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DRIVEN at last to take some action in the matter of our
national food-supply Mr. Runciman must needs pretend
that the delay has been due to us. The subject of foodsupply, he says, is so very delicate that had he attempted to take the present steps before, he would
have found it impossible to carry public opinion with
him. Nothing, however, is further from the truth than
this cowardly and irresponsible explanation.
If the
organisation of. the food-supply was, as he admits, a
necessary part of the organisation of the war in general,
it was as much his business to provide it as it was the
business of the War Office to organise the supply of
men and munitions. And it is notorious that public
opinion did not need to be dragged at the heels of any
Minister, but was rather disposed to push him and the
whole Cabinet along. To turn round now upon us who
at long last have compelled him to move, and to accuse
us of having refused to follow his lead, is a piece of
impertinence for which we shall find it hard to forgive
him; and more especially since we are aware that one
object of it is to discredit the public. For what is the
implication of this and similar excuses
offered by
Ministers but that it is the people or the democracy
who are somehow or other to blame for every failure
of the Cabinet to do its job? Is the food-problem now
become so difficult as to be well-nigh insoluble? Then
the democracy is to blame. Do our military operations
show signs of mismanagement and of, no management
at all? Again the democracy is to blame.
Are even
our diplomatic arrangements muddled and messed in
nearly all parts of the world? It is the fault of the
democracy.
Never, however, in any period of history
has there been an Executive with greater power than
ours and a people more willing to acquiesce in its effective
exercise.
Far, as we say, from being either
jealous of entrusting power to the Executive or needing
to be cajoled into submitting to it, our democracy has
gone as far in one direction as they have been anxious
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to go in the other. Their complaint, indeed, is that the
absolute and arbitrary power they have confided to the
Executive has been employed with such timidity and
with such little effect.
***
If, on the other hand, we wish to discover the real
motives of Mr. Runciman’s delay, we shall find them in
the naive confessions of his recent speeches. In almost
every sentence he uttered, the assumption may be
detected that Laissez-faire was a good enough horse to
carry us through the greatest war in the history of the
world. Laissez-faire, after all (he appears to have said
to himself), had made England what it is-and the great
firm of Runciman likewise-and Laissez-faire, or leaving
things to look after themselves, would equally do
our business now.
Why take any special measures
to safeguard our food-supply when all we had to do was
to rely upon the market-aphorism
that “high prices
stimulate
production ”?
Why employ
the
terrific
power of the Executive when the ordinary laws of
Supplyand Demand would, as usual, procure the best
possible production and distribution
of commodities ?
That high prices stimulate the production only of
commodities on which the highest profits are to be made
and without reference to the needs of the case; that the
operation of-the Law of Supply and Demand would not
even ensure us enough shells for the Army, let alone
food for the people-all this Mr. Runciman began by
being as ignorant of as any fool-in-the-street;
and he
has only slowly been driven to learn the facts in a
school for which the public has had to pay the fees.
“We have been driven,”
he complains, “bit by bit
against our will to suspend the easy flow of voluntary
action, and we cannot depend upon it any longer.” But
who ever required of the Executive Government of a
country and in a time of such peril that it should depend
upon the easy flow of voluntary action? On
the
contrary, organisation
’ with compulsory sanctions was
being applied all around him, to military service, to
munition work,
to military supplies,
to everything
required directly by the Government itself. And it was
only in the sphere of supplies for the people, the civil
population, that the easy flow of voluntary action was
depended upon.

If Mr. Runciman thinks, however, that he has now
come as far as he must, his major lessons (still, no
doubt, at our expense) are still before him. The
indefinite prolongation of the war, due to the scandalous
failure of the Allies to isolate Turkey and Bulgaria
from the Central Powers, will involve in its course
suspensions of the easy flow of voluntary action as yet
undreamt of in Mr. Runciman’s philosophy of yesterday.
Another year of war will see, if we are not very
much mistaken, the abolition of profiteering in every
department
of national industry.
(And when we say
profiteering we do not merely mean the abolition of
excess profits, but the abolition of all profits). Still a
year longer and the conscription of wealth (let us call
it the equitalisation of income) will be imperative; and
another year will see the irresistible public demand for
the repudiation of the war-loans. For ourselves we can
say that we are prepared for all these measures now;
and, what is more, we believe that nine in ten of the
population are prepared for and would welcome them
now, But how is the case with Mr. Runciman and his
colleagues?
Will he, after a year, abolish profiteering
and then assure us that he would have done it
before if we had been willing? And after two and three
will he conscript wealth and pass an Act of Oblivion
for the war-loan and again assure us that he had
always been ready for these things, but that public
opinion was against him?
The test is simple.
Are
they or are, they not within his comprehension at this
moment?
Does he even dimly realise what changes
another year, another two- or three, of war will of
necessity
involve? Not only, we are certain. does he
not; but we doubt whether in the whole Cabinet there
is a man at this moment who dreams of the steps still
to be taken in national organisation before Germany
can be given Mr. Lloyd George’s “knock-out”
blow.
Enough, for the present, that we have indicated some
of them-the
rest would appear
to carry
us into
Utopia.
Nevertheless we believe they will be necessary,
for
without
a
social revolution-radical
reconstructionhere and now-the war, in our opinion, will
never be completely won.
***
It is one thing, however, to take dictatorial powers
as Mr. Runciman’s department has now done: it is
another thing to exercise them. On the assumption,
indeed, that the ignorance of economics manifested by
Mr. Runciman will guide the future Food-Controller,
we can only say that he will make matters worse rather
than better.
And there are grounds, unfortunately;
for this assumption.
To begin ,with, upon what, we
wonder, in the absence of the stimulus of high prices,
will Mr. Runciman depend for the increased
production
of necessary, articles? There was little evidence
in his speeches of any answer. to this question; but,
on the contrary, we were left to imagine that when
once a Food-controller had been appointed food would
miraculously spring out of the ground. There are,
however, two parts of the food-problem, of which the
first is that of food-production;
and if the FoodControllerwere indeed, as he ought to be, a food-producer
first and a food-distributor in the second instance, his
control would promise better to be something more
than the superintendence of the fly upon the wheel.
His task. as food-producer, moreover, is not beyond our
practical organisation.
It is, in fact, comparatively
simple. There are two sources of supply, foreign and
home ; and the immediate problem-since
the former
may be assumed to be in course of settlement-is
the
organisation
of home supply. How is this to be set
about?
Now it is an astonishing thing, even in a
Cabinet Minister, that the speech of Mr. Runciman
contained scarcely any reference to this fundamental
and elementary fact; the fact, namely, that we must
depend more and more upon our home-supply for food.
And it follows as a matter of course that even less

