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EDUCATION, DEMOCRACY, AND
CHRISTIAN PRINCIPLE

By . K. PICKEN, M.A.
{the Master of Ormond College, University of Melbourne.}

Ii iz necessary to define oni’s fermé.

What we call “education” is Lhe process of preparing
human beings for human life—ag distinet from the rearing
of animals, whether by snimals ov by man; but its relation
to that is nol to be lgmored. In the widest sense of the
term, education lasts “trom the vradle to the grave” In
its marrewer sense, education begins after the initial stuge
ol complete dependence—a stage with some anaslogues in the
snimal worid—and ends when the individual iz launched
upon an independenl career. It is important to note that
edueation eannot be separaled 'vom life—as. lor instanee, the
making of a machine, or the building of & structure, 8
separate [rom its use. 14 i o commonplace that the best
education is lite itseli; and, eonversely, all life iz edueation—-
the more so, the better its quality.  This accounts for mueh
anomaly, in torms of “edueation.” A man who has had
no “education” Lo speak of may strike one as peculiarly well
gduecaied. Another who has had every cducalional oppoer-
tunity may seem “nothing begteved, but rather worge'
{like the woman with “the issue of bloed,” whe “had
suffered many things of many physieians™!). A man'z
education may be blamed [or what is due te failure mn his
own personal life; or may, on the other hand, be credited
{a possibly pardenable practice of educational institutions)
with sucecss it has had little or nothing to do.with. Most
people get the main parl of their real education from their
everyday life of work and rcereation —just by living, and
working for their living. Much “educasion”—especially
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mnder “examination” influence—i¢ actually  detrimental.
But lhe positive gain io those whe get eduecational eppor-
tunity and take full advantage of il is cerbainly worth
fay more Lo the commupnity than all that is gpept upon
“‘gducalion.” ' :

The buginess of eduealing furns primarity on what there
i# to educate—on the raw materisl of the proeess. You
can’t train a cat suecessflly Lo muster sheep: nor is it
much nse trying to train one hreod of dog ta do the kind of
work anothey breed is adapted for; still leas would one send
cit or dog Lo sehool to learn “the three B'a" ! Innate capacity
iz the firgt ecnsideralion. But capaciiy for whatt? That ia
& comparatively easy question (though with dillienliies of its
own) in the case of plants or animals—from which wa
breed whent or wool or rwtfon, or sheep-dogs,. or perforim-
ingr troupes—hut it 1a not al all an easy question about
human beings; and no very grest advanee has yef been
made, by edneational systems, in answearing it

Mueh, of course, iz known. The semi-hiclogical pay-
chology of human heing, in relation to animal life, has been
thoroughly studicd and analyzed.  Man, a5 a super-animal,
1 well nnderstood.  Dut it is his peeuliarly human charuet-
eristies, in their complete transcendence of the animal sub-
structure, that ave all-important; and these are not nearly
a0 well underslood, in relatiom Lo cdueational prineiple: his

-powers of thought and of langoage (20 aosely interwoven) ;

his powers of will and pwpesze, issning in resdoned aclion;
all that can be best summed vp in the phrase powers of the
gpivit.  The task of edueation is, In its lowest terins, that
of putting human beings in possession of their commen
homan heritage, by teaching them to speak, to think con-
secutively, to vead, Lo owrite, and to aet rationally. In its
highegt terms, it comes face to face with the wllimate
-problem of huroan destinyg.  This iz wherve the prollem of
education iz one with Lhe problem of veligion. Much con-
troversy has vaged round the relation of these fwo fields
of human activity—mainly beesmse of false or Insndeguate
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eoneeptions of veligion—but it s demonstrably dizastrous to
ignore this 1elationship {as iz 2o commaonly dore to-dar).

telirion may best be defined in lerms of man's quest
for nltimate meanings and vedues : the guest not ae mueh of
the philozopber, or even of the theologian {who is a spedics
of philosopher), as of the ordinary man—pvovided we read
into the word “o1dinary™ the richness of meaning il ought
to comvey In this comlext: a guest botn of the hunger
and Lhirst of the spirit—of reflection and euriosity and
wonder and aspivalion.  As so defined, Relipion is in noe
conflict with arlence. Mun'z lhirst for knowledee i#
esgentially religious. All gmearch for truth iz search
for *God but sesreh —or “researeh’”™—in a2 zpacial field
may lose much of its meaning Tor lack of right relziion to
the whole; just as the religious quost, of the whele, may
Tail for lack of trae perspeclive of the parts.  The diseords
and conflicts belween Seience and Heligion have heen mainly
due 1o the [ajluve of Relipion te be sufficlently time to its
own ossenlial apirit. 1t iz well that those of ns whe
believe profoundly in religion should keep that fact pre-
minently hefore our minds.

