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Why Do Men Fight?
By VICTOR S. YARRES

months ago Bertrand
igJJEVBRAL the English philosopher

published a 'book wnich,
in . his own country, Ibore the title,
"Principles of Social Reconstruction."
In some quarters it elicited high, even
enthusiastic praise. It was called "the
book o the war" and "the book of
the century." In other quarters' it
was either damned with faint praise
or else bluntly characterized as super
ficial and inadequate.

The same book has been published
in this country and given a more
fetching and sensational title "Why
Men Fight (Century Co., New York).
The demand for this Dook is active,
owing to Mr. Russell's troubles with
his own government, as well as to the
fact that he is undoubtedly an orig-

inal and independent thinker and a
progressive of the progressives

Well, what contribution has this
daring philosopher and humanist made
to the literature of social reconstruc-
tion, or to the literature that deals
with the causes of Avar and interna-
tional hatreds and butchery?

It is well to answer the question by
recognizing its divisibility. So far as
social reconstruction is concerned, Mr.
Russell argues and writes almost like
a philosophical anarchist. He 'believes

that the State has too much power, too

much scope, and that it tends to de- -'

stroy individuality and initiative to
" give men a feeling of impotence and

helplessness. He wants less State-is-

and more voluntary He

favors the extension of State activi-
ties only in certain directions albeit
here he is a little illogical and incon-

sistent. For instance, scientific re-

search he regards as a State function,
because, he says, few individuals
would incur the necessary expense of

' research and the risks of failure. But
would not voluntary organizations for
the promotion of research be likely

nay, certain to spring up? Is not
practically all our higher education
privately endowed?

In the main, Mr. Russell is very
sound on the subject of State-is- and
its evils. Ho would foster trade
unions, syndicates, socie-

ties, leagues and clubs of various
kinds. He would have plenty of local
autonomy and variety in government.
He is a federalist 'and home ruler.
He realizes and insists on the import- -

ance of competition in government
and administration. He distrusts bu-

reaucracy and officialism. He is
aware of the demoralizing effect of
institutlonalism and advocates organ-

izations for the preservation of Indi- -

vidual and group liberty.
In this chapter Mr. Russell gives

many valuable hints toward social re-

construction. Socialists and other
should ponder these

hints. The necessity of curbing plu-

tocracy has been so. imperative in the
last decade or two that the danger
of carrying governmentalism too far
has been overlooked toy many. We
cannot permit plutocrats and cham-

pions of privilege to take the name

of liberty, or individualism, in vain
as Messrs. Taft, Root and Lodge have
been doing recently. But, on the other
hand, it would foe folly to ignore the
moral and intellectual dangers of "b-
ureaucracy and State-ism- . Voices like
that of Mr. Russell should not bo
voices crying in a wilderness.

The chapter on property I find less
satisfactory and even irritating. Mr.
Russell opposes the right of ibequest
and inheritance, but furnishes no real
argument against this right. Indeed,
he writes like a State-ist- , rather than
like an enlightened individualist, on
this matter. Why, under just and
rational conditions, should not a man
be entitled to dispose of his savings
by will? If one's property has been
earned and saved, what right has "the
State" to it after one's death? iSurely,
our troubles have grown not out of
inheritance laws, hut out of monopoly
and privilege, of aggression and in-

justice in the accumulation of wealth.
Even this chapter, however, con-

tains some good things. As the au-

thor says, we attach far too much
importance to security and too little
to opportunity. We are too timid. We
emphasize possessions rather than sat-

isfactions and enjoyment. We deny
ourselves pleasure for the sake of
future protection. We check whole-

some impulses. We fall to develop
our faculties or give expression to our
better natures. Growth, the joy of
life, should he our motto. Industry
and society should he so organized
as to permit and encourage vigorous
and intense living. At present the
fear of poverty, of unemployment, of
pauperism, of loss of standing and
respectability cause all of us, with
few exceptions, to over-valu- e property,
money, security, and to stunt and re-

press our natures to destroy life, in
short.

In the chapters on marriage and on
education, Mr. Russell has no difficulty
in pointing out needed changes calcu-

lated to do away with causes of ag-

gression and friction. Men have
fought for women, for example, and
will long continue to fight for them;
but more freedom in marriage, id in
the relations between the sex 3, less
emphasis on "possession" and "prop-
erty in women" would tend to elimin-
ate jealousy.

So much for the lines of social re-

construction. But does all this answer
the question, "Why Do Men Fight?"

Yes and no. Mr. Russell does not
directly answer the question. He in-

tends us to draw certain inferences.
He furnishes clues and hints. It is
a pity he did not attempt to give a
direct, plain answer. The attempt
would have 'been useful and instruc-tive-r-n-

only to the reading public,
but to the philosophers.