reference was made to a fact arising out of it, namely,
that the definite national organisation
of agriculture
is the primary essential of any food-policy worth the
name.
The insanity of leaving farmers to go their
awn way and of trusting their profiteering instincts
to carry us through is obvious. Here we are, after
over two years of war, and of trusting to individualist
farmers, having to confess ourselves in peril of starvationl
and it is now proposed, according to Mr.
Runciman,
to leave things for the future very much as they
are!
We say, however, that not only must they not
be left as they are, but that definite organisation of a
positive and compulsory nature must be applied to
them. Confining ourselves to agriculture,
for instance
-the steps we believe are required to be taken, and to
be taken at once, are the mobilisation of the whole
land and agricultural labour of the country, and their
employment, on national service, at fixed rates of pay
(with none of your profits !), in producing food for the
nation.
We would treat the whole of England, as
Germany is just treating Serbia, as a single farm; and
the whole of agricultural labour, including
practical
farmers and landlords, as the War Office treats its
men; and of the latter we would require the production
of the food necessary to the maintenance of the nation
on pain of punishment.
Does anybody suppose that
if in some mythical migration our present population
had come upon the soil of these islands, they could
not with. our present means get a living out of it? It
is all nonsense to pretend that England properly
cultivatedcannot provide itself with the elementary foods.
It can and it should. The present obstacles are, in the
first place, thelandlords who require to be paid for
permission to feed ourselves; and, in the second place,
the farmers who, unlike our soldiers, want a profit in
addition to a fixed payment. Both must go; and both,
we believe, will go. A Food-Controller who does not
institute a National Guild of Agriculture
for the
provisioning of the nation will be a despot without a
justification.
***
Of the distributive problem-the
second of the two
that form the whole *food-problem-Mr.
Runciman
appears to have as little grasp as of the productive. We
will say at once that our solution of it would be by
means of the mobilisation of the existing distributive
organisations-Capital
(that is, plant and tools, etc.)
and Labour alike.
The Press, we know, have beenshouting for national service, for the organisation
of
our capital and our man-power, for the putting of
everybody at the disposal of the State--well, let us
have done with calling for it, let us bring it in. For
the life of us we do not know,, since everybody is
apparently anxious to “do his bit,” what greater
difficultiesthere are in the way of distributing the foodsupplies of the nation than in distributing rations to
a world-scattered army.
And, as a matter of fact,
badly and inequitably as it is done, the problem is
actually being solved at this moment; in other words,
by one means or another, the nation is being fed. All
we have therefore to do is to employ the existing
organisation to better effect than it employs itself; to
ensure that it shall no longer, as now, distribute articles
of luxury here and deny articles of necessity there,
but distribute needs with as much equity as the army
distributes rations.
The mobilisation
of the retail
shops, stores, warehouses, means of transport,
staff,
organisation
and complete resources
of the existing
machinery would put at the service of the nation the
existing means of distribution ; and the commissioning
of the whole for national service on fixed scales of
pay would ensure its economy and its efficiency. To
deny that all this is possible is to deny what a year or
two more of war will make imperative. To deny that
it is desirable-no
less during peace than during waris to make liars of all who affirm that it is well that the
nation should be organised.

It is a wonder when Mr. Runciman was shifting
so
much of his blame upon the shoulders of public opinion
that he did not charge us with opposing the nationalisation
of the mercantile
marine. It happens, however,
that Mr. Runciman is still opposed to this himself.
His reasons, however, might as well be private for all
the value his public reasons appear to be. Tonnage,
.he begins by assuring us, is the A B C of European
politics.
Unable to provide for ourselves, and living,
moreover, upon an island surrounded by submarines,
we are dependent upon tonnage for our lives. Can it
be believed, however, that after this admission Mr.
Runciman was still content to maintain that the
ordinarylaws of Supply and Demand are sufficient to
ensure our security? Our tonnage, it is well known, is
in the hands of men whose first object is profit, and
whose second is more profit. And even their private
building of additional tonnage is determined, not by
our needs, but by their calculations of private gain.
We have nothing to say against Mr. Runciman’s
contention that a State Department is less efficient in
the management of shipping than the practical shippers
now engaged in it. But that is surely not the question.
A State Department only nominally runs our railways,
whose actual administration
is in the hands of a
committeeof practical general managers.
Is it past the
wit of Mr. Runciman
to imagine
a nationalised
mercantile marine administered by the managerial staffs
of the existing companies, but for fixed pay instead of
for fluctuating profits? Or that under the same coordinated control the problem of additional tonnage
could as easily be solved as is now by the War Office
the provision of additional guns? We are aware,
indeed, of a feeling of rnaking fools of ourselves in
urging such obvious propositions ; for they are such
as must occur to any sensible person; and we are left
uneasily suspicious
that the objections
to their
adoptionare beyond our knowledge or guess. We will put
it, however, once more to our readers whether, if there
be really any will in the nation to settle the foreign
food problem (and there be in the minds of the Government
any problem at all-which
we sometimes doubt)
the nationalisation
of the mercantile marine and its
administration
by the mobilised labour now employed
in it, are not the obvious solution of the difficulty. And
we will add that if Mr. Runciman, the son of a private
shipowner, cannot see it, the nation ought not to
starve while he is coming to his senses.
***
Mr. Ellis Griffith is to be congratulated on being the
first Member of Parliament in our recollection to define
the radical distinction between legitimate and
illegitimate
State compulsion.
Speaking
in
the debate
on
Thursday last, when the question was raised of the
compulsory enrolment of everybody in national service,
Mr. Griffith said that he would not consent to forcing‘
one man to work in order to put profits into the pocket
of another. “All that they had a right to do was to
compel a man to work for the State.” We hope that
this distinction will be borne in mind during the coming
discussions, for it is certain now that, following as
usual the example of Germany, we shall be engaged in
a few weeks in once more attempting to “mobilise” the
nation.
Any proposal to require men or women to
work for another person’s private profit, even if
incidentally national. service is to be performed, must be
strenuously
resisted. The time for demanding that
national service shall first pay private toll is gone by;
and with the admission of State compulsion private
profit must disappear.
***
We cannot help but wonder where on earth Mr.
Lloyd George will find scope for his abilities, since
already after only a few weeks of it he appears, on the
authority of his friend Lord Northcliffe,
to have