The gim of cducation is necessarly determined by that
practical philosophy of life which is our actual religion
—swhatever we may profess to believe (or not to Deliove) -
the body of prineiple, explicit or implieit, by which we live.
Could it conceivably have been kept to its humbler lask,
of developing the comton elements ol human being, edu-
cation could have been made highly efficient at that taslk, as
it certninly is not to-day; and there would have been great
gain in that—up to a point. DBut the edueator, if at ali
gualificd for his {or her} voesiion, must inevitably reach
qul to mest the larger demands of the human apirit,
differing in some measire—greater or leas—irom individual
to individual - wod, so, education has necessarily been faced
with the prohlem of the bulance belween efficiency and
expansion. A syastem of education cxpanding eillciently,
in response to spiritual need, from inifial efficiency, would,
of ecurse, be a thoroughly sound system. Fxamples of suech
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develspment of education are nol alivgelher unknown,  But
tn education a2 we keow it lo-day, effiviency has baen saeri-
ficed to expunsion; and, naturslly, therefore, the expansion
ilgelf has noet beon well-oopecived,  Treoe oducdion mmest
neressirily be detormined by the potentialities of the human
“raw material,” in relation in the whole scheme af things
A zomprekongive practical philesophy of life - that 12 to
gay, true religiom s its zdsential basis And ithat is

where our chiet difficulty lies to-day. Tor, mo such zom-

prehensive practieal philczophy is characteristic of prescnt-
day vivilisaliop.  Bhorl paoge ambilivns of comlort and
priensyre for the individosl, in a socisl order muluaily areesd
upmn {or such epds—1lese s3e the enly reengniashle zeneral
principles of our eivilisation: and they are principlez of
super-animal, rathor than of Lruly human {ie | of apivitaal),
fife,  Zubject to this elementary papan type of relirion,
mdividials and provps sre ab liberty te toke what measures
they plesse for the realisation of nobler sspivationz: and
thal is, of course, whal saves the sitnafion: but it iz not
enopgh,  Mapland has never achdeved irue gresiness, in
any awe, excepl In vesponse Lo zome hirh common purpose
and ideal Yot man—obviously—had never within his
zrasp eh possibilities of grealness ag backen him to-dzy, if
he wimld bt pise tn the level of that spirit which aetually
informe all his amazing practical and zeientitic aghisswo-
mentls (but dess not save them from vulgariaation and
degradation).

The writer believes ihai n Christian prineiple alooe
& t¢ he femnd the necessary “‘commrehensive practieal
philosophy of Hfe.”™ 17 this be nel asresd, it will serve
£t least sz & challenge to produce some othey “philosophy’’
which is more peactical, mere comprehensive, more vital—
and egually plain i its meaning ; some altermative sehema
of things which puta first what matters most, and gets ali
the rest inte right propertion and perspective, But
rothing is more in need of definition than “Christian prin-
ciple," weeing that it has been overlaid to such an extent
with dormulic Ltheology and doctvinal teaching, muech of
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which haz little elaim to the title “Chrigtian” when that
term ia aecurately nsed. By Cheistian principles sill here
be meunt the simple essentials sifted [rom the Gospels of
the New Testament {with their 0ld Testament background})
—simple, hut fneomparably profound.

The mest fundamenlal of these principles is that the .
key to the universe is “apirit” - meanine that whieh is
characteristically human. It i3 a commensenge prineiple,
which mankind has besan in guest of—intuitivel y—right
from the earliest bewinnings ol which we have any know-
ledge,  If thiz iz not the Key, then there is oo key lor us:
for, every other line of anproach brings us, nevitably, back
to this.  But mankind, even at its grentest—excepl In
prophetic lsraci—mercly croped alter this fruth, ax we ean
see in Indin Lo-day a people of exceplicnal rellpions gemus
atill proping after it.  Israel alone formulated Lhis principle
with the convietion of covtainty. Ier prophetic soul was
not content to rest in the gquite inadequate idea of a glori-
fied lwiman being—or group of such beings—in some [aneifal
way behind the exiernal order; hut leapt to the Infinite, in
terms of spirit, as the ultimate seeret of the universe—to
the eoneaptior of Creative Spirit, in and through all things,
in which we “live and tove snd have our being.” Thea
human spirit is the rowie in 1ltimate Heality  the wonly
postible route for us, but actually a possible route.  Should
that Beality be found in experience, all else must necessarily
be viewed in relation thereto. Man ix explicable in ferms
of God-—not God in terms of man.  That was the great
eontribution of Tsrac! Lo the pracitieal philosephy which we
call religion,

