose for which man is made. This is the beginning of maturity, 
of mature reflection arid mature judgment both in morals and politics. 
For St Thomas and the whole Catholic tradition insist that a man has 
not reached maturity, is not really grown-up, until he has thought- 
fully considered his last end and what he is going to do about it 
Mr Middlet,on Murrj  might have learnt so much on this matter had 
he but a nodding acquaintance with the Summa Contra Gentiles, or 
had he even read the C T.S. translation of Pope T,eo XTIl’s great 
document Ldbertlas Praestantissimum. 

Onc other point calls for comment. It concerns a mwe difficult 
matter, though it has, if Mr Middleton 1lurr.y cares to look for i t ,  
a xolutioll in history. The apprwdch of nian to God may possibly 1 ~ e  
referred to as the Kingdom of God. But  in fact a t  the present time 
that approach call be brought about onl) bj the raising of man to the 
sllperllatural order X r  Middleton blurry has n o  conceptioii of this, 
11or filly understanding of the (’hurch as the Mystical Body of Christ. 
H~ has in fact only the most vague idea of the purpose of the Church, 
or apparelltlJ of the history of the Church. .Zlld he seems to push his 
vagueness so far that  one \~onders  to what extent his God is on]?: a 
projection of himself. God, he seems to suggest, depends on the free 
society, and in suggesting that he really reverses all values. He 
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might fiiid food tor thought iii St Thomas s rexrlark iii Book I of the 
Ue Regimine f’r.in(*ipum . ‘Honio noii ordiiiatur ad corninunitatem 
politicarri seciiiitluni se totuiri, et, seciinduni oriiiiia sua. . . . Sed 
tot,urn q i i o t l  h o i r i o  est, et q i i o d  potest e t  habet, ordinandurn est ad 
I~e l l r l l ’ .  

i l tTHt la  12ra11iau~. B? 1Siiid Starkie. (Harriish Harriiltori; 15s.) 
Dr Starkie is acknowledged as the leading authority on Rimbaud’s 

life arid work. But the study that she has recently brought out 
is bv 110 nieeiis, for the specialist or the French scholap alone. 
Riiribaiitl i h  oiie of  the fascinating figurea of all time. This book 
is rriore t h m  i i  corripelliiig biography: it is a minute and vivid 
chroiiicle of  an iriiiiieiise tragedy. 

He was i i  creature of astounding uoiitradictions : the priggish, 
ititioceiit iiiid piwocious schoolboy who went carefully along the 
path of \ i re  that was a torture to him ; the boy who goaded himself 
on that  lie might live all life, reach all experience in order to write 
the perfect poetry ; the youth who considered himself almost the 
equal of ( h l  and Iioped to attain him by ;* way that he was hewiuq 
out for himself I ) r  Starkie present,s this paradox of debauch aiid 
rii>sticisrri as a balaiiced whole, with ’,)inpathy and with insight. 

.\t sixtee11 his sensitiveness had beeii wouiided by an ugly world: 
hy  revolted from i t ,  to find relief oil11 in the aocentiiation of com- 
piete disgust. Yet all the time truth was his aim. With the mystics 
be agreed that the subordination o f  the personality is the first 
essential. But  prayer he rejected, for the C‘hurcli stood in his way- 
he wanted to make his 0w11 code of morality. So be went to the other 
extreme and chose to believe that he could break the chains that 
bound the spirit to the world by a systematic abuse of the self in 
debauch. He sacrificed hinisrlf to the one ideal in a wa>7 that was 
to him ab hard as that of virtue The writer, he said, shoiild be 
a mere voice f o r  the eterrial, and the poet se f t z i t  voyu,nf ~ L F  ux lotly, 
irnmerue e t  ruahotirie‘ de‘rCglemeiit de f.ous l e h  . \et is.  4ud this was his 
martyrdorri Debauch was for him a relixious cioctriiie and the price 
for his knowledge was suffering. Wit11 his fatal thoroughness he 
drained the lees of degradation. Hr wandered thr  streets of Parib 
thin, filthy and veritiiiioris, tried mer? kind of drug, lived ~ i t h  
Verlaine, arid it11 the time urote the poetry that was to have such 

orb. But b j  thr  time that he had rencheal 
the age of  twtJtity he had come to find like Raudelaire: 

AprCs u v p  tlc‘buur*lie on se s e t i t  toujoiirs plus S a u l ,  plus ulmndonnc‘. 
I t  was iiou that he wrote the Saisoti err Enfer.  lie conridered his life 
had been false till theii and that truly he had been living in Hell 
‘rhert: was a more optirriistic conclusion to this last of his writings. 
life must be lived iii an entirely new way and all ideas must he 
‘modern’. 

ANDREW BECK, A . A .  

itifluencr 011 his h i i u  
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