exhausted the possibilities of the War office. Among the
advocates, we are told, of the new office ofFoodController, Mr. Lloyd George was the foremost in the
Cabinet; and this fact, we are led to conclude,
foreshadowedhis own bid for the job. It is hard to believe
that we have such an astonishing genius among us as
a man who can pass from office to office and exhaust
the potentialities of each in the course of a few months.
Besides, the facts are against the faith. There is not
an office yet that Mr. Lloyd George has filled with
anythingmore substantial than wind; and we may be sure
that if he is about to leave the War Office the reason
will be not his success but his failure., It will be
interesting to count the number of failures it needs to make
a Prime Minister of him.
***
Lord Northcliffe is certainly wise in his generation to
avoid risking his circulation with the public by any
Asked if he, would consider an
public
responsibility.
invitation
to become the Food-Controller,
he replied
that he would not under any circumstances associate
himself with twenty-three men who were always too
late.
The resolution, however, is more natural than
reasonable.
Who,
more than another,
created
the
Coalition, and in full knowledge, presumably, of the
characters of the men who would compose it, if hot
Lord
Northcliffe? Who, more than another, has led
the public by the ear and the politicians by the nose
until we have reached the condition that Lord Northcliffe
must
be invited to save us-if not Lord
Northcliffe?
Who more prolific in suggestions of fresh jobs
and more critical of the ability of anybody save himself
to fill them-than
Lord Northcliffe? And who has run
away on every occasion when the echoes answered his
call for Lord Northcliffe-if
not Lord Northcliffe? We
can agree with him that the twenty-three who now
composethe Cabinet are men who are always too late. But
not the least of their remissnesses is their failure to lay
Lord Northcliffe by the heels.
When, indeed, they
become efficient enough for that, they will become at
once efficient enough for us and too efficient-for Lord
Northcliff e.
***
The Government
has only itself to thank for the
prevalence of the widespread desire to hold peacemeetings which, in pur judgment,
are meetings
for
prayer rather than meetings for political counsel, What
is it that they portend and manifest but a profound
dissatisfaction, existing in all classes, with the state of
public ,information ? Twenty-seven months have bled
away since the war was begun ; we see ourselves visibIy
little nearer any defined goal ; and, while the resolution
of the nation to win, if winning be possible, is as strong
as ever, not a word is vouchsafed us of the calculations
of our leaders, or even of their reasonable assurance
that victory is within reach and within time. We
ourselvesare certainly among those who hold that a final
decision is still possible-a decision, we mean, by force
and not by mere negotiation.
But we walk by faith
and not by sight.
On the other hand, it cannot be
denied either that the minority who hold that a
compromisedpeace is inevitable are growing in numbers;
or that the Government is doing nothing to diminish
their numbers. It is something of a tragedy, indeed,
that we should be spending millions on persuading
neutralsthat we are about to win while at the same time the
number of doubters in our own country is allowed to
grow.
What is needed now, and has been needed
throughout
the war, is more confidence in our own
public opinion, more information
to our friends at
home, more common counsel taken with our own
people. After all, it is not the neutrals who are going
to win the war for us; and the conciliation of the
spokesmen
and rank and
file of the “peace”
movements(not one of which, we believe, is anxious tosee
Germany successful) is at least as important as the
conciliation of foreign peoples.

Foreign Affairs.
By S. Verdad.
POPE’S Alexandrine (“needless, ” you .may remember)
never dragged its slow length along more slowly than
some of the subsidiary campaigns of this war. One of its
tragedies (for myself, I mean) is to read accounts of
brave, high-spirited men storming this position and that
position under conditions of revolting barbarism never
excelled in history-and
I am no novice where shell-fire
isconcerned-knowing
as I do that heroic charges and
proud victories which in any previous war would have
settled the thing are as likely as not, nowadays, to
leave us all very much where we were. Bapaume,
for
instance; Monastir, for instance. If the former
objective
had been Lille-Lille, with its ramifications of railway
lines, German storehouses, powder-magazines,
and
so on-that,
now, would have been something.
For
the Germans attach a great deal of importance to Lille
and hardly any to Bapaume.
I do not say that they
will not regret losing Bapaume, the fall of which is
imminent ; for they certainly will. But for the purposes
of their Western campaign Bapaume hardly matters at
all (its fall will touch merely their military pride), and
Lille matters a great deal. Lille, however, is a great
railway centre and Bapaume is just a station on a line.
And, though I believe that the British will be in
Bapaume soon, I fully recognise that they are not there
as yet.
By road it is two miles and three quarters
from Beaucourt-sur-Ancre
to Miraumont ; two miles
from Miraumont to Achiet-le-Petit ; nearly two miles
more to Achiet--le-Grand, and three miles and. a quarter
from Achiet-le-Grand
to Bapaume-in
all, some
ten
miles.
If you strike at Bapaume across country-and
Beaumont Hamel, which we have taken, lies a mile
from one road and a mile and a half from another-well
and
good. In that case the distance is eight miles.
But you must go by both directions;
for the whole
countryside
is dotted with
little
fortified villagesGrandcourt, Petit Miraumont,
Pys,
Irles, Grevilliers,
Ligny-Thilloy across country; and the other points I
have mentioned on the road. And that is apart from
.positions like Le Transloy and Beaulencourt, on which
the French are converging. Remember what it cost
us in men and munitions to take Thiepval and
Beaumont
Hamel; and think of all the other points I have
mentioned.
***
It is not that I wish to be discouraging.
I know
perfectly well-better
than the over-age
hacks who
write so gaily about “sacrifice”-that
this country is
prepared to stand a good deal; and has already stood
much more than most people hoped for. But the bald
fact is that the more thinking sections of the population,
as determined as ever to continue the war, are beginning
to question, not the real and alleged blunders of the
politicians, but the very obvious blunders of the higher
military
authorities. The capture of Bapaume and of
Monastir will bring us very little forrader in a military
sense. Why then aim at them?
We shall be told
that there were good reasons for our advancing on
the Somme. One is, I readily admit, the fact that our
line there joined the French line, and that. we were in
consequence in closer touch with the French General
Staff. We have much to learn from the French:
One
is how to keep the number of men in the auxiliary
services down to the minimum; the other is how to
maintainthe infantry and artillery in close touch before,
duringand after an attack. This latter object could have
been achieved-supposing
the Lille objective to have
been. decided upon-by attaching
a corps of expert
French gunners and officers of the rank of captain or
major to the section of British force engaged.
I admit
the benefits of the liaison ; but I point to the uselessness
of Bapaume and the extreme importance of Lille, No