Thiz principle implies that the univerae i¢ to he thought
of in terms of Knoswledes and "Phonght and Wil and Parposa
—and of Action baged upon these; but not in terms of
ihese merely as we know them In owrselves. We have to
cultivile o sensc of somcthing infinitely greater, of which
{he human spirit it 2 finite adumbration—or “imags.”
Scientific  achicvement powerfully supports the idea
expressed in this princirle.  The finding of rationality in
the external world —the re-constraction, in scientific theory,
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of extermnal order—implies an existent construction, or
“ercsition,” which is not less than ralienal, however mueh
more. 1t is the infinitely more; to which the penius of
lerae] Jeapt, that we are apt to forget—and the balling
mystery of the Infinite, which of necessity romains, howevor:
far man may penetrate its depths.

_ On this fundamental hypotheeis, human heing takes on
a new dignity.  Its qualities and charactoristica are no
longer the accidents, or semi-aceidents, of the malerialist,
but have eternal—absolute- value and sisnifanco. That
i an immediate corollary of the by pulhesis. Hurnan
“talent™ is of the very structure of reality. And the
function of Fdueation is neither more nor less than the
development and “production” of human talent.  What is
there “in” the human individual? What are his poasi-
bilities, and how can they e rvealised? What iz his true
velation to human society?  What are the possibilities of
human seciety, and how are they lo be realised? What
is the relation of human society to the whele spirituul order
of the universe? These are the essential problems of
education; and until some progress has been made with the
solving of them, Education must remain whal we know it,
ihe Cinderella of the family of Leayning.  Human talent
iz a bedrock fact. Ttz funetioning in humsn society, as
we know it—a human society which prides itsell on the
dizcovery of “effielency’ ag a hurman prineipls [—is tragieally
incficient.  Everyome who thinks, knowa that this ia true.
Hardly anvone seems to helieve thai the situaiion ecan bhe
apnrecinbly altered.

We ave apt o think of human talent in individual terms,
bresuse of the bad habit of acceplinyr as normal itz uae by
the individual for hiz ewn ends.  Thizs s fundamentally
unsaeial; it {2 eertainly un-Chiistian; and i€ strikea at the
roots of human talent in ultimate reality.  An isolafed
human unit #s hardly human. The abaolute necessity for
upbripging—which is no such absolute necessity of the
animal world—makes that clear. A hurnan babw lelt to
itgell after kirth simply diex, swhatever patentialities of
sreatness woe muy imasine loeked up in ids 308l The whole
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history of imankind is the hiztory of soeial organdsation s
of gocial imhervitanes, 16 iz in o social order, of sore zort, that
human talent eomes to froition.  If eternal meaning is Lo ke
fonned in human dalent, that, meaning i3 social, net merely
ingdividual, The wlfimate meoming @ e be I:::und Bt
the individosl as suclh, but in the endewment of hunsan
rociely, as s whole, wilh the talenlz of all #Hs members
We are, obviousiy, “mombors of one another;” A 1= necos-
sarv o B, O, D oL, ad I, G, 0D, . .. Lo As they have
comaplementary talentz; each s Tor all, aed aill for each,
Thal Is merely 1he elamentary cormmonscnse which iz |‘mﬂ
hasis of polilical ceonomy,

"This brings us to the second ereat Christian principle,
iz that the true mesning of lfe Tor the individoual is
to ke found ondy in oxplicit relation fo other indiwiduals
and, ultimately, in relation to human socicty as a whele: a
principle. juzt beminning to emeipe into praclical world
polivies. There i3 in human nature a pewerfnl animal
strain of “seld,” which, when given rein, talos much uglier
‘orm in man than in the animal werld. In the semi-
paranigm of onr civilisation, we take il s a matter of
course that men of exceptional talent should direct that
talent to sellinterest and self-advancement. Thao nlmost
we expeet is that a man shall recognize oblizations to aociety
as woll s Lo himself: to do more 18 to be a visionary ideaiist!
£liristian principic ents right aeross this, Tt inaislz on
denial of sell—not in the negative senue of what is wsually
meant by “sell-denial,” but in the powertully positive sensc
that one’s simple duly is o fnd the meaning and use of
ome’s “talends,” be they wreal or small, in corporate social
fife, Comversely, & requires of soeiety- funclivning
ihrough edueation, and otherwise -that it provide oppor-
tunity for full development and proper use of the talents
of ita individual members.  (“Each ia for all, and all Tor
each.”) It may be noted in passing, as a significant fact.
that the latter af these ebligations iz Teeogniscd, in prin-
ciple, in public systems of aducation (primary, secondary,
snd vrivensily) : and that political leadera are even ventuy-
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