Why do men ifight? Because they
are compelled to fight by the State
they fear and accept? To ansV'er
"Yes," is to suggest another question,
Why do men fear and accept the
State? Is the State imposed on them
by a few wicked conspirators and de

signing tyrants? Hardly such a no-

tion is manifestly crude and hollow.
Men believe in the State; it repre-
sents and reflects their beliefs and
sentiments. After all, institutions are
appropriate to the ideas and senti-
ments of men. Institutions may out-

live their usefulness and appropriate-
ness, but they cannot survive, indefi-
nitely, fundamental changes in facts,
ideas and sentiments. The State is
not yet outgrown, antiquated, obsolete.
The State, therefore, cannot be said
to be responsible for war. The State
and war have the same general basis.
If men wanted peace, they would soon
overthrow the present State and con-
vert in into a very different sort of
instrument or agency. War is the
greatest enemy of liberty and social
reform, as "Mr. Russell says, and as
Spencer and others had said before
him. War adds to the power of the
States and destroys democracy and
individual freedom. War 'breeds na-

tional and racial antagonisms that
strengthen the State and retard in-

ternal progress in every direction.
Where, then, are we to begin? To
fight the State is to fight war; to
fight war is to fight the State. To
fight war and the State is to fight
those ideas and sentiments on which
both the State and war rest and "by

which they are maintained. Is there
any escape from this conclusion?

If not, another conclusion imposes
itself and it is this: .Man is not
fully socialized or adapted to the con
dition of peace and of
maximum individual liberty and the
minimum of interference and compul-
sion. Men fight because they are still
aggressive and intolerant. If we could
abolish law and the State today, what
would follow? Lynch law, anarchy
(small a, please), and chaos. Law
and the State natural growths are
better than such conditions, but they
are not good enough for "developed"
persons. We want a 'better political
and social organization; wo want a
better international organization. We
have confidence in the future; we
think our ideas are sound and bound
to prevail. But, in the meantime, the
great majority of men are fairly well
represented by the State and by na.
tionalism and nationalistic diplomacy.
To change institutions, we must
change the ideas and sentiments of a
very formidable minority, If not an
actual majority, of our fellows. This,
by the way, is a slow process at the
best.

In short, men fight "because they do
not know any (better, and because it
is their nature to fight those they dis-

like or hate. We may not bo able
fundamentally to change human
nature, but we are able to change the
direction and application of human
impulses and energies. We may put
the fighting on a higher plane. We
have abolished the duel, we are abol-
ishing lynching, and why not seek to
substitute arbitration for war in inter-
national affairs?

Again, men ifight because they crave
adventure and excitement, because
their life is dull and empty and hard.
Can we say, however, that if all men
were made fairly comfortable and, in

addition, wore educated to enjoy na- - ,
' ! H

ture and art, none of them would care t )H
to fight? Hardly. We know that' '

' jB
wealthy men, educated men, lovers of I), jH

'nature and art, enlist and fight with- -

out compulsion. Wo know that' tho fA !H
"poverty and grinding toll" explana- - ';H
tlon of the war spirit does not cover "i jH
tho ground. No single thing covers H
the ground. Hence, there is no royal 'H
road to peace, no sovereign remedy H
for war.

General comfort would help. Edu- -
' H

cation of the right kind helps. Com- - ,H
merce, travel, reading help. Interna- -

tional freedom of trade and open 'H
doors in "undeveloped markets" would H
help powerfully. Tho abolition of ;H
standing armies, of professional sol- - , H
diers who, naturally enough, want to 'H
apply their science and nrt after H
learning them and having their being H
in them, would promote the cause of H
peace. Socialist and syndicalist pro- - H
paganda, like all international move- - M
ments, will help. Open and demo- - H
cratic diplomacy will help. H

But, to say all this, is to say that H
men fight because they are what they H
are, and that to do away with war M

it is necessary to reform most of our M
institutions and the ideas, sentiments M

and habits of most of us humans. H
Only small groups have the intelli- - M
gence and the desire to work for the M
necessary reforms. This fact makes H
for discouragement and for pessim- - M
ism until we stop to teflect, and real- - M

ize, that certain great forces, not as- - M

sociated with "Reform," are M

ating with the group of conscious re- - M

formers. Among these great forces M

are steam, electricity, commerce, sci- - M

er.ee, philosophy, art, popular educa- - M

tion, travel. If we do not have the M

of these factors, reform r
M

would indeed bo an idle dream. With fl
them, wo are strong and rightly con- - H
fident of gradual success. Tho enlight- - H
ened reformer is merely an evolution- - M

1st who sees a little more and better M

than the majority, who understands H
the changes going on in the world, fl
and who wishes to facilitate and ac- - H
celerate the inevitable changes. H
Reedy's Mirror. M

A STAN. KELLOGG FISH STORY H
Stan. Kellogg had been fishing H

about five hours in a stream outside M

the Insane Aslyum in Middletown. Ho fl
had been faithfully watched by one H
of tho inmates. After the inmate had H
watched him for hours, he shouted: M

"Caught anything yet?" H
"No," replied tho patient Stan. H
"How long have you been fishing?" M

inquired the member of tho nuv M
foundry. M

"Oh, about five or six hours;" re- - J
plied the long distance fisherman or M
Kent. H

"Come on over hero with us," H
shouted the one" who knew he wasn't M
right.
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