doubt one learns about these things at secret sessions.
(Here, again, I am encompassed by misgivings.) I just
mention such things, in passing.
From now on the
many discharged officers and soldiers, and other people
who have learnt even a little about military matters,
and can read maps, will want to know, and if their
legitimate curiosity is not satisfied they are likely to
become troublesome.
***
Well, well; let us try Monastir. Terminus of the
Monastir
Salonika
railway
line.
About
ninety
miles
from Egri Palanka,
whence
a short
line
runs
into
Sofia
Kustendil;
about
eighty
miles
from Uskub. Not
connected
by rail with
either of these places-unless
the Germans have built
a light line which they can easily uproot. Monastir
lies at the extreme south of Greater Serbia, as
constituted after the Balkan War-a, hundred and sixty
miles from Nish in a direct line, and two hundred and
fifty from Belgrade.
I mention these long distances;
for the daily newspapers appear to wish to confine the
reader to the immediate objective. I see no general aim
in telling the reader that Monastir is thirty miles from
Prilep ; that Prilep is twenty miles from Veles, and so
on. That may be. But our objective, surely, is Sofia
or Belgrade.
If we are aiming at Sofia via Monastir
we must advance due north on the line Monastir-PrilepVeles-Uskub, capturing
all these places, and skirting
eastwards, incidentally, to get hold of Ishtib and Egri
Palanka.
It is not an impossible scheme. But remember
the German fortifications
and the weather and the
skill and intelligence on the other side.
***
Sofia lies directly north from the British front in the
Balkans, and considerably
to the north-east
of the
French and Serbian fronts. But the British troops have
not been (to fall into journalese) uniformly successful
in this area. So they have not gone very far. But I
want to mention another matter, namely, we had most
of this ground before. By “we,” I mean the Allies.
There was a British naval detachment at Belgrade;
there were French troops at Nish. And even when we
were at Belgrade, and safely situated there, we had
’no effect on the campaign against Germany.
I recognise
the usual stock arguments,
and I realise their
value-the
Germans have extended their front ; they
have lost thousands of men ; the Bulgarians, are tired,
and so forth. The point is that, thanks to field-guns,
heavy guns, ‘machine-guns, trench-mortars,
and so on,
the enemy can continue to hold this line for some time
yet. The main object of the war is to .teach the
German, by putting him to a certain amount of inconvenience on his own territory, that a war nowadays does
not pay. But even when we are at Belgrade again we
have still to go through Hungary and Austria to reach
our
cherished
objective.
***
Hence the need for economising our forces by adopting
strategy and tactics suited most adequately to the
end in view. That, to be perfectly frank, our commanders
have not done. It is not enough for the military
authorities
to
explain themselves
to
the
House
of Commons,
through
the
responsible
Minister,
at
a secret
session.
A secret
session
soon
becomes
an
open
secret.
It would
be quite
possible to explain the strategic situation to the reading
and studying portion of the public (the portion,
mind you, whose opinions can decide- at any time
whether the war shall stop or go on) without giving
information away to the enemy. I shall not go back on
that sentence,: I know.
And there are many and
grave things’ to explain. Many of them have been
explained (from their own point of view) by the German
papers, and we have been slow in replying, even for
the benefit of neutrals. Is Mr, Masterman still alive?

A Visit to the Front.
By Ramiro de Maeztu.
X.-FINAL
IMPRESSION;
“WE have had to do in two years what it has taken
other countries forty,” said a major in Salisbury Camp
to us. And these words sum up what we have seen on
the fields of Flanders and the Somme, in the military
bases of England in France; in the British camps, and
in the munition factories. We have only to add these
words : “What had to be done has been done. England
possesses an army of the first order, which is one of
the decisive factors in the land combats of Europe.”
The world’s professional soldiers had not reckoned with
the possibility that England could create a great army
in the short space of two years. Hence their mistakes.
Professional soldiers know that the creation of an army
is the result of a series of experiments which require
time.
It is necessary,
for instance, to try twenty
different types of guns before adopting one; forty
different types of powder before choosing the best.
One must make an immense selection of personnel
before creating a competent officer corps. Then it is
necessary to make many trials before adopting the
strategy and tactics best suited to the nature of the war,
to the national genius and resources, and to the specific
object of beating a given enemy.
The British Army found itself in France amid a world
of strange and unexpected things. It was prepared for
a Colonial war : it was faced with a Continental war.
It relied almost entirely on mobility, on cavalry, on the
good legs of the infantry. It was met by a war of great
masses.
When England began to arm her male population, the war of great masses had already been turned
into a war of trenches. When the army began to dig
trenches it found it had no arms to oppose to the high
explosive shells which destroyed its defences. It may
be said that during the first year of the war England
‘arrived late for everything; although
the courage of
her soldiers enabled her to help considerably in winning
the victory of the Marne, and decisively in the struggles
which prevented the Germans from gaining access to
‘the Channel.
But from the end of last year the spiritual revolution
was completed
in England
which
has
since
transformedthe character of the war.
“We must put
everything on the battlefield,” said the nation and the
Government.
The voices which urged that Great
Britain should play only a limited part in the war were
extinguished.
Mr. Lloyd George as Minister of
Munitions,the transformation of every possible manufactory
into a munition factory, the creation of many new
arsenals,
the laws restricting
the consumption
of
luxuries,the mobilisation through compulsion of the male
population, the mobilisation through good wages of the
‘female population, the extinction of society life, the
almost complete extinction of artistic life-all these are
the known stages of the progressive consciousness of
the seriousness of the war. An order of Lieut.-Col.
Russellprohibited his cousin, the Hon. Bertrand Russell,
access to the towns where he proposed to give pacifist
lectures.
All pacifist and Liberal nonsense is in the
way of being stopped by law. The war, in short, has
been taken seriously. The miracle prophesied by Lord
Kitchener has been realised, and England possesses a
great army.
While the nation was becoming transformed, the
army was gradually discovering that the British character
could find in the trench warfare an open field for
showing its aptitudes.
I have told you that in my
opinion, which is that of a layman, the tactics of the
expeditions which the English call “raids,” and which the

Spaniards of the sixteenth century called ‘ ‘encamisads,”
are going
to change
the aspect
of the war.
Every night groups of men leave the trenches
at
different points, cut the German wires, throw their
hand-bombs into the enemy trench, attack with the
bayonet, take a few prisoners, and destroy machineguns and mortars. These expeditions never cease.
The Germans could reply with counter-raids ; but the
historic genius of their race is against this. One
cannot expect from soldiers trained to a purely passive
obedience, and to move only at the word of command,
this spirit of initiative which makes a soldier advance
alone in the darkness, with no other guide than his own
lights, kindled by the sheer joy of the adventure. These
raids force the Germans to maintain in their trenches
on the British front a larger number of men, and a
much stricter vigilance,, than elsewhere, where their
enemies do not possess the same initiative. The strategic
significance of this is easy to understand.
Even
when the Somme offensive began, although the British
front covered only one-fourth of the whole line, the
Germans were obliged to keep one-third of their soldiers
for the British front.
The British tactics forced the
Germans to increase their numbers daily. The effect
of these tactics ,is multiplied by the immense number
of English guns and prodigious quantities of munitions
by which they are served. By this progressive attraction
of the enemy forces against them, the British are
compelling the Germans either to abandon their other
fronts, or to shorten their Western lines by a general
retreat.
These effects may not be obvious to-day; but
they are certain
to become evident
as the war
progresses.
England, in short, is taking the bull by the horns and
not by the tail. The courage of this decision would
be inexplicable if it were not for the amount of optimism
and physical joy which are perhaps the deepest
characteristicsof the British race.
To make my thought
clearer, let me avail myself of a passage of the Spanish
thinker, Senor Ortega y Gasset, in “El Espectador”:
Yes, it is a sad war; not only a cruel war. The French
fulfil their obligation sadly, let it be said in their honour.
But I should prefer duty to be done more cheerfully.
What can I do? I cannot rely on heroism that is sad.
The Germans, too, fight sadly, although sadness in their
case has another aspect.
They fight with rage, with
haste, and-pardon
my naivete--with excessive
eagerness
to
win. Is what I say so naive as it appears at
first sight? There is happening to the German State
in this struggle the same as happens to the German
books in which the theories of war are tried-if the war
is lost, what the former has done is as useless as what
the latter have said. And it is wise to be useful for
everything.
A nation ought to know not only how to
win but also how to lose. It shows a certain poverty of
mind not to be disposed to see in defeat one of the masks
which life can put on.
France is no longer entirely what she was when these
ideas were thought.
In the last few months the epic
of Verdun has passed through France. The French
went to war with a great sadness. War implied the
end of the measured life to which they had become
accustomed. This sadness lasted a year and a half. But
when they were threatened at Verdun with being struck
off the map, and were obliged to defend themselves in
the last trench, it seemed as if they said : “Well, then,
let us die.” And with this idea they ceased magically
to think of death, and a breath of immortality restored
their joy. For the rest Senor Ortega
y Gasset’s
observationis just. Not only the French and the Germans,
but all the European armies, are fighting with sadness.
There is only one exception : the English. Senor
Ortega y Gasset does not know the English.
My
friendship could not induce him to .try to understand
them. And yet his observation is typically English.
An
Englishman understands very well the sadness of war;
but he says: “Isn’t it only right that a man should
discover the cheerful side of sad things?”
An English-

man understands also the eagerness of the Germans to
win the war. The English are also eager to win it.
But
sporttaught them that the essential thing is not
to win, but to “play the game.” It is preferable to
win; but what is essential is to play the game. Senor
Ortega y Gasset never wished to study the English.
I realise now that perhaps it was not necessary for him
to study them. He speaks like a Spaniard when he
says that a nation ought to know not only how to win,
but also how to lose. And yet in this precept is summed
up the whole soul of England.
Of all the European
peoples the English take their pleasures most sadly,
but also face with the greatest joy the horrors of a war.
A Sunday in London?
One of the greatest sadnesses
on earth.
A trainful of wounded?
I have never seen
more cheerful faces than those bandaged ones returning
from the front.
Lack of imagination?
No, it is not
that; but the habit of restraining it.
It is a joy of a physical order born of good food, of
good health, of open-air sports, of good temper.
Sometimes,in exceptional cases-England
has always been
a land of mystics-this
joy is born of a kind of
Franciscan
forgetfulness of self :
Qui procul hinc
Ante diem periit.
Rut even if the joy of the British Army were
exclusively
of a physical order, it would always remain the
greatest asset of the Allies in the war.
Had these articles been written for an English public,
I would have laid stress on some faults. Perhaps
your
soldiers do not dig enough. One has to dig a great deal
in this war. “Dig, my children,” said the Kaiser once
to his soldiers, “for you must dig anyhow.
If you
do not dig to protect your comrades alive, you will have
to dig to bury them.’’ Perhaps the British Army has
not yet arrived at such a close co-operation between
infantry and artillery as the French. Perhaps there are
too many men in the auxiliary services. But you know
all this quite well. I feel it due to the British authorities
to express my gratitude for their attentions.
I have
shared the table of the high commanders.
I enjoyed an
ideal hospitality at the French chateau. Nobody has
tried to force an opinion or a comment upon me. And
what I have written is the pure spontaneity of a traveller
who has seen things with candid eyes.

(By

BALLADE OF THE VAGRANTS’ KING.
Jean Richepin. Translated from the French
P. Selver.)

Vagabonds, you who organ-grind,
And pad the hoof, O come to me !
Drabs, rowdies, touts who mooch behind,
Tatterdemalions, he and she,
All down at heel, with baggy knee,
Tribe who unchecked will have their fling,
All natives of one shire are we :
The poet is the Vagrants’ King.
You, whom the morning’s shrewish wind,
Whom showers of rain that heed no plea,
Whom tipstaffs and the mastiff -kind,
Buffets and fevers, lack of fee,
Take for the butt of all their glee,
You whose array, frail, slimy thing,
Of ancient news-sheets seems to be,
The poet is the Vagrants’ King.
You whom the sunshine has calcined,
Tramps, for whose hide a simile
I take from tawny-toasted rind.
Strumpets with frizzled fringe, and ye,
Brats with a carcase raiment-free,
Gaffer with flesh like wrinkled string,Hollow-eyed, lantern-jawed is he,
The poet is the Vagrants? King.
ENVOI :
Vagrants, subject to my decree,
Shelter beneath my trusty Wing.
O world of sloth, all hail to thee!
the poet is the Vagrants’ King.
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IV.--OUTLINES.
WHEN we reach the operative clauses of the new social
contract, we fall, with a thud, from the spacious realm
of pure economics down upon the actualities of life.
It is inevitable. Nor would we avoid it if we could.
For economics does not embrace all life, nor explain
all history.
We may differ as to the part played
in history
by the materialistic
factor;
when
the
learned men of the world are disputing
Over it,
who
am
I that
I should decide?
My quarrel
is first with those who ignore it altogether,
and,
secondly, with the monstrous regiment
of scribblers
who
cannot
intellectually
escape
from
that
aeconomiavulgaris, which, since the days of Bentham,
has been the palladium
of our commercial
system.
Nevertheless, it is our business, with vigilance
and
patience, to infuse current political economy with a
greater and ever greater “content.”
It is only in this
direction that any compromise is possible.
I remember
that many years ago the “catastrophic
theory” was
popular in certain Socialist circles. The argument was
too easy to be true.
The capitalistic system would
one day finally disintegrate
the transition to Socialism
disintegration
being the work of a few hours. The
would, of course, have been proceeding (as with the
one hoss shay) for a long period, to culminate in some
dramatic event-the universal strike, a great tumult, or
what not. Therefore, the duty of all Socialists was to
push on with their propaganda, looking neither to the
right nor the left, inspired with the belief that the
catastrophemight come at any moment, like a thief in the
night.
And any compromise with the enemy merely
postponed the advent of the great, day. We have all, I
think, passed beyond that quaint doctrine of determinism tinctured with free-will. We do not now, I trust,
so hopelessly confuse our categories. We must have
regard for factors other than, even if subsidiary to, the
fundamentals
of
economic science.
Teleology
and
metaphysics still play their parts in the life of mankind
and we disregard that fact at our peril. But if the
materialist historical school limits its explanations
to
its own frontiers,
the exasperating
aspect of the
aeconomia vulgaris
is its inconsequent absorption of
economics, morals, religion, ethics and commerce into
an indigestible whole. It is at least important to
remember that the economic elements are non-moral;
ethics may discover for us some rules of conduct in our
contact. with these non-moral elements.
I can weIl
believe that there is a higher unifying synthesis.
I
wish I knew what it is !
Subject, then, to a clear recognition
of the vital
truth of our economic principles, we need not unduly
fear their partial application to life; or even their
All to the
partialabsorption into the aeconomia vulgaris.
contrary,; this is veritably the thin end of the wedge.
It is not compromise; it is our pioneers going over the
parapet.
And our problem is: how far has the ground
been prepared ?
As we approach the new social contract, does the
validity of our argument disclose itself? In agriculture,
for
example? As the war proceeds, the elements
of our national life are revealed in their varying
dimensions
and urgencies.
Our Army needs come first.
But
food is as important.
And so we come to agriculture,
still, by the way, our largest industry.
Enter Mr.
J. L. Green, who makes a little proposal to the
“Times.”
He wants the Government to order 10,000
parish councils to put under wheat, by the end of
spring, at least 50 acres in each parish, or 500,000 acres
in all. If this were done, so he avers, it would provide
bread for
people for six months. Councillors,
farmers or others who thwarted the order are to be

heavily fined and otherwise penalised.
The method
seems a little Russian, but, as Mr. Green says, “There
is now no time to stick at trifles.” Assuming
the
accuracyof Mr. Green’s estimates (and I see no reason to
doubt them), and assuming
the capital
to be
forthcoming(no great difficulty as a matter of fact), we,
nevertheless, reach the disquieting conclusion that the
existing agricultural industry is not proving equal to
the requirements
of war conditions. Something
has
got to be done; this is no time to stick at trifles. If
the isolated individualism of the British farmer fails
us, then we must have resort to some kind of
collectivism. It apparently only needs the ukase of a
Minister.
Come ! What are we waiting for?
Alas !
It is not quite so easy as it looks.
Some practical questions call for solution. Where
is the labour?
And who will direct operations?
A
parish council itself cultivating the soil is not without
humour. And who shall decide upon the rate of wages?
And how shall the profits be allocated? Granting
that
it is a good idea to grow this wheat (I cannot personally
express an opinion), I suggest to Mr. Green that
there is a more excellent way. Instead of compelling
10,000 parish councils to do it, why not throw the onus
upon a representative body of agriculturists?
It is not
without significance that, ten or fifteen years ago, Mr.
Green’s proposal would have been hailed by the whole
body of Socialists as an overwhelming admission that
the day of laissez faire was ended, and that Socialism
was triumphantly
vindicated.
I do not think that Mr.
Green’s proposal will meet with more than a passing
glance from the Socialist Old Guard. The facts have
proved too strong for them.
They know that an
organisation
of local government‘ is strictly limited to
its own particular function;
they know that that
function cannot
be expanded
to include industrial
production.
Not only is the organisation inadequate ;
the personnel is unsuitable.
If
parish councils
are to plant 500,000 acres to produce 16,000,000 bushels
of wheat, it obviously becomes a very large agricultural
transaction,
its success depending upon skilled labour
and
management
working
upon
an
ascertained
economic unit.
Mr. Green proposes 10,000 separate
and independent managers ; we Guildsmen would say
that the work should be done by the agricultural industry itself, on lines laid down by the practical
experience of the industry. We would, of course, go
much further.
We ’would assert that only by a
democratically organised industry-a
Guild,
in shortcould this work be done with satisfaction to all
concerned. One foreman, democratically chosen by the
labourers in each parish, would do the work better than
a parish council, whilst the distribution of the wheat
would, of course, be more economically managed from
some centre, chosen for that specific purpose.
Mr. Green may not unnaturally inquire why the
parish councils should thus be cavalierly ruled out;
why their present limited functions should not be
extended. I suggest that he has unconsciously supplied
the answer.
He has
in mind certain individuals“councillors,
farmers, etc.,”
who might thwart
the
work.
And I can well believe it. These spoil-sports
are the product of local politics.
Surely
we
understandby this time that politics-local, municipal or
national-is
a poor bed-fellow
for economic
work.
Politics and industry do not mix and ought not to mix.
Ignoring the main fact that the parish councils are in
tutelage
to the County Councils (where politics-the
politics of the motocracy-rules
the roast) it is easy to
see that the selection of the land and the control of the
work would lend themselves to petty politics, to an
extent only to be realised by those who have lived in
rural England.
It is not only the inconvenience and
irritation of the intrusion of politics, bad though that
may be; there is a principle underlying the Guildsman’s
criticism.
For, whilst it is essential that our industrial
work should be done on exclusively industrial lines, it

is equally essential that politics should be purified from
Politics ought to be the
mercenary
considerations.
expression of the spiritual life of the nation, manifesting
itself centrally
in Parliament
and locally in the
subsidiary governing
bodies.
My criticism, it will be observed, is motivated by the
principles deduced from the purely economic argument
that labour is a commodity, and that it can only
cease to be a commodity,
economically considered,
when Labour, by a monopolising process, can control
its labour.
That involves a fundamental change in
our national “activities” with its logical sequel of a
my
new phase in our political economy. Nevertheless,
knowledge
of agriculture, meagre as it unfortunately
is, tells me that this purely deductive -concept
correspondswith the concrete facts of agricultural life.
So far, then, it would appear that the only new
proposal in regard to agriculture favours a collectivist
rather than a Guild solution.
Even so, the contrast
between the two conceptions suffices to prove that in
practice the Guild solution must ultimately be accepted.
I am not without some support. The labour shortage
labour
in agriculture
has now ,become acute. Farm
has been “combed out” to such an extent that our
home food supplies are seriously threatened.
Teamstershave gone; shepherds have gone; other essential
farm labourers have gone. A crisis has been reached.
now
The Hon. Charles Bathurst is alarmed. He
proposesthat a board of referees should be appointed to
decide in the case of all skilled farm workers whether
their replacement
is likely to reduce materially the
production of ,food.
But why stop there?
Might not
this board, composed of practical and experienced
agriculturists, become the nucleus of a representative
Agricultural Congress and (full powers being given to
it) itself boldly assume the responsibility of organising
the
and marketing
all agricultural produce? If
pressureof the war brought such a Congress into life, we
may be sure that it would not die when peace comes.
Indeed, it will be doubly important. The farm labourers
who have gone to the war, fed, clothed, and paid on a
higher standard than they have ever before experienced,
will not willingly submit to the old debasing conditions
when they return.
Whilst
it would be foolish to believe that any
approach to Guild organisation is as yet even vaguely
apprehended by the agricultural industry, it is almost
equally true to assert that the longer heads in our other
staple trades are trying to fend off and forestall the
creation of Guilds.
Let us return to the Garton
Researchers. They have already discovered that Labour
objects to (and sometimes
rejects)
the commodity
theory; they have also discovered that a change of
status is imperative if industrial peace is to be attained
after the war. Naturally enough, being what they are,
they
dare
not discard
the permanent
hypothesis.
Labour must remain on a commodity basis because
rent must be exacted and dividends paid. They
accordingly
seek to evade that issue, at the same time, if
possible, conferring on Labour a new status. As the
only new status that Labour can accept is the change
involved in the rejection of the commodity basis (or
if you will), we may be certain that our
status,
Researchers are solving no problem, and, ,at best, are
is extremely
merely postponing the evil day. It
interesting,however, to note their proposals. Their thesis,
shortly stated, is that our one way of salvation, after
the war, is to concentrate on production. Quantitative
production, qualitative production, any kind of production.
In their view, all production spells wealth.
But
it is recognised that the war has only temporarily
obscured the pre-war class-struggle ; it still exists, and
unless diplomatically handled will break out with
redoubled fury when Tommy comes marching home.
They would, therefore, kill two birds with one stone:
by conceding workshop control and by Joint Boards,
they seek to conciliate Labour ; by conciliating Labour,

they confidently reckon upon the smooth working of
the factories, and so securing that increased
production
which
will restore our national greatness.
It is so
simple, one wonders why nobody ever thought of it
before.
How, then, is Labour to be conciliated?
In
the more isolated businesses,
a joint committee is
proposedrepresenting
both the Management
and the
Works Staff.
The ’representatives of management would be required
to explain the ’nature and extent of any proposed
innovationdesigned to increase output or economise effortthe introduction of new automatic machinery, time and
motion study, standardisation
of tools; analysis
of
fatigue, elimination of waste-and
its effect upon the
earnings of the firm and of the individual worker. This
explanation should be as clear and full as possible, with
the object of giving each worker an interest and sense of
responsibility in his work, by making clear to him,
through his representatives, the reason for the methods
to be adopted and the relation of his job to the whole
process of production.
Most friendly to be sure.
And now suppose that
the workers,
having considered their representative’s
report, take strong objection to the proposed
innovation,
which really means reduced costs and increased
profits, what then?
Our Researchers
of mild and
benevolent aspect have their answer pat : “A wise
Employer will always have the interests of his staff at
heart, and workmen who feel themselves to have a
recognised interest in the business will have many
suggestions to put forward for promoting its efficiency.”
So I should think? And the permanent hypothesis?
Go away ! Is this a time for joking? Thus we see
that a new spirit pervades the industrial world. Peace
reigns.
Production
proceeds
apace.
Consider
the
new idyllic conditions in the person of John Smith.
John has spent an hour at the Joint Committee. They
have, in great amity, discussed a “proposed
innovation."
John has been duly impressed with a “sense of
responsibility in his work by making clear to him the
reason for the methods to be adopted.” He goes home
to tea, smiling and happy. The kettle, boiling on the
hob, sings a soothing welcome, and, unless his nostrils
deceive him, there are crumpets in the oven. His wife
welcomes him, the love-light in her eye. Surely it were
good for the soul to remember that it is on such happy
homes we have built up, in transcending grandeur, our
mighty Empire.
“Come, Mary, my lass, bring on the grub.”
“It’s all ready, Jack, dear lad. Had a good day at
the works?”
“Aye! Spent the last hour at the Joint Committee.”
“Anything
happen,?”
“Aye.
A ‘new innovation,’ as they call it.”
“What’s
that?”
“A new machine.
Saves labour.
It’s a grand thing
to be told everything. Makes you see what’s in the
bosses’ minds. ”
“Whose labour does it save, Jack?”
’
“Well, in this case, mine.”
“And what will they do with you?”
“Oh, I’ve got the sack.”
“And what’s to become of us?’’
“God knows.
You see, Mary, it’s written at the
head of the Joint Committee’s minute-book that ‘a wise
Employer will always have the interests of his staff at
heart, and workmen will have many suggestions to put
forward for promoting its efficiency.’ ”
“And who proposed this new innovation ?”
“I did!”
Leaving John Smith, happy in the fully acquired
knowledge “of the reason
for the methods to be
adopted and the relation of his job to the whole process
of production,” let us move on to the larger scheme of
organisation
for ,the staple trades. But not till next
week. Just now, I cannot help thinking of John Smith.
S.
G. H.

Germany’s

Peace

Offer.

HERR VON BETHMANN-HOLLWEG.in the name of
Germany,has offered peace to Europe. In the “name” of
Germany, we must remember, for it is far from certain
that Germany will ratify the offer. Before it could be
made at all, it was necessary to close the Reichstag, so
as to silence the protests that would have been made
there.
The terms are simple and {from the German point of
view) magnanimous.
Germany will make no annexations;
but Belgium,
Russian
Poland,
and presumably
Servia and Montenegro,
will become independent
kingdoms,indissolubly linked to the Central Powers in
peace and war. There will be a world-league of Peace,
over which Germany will preside.
No alliance or
understanding between the individual members of the
league will be permitted. The whole force of the league
will be used against any recalcitrant member.
This scheme, conceived on the grand scale, is equivalent
to the resuscitation
of the Holy Roman Empire
under the perpetual presidency of the Hohenzollerns.
It guarantees peace throughout the world, and leaves
to every existing State a nominal independence, shorn
of the right to conclude treaties or to make war. There
will be a council of the States for purposes of deliberation;
probably
a Court for the decision of disputes;
but the executive power will plainly rest with the
German Emperor alone.
To the German chauvinists the plan is unsatisfactory,
for it does not involve (in words) the downfall of the
British Empire.
To us and our allies it is equally
unsatisfactory, for it gives only a shadow of independence
to the allied nations. But there is no reason to
suppose that it is not honestly meant to bring a respite
to distressed humanity. Granted the one assumption,
that the Kaiser is the justest man on earth, the scheme
is fair: and it has the eminent advantage of being
practicable.
Even apart from this assumption, it has
value as witnessing a desire for peace. Indeed,
the
fundamental principle, that of a world-league for Peace,
is how formally accepted by the United States, Great
Britain, and Germany. It is, however, a principle only
-as to its practical application there remains the most
profound
disagreement.
The German idea of justice is illustrated by the
Chancellor’s analysis of the causes of the present war :
and its evident sincerity is the surest evidence of its
danger to all other nations.
For Austria to attack
Servia without submitting her cause, to an international
council is just; but for Russia to defend Servia is
aggressive. For Germany to attack Belgium without any
provocation,
and as a measure of defence against
designs which were entirely unverified, is necessary ;
for any other country to defend Belgium is selfish. Let
it be so; and let us consider how the new Peace League
will work on this basis.
The Council will meet at Berlin, with authority not
only over the Powers now at war, but also over the
Scandinavian
Powers,
Switzerland, Holland, and the
United
States. It will in the first instance announce
peace, fix boundaries,. prescribe armies and fleets. A
few years will pass quietly whilst Germany is repairing
her commercial losses and renewing her armaments.
At the same time (unless all past experience is misleading)
she will renew her suspicions. How easy to charge
England with an intention to recover her independence
of the League! and how impossible to disprove such
a charge!
If any other Power then shows sympathy
with England, it will be ipso facto guilty of an
"aggressive alliance. ” How the voting of the Council
will be arranged we cannot foresee, but we may be
sure that it will be arranged to suit the Presiding
Power, and that the first sentence delivered will be that
England shall for ever be deprived of a War Fleet. At
the best, the very existence of this country will be at

the mercy of the votes of those European
countries
which are now neutral.
But an enemy may fairly reply to us-How, then, do
we propose to constitute a Peace League? For to the
principle we are no less committed than Germany, and
our Foreign Minister has formally invited the Neutral
Powers to think out this scheme and give it reality.
It seems fairly obvious that Viscount Grey’s idea is
to give the Presidency to a neutral Power : and the only
Power fit to bear such a burden is the United States.
This means in practice that the supreme control over
Europe will pass to the man who wins most votes in
an American Presidential campaign.
With whatever
safeguards
or modifications
this
scheme is fitted, its essential weakness is obvious. Can
it be expected that the proud and highly disciplined
nations of Europe will long submit to have their
destiniesdetermined by the random votes of the artisans
and farmers of America? Is it not certain that
ambitiousnations will use bribery, misstatement, and
intimidation to affect the result?
And if by these
methods, to which we in England believe Germany to
be prone, the Peace League is won over to a decision
contrary to our vital interests, shall we be prepared to
submit to that decision without a struggle? Clearly
not
It must be confessed that the way of the peacemakers is not easy. Even if all the warring nations
were eager for peace, which is far from being the case
as yet, the practical difficulties even of a temporary
adjustment might easily consume years.
It seems
likely, therefore, that-peace will never come by way of
a formal treaty, but only (if ever) by way of a prolonged
truce when the war in the field has everywhere reached
a dead-lock.
At present it must be admitted that any agitation in
this country for peace is necessarily unreal. For all
that we may welcome the first signs in the horizon of
a dawning desire for that ideal. But those very signs
point to a danger for Great Britain.
The German
Peace-League scheme has an attractive force because of
its reality, and it is real because it is based on the
internal conditions of German society, that is, its
Kultur.However much we in England may ridicule these
conditions, they are attractive
to Germans, Austrians
and Turks: and they may easily attract
Belgians,
Poles, Swedes, and Swiss.
A combination with an
inner unity of this kind must always be formidable to
neighbours who are disunited among themselves.
Unhappily, there is, no such unity of social conditions
amongst the nations which compose the alliance of
which we are members. For our own security it is
essential that we should make an effort to build it up.
In this light the internal social conflicts in our own
country are of more than national importance.
If we
can build up a united nation out of the present conflicting
elements,
our new system will at once exercise an
attraction to our allies, and tend to produce a common
type of civilisation : and if that type is in harmony
with the civilisation of America, we shall have little
to fear in calling upon the United States to arbitrate on
our destinies. On the other hand, if the abstractions
of “Capital”
and “Labour”
are finally successful in
rending this country into two warring factions, not
all the heroism of our soldiers on the Somme will
avail to save us from becoming the helpless appendage
of a European combination of States.
It can hardly be the duty of private citizens, in the
face of an express warning by our Government, to
attempt to formulate precise conditions of peace and
KO force them upon those who under our constitutional
system have the real responsibility. It is in the highest
degree dangerous if individuals (as, for instance, the
promoters
of the journal- “The New Europe”)
set
themselves to increase the range of ‘questions already
in dispute, and to make peace altogether impossible.
‘To strengthen the State from within, and to set the

example of pacification in our own affairs, is a more
modest undertaking, but it is the task which comes
home to us to be performed to-day. By performing
this we shall best be preparing for to-morrow.
EDWARDV. ARNOLD.

The Atheism

of Berlin.

SIR,--YOU will remember that some time ago-in your
issue of July 20, 1916-I disputed, in an article entitled
“An Open Letter to British Intellectuals,”
one of Mr.
G. K. Chesterton’s statements that “the atheism of
Frederick the Great was and is the military religion of
Berlin.” . . . I explained to you and your readers that
I had been myself a soldier in the Prussian Army, and
that, according to my experience
(of which I gave
samples),
the Berlin Government,
far from being
atheistic, was, on the contrary, most eagerly bent upon
enforcing religion by all possible means. Mr. Chesterton,
in a very amiabIe manner, declined to believe me,
and’ answering
me both
in the “New Witness”
(August
and in “The Illustrated London News”
(August
upheld his statement as to the utter
absence of religion in military and official Germany.
As thirty years have passed since I have practised the
goose-step under the conscientious direction of a nonetoo-mildly-mannered
sergeant,
I did not answer Mr.
Chesterton at once, for I was waiting all the time for
fresh proof that nothing has changed in Germany since
the time of my military service.
Of course, in my
innermost mind, I knew well enough that Berlin was
still at its orthodox game, that it still passionately kept
up its relations with the “old German God,” that it
had remained on its almost impudently intimate terms
with
that much-to-be-pitied
personage
“The
AllHighest.” . . . But I waited in order to make sure of
my case. I put my answer off in order to catch Prussian
Cant and Prussian Bigotry once more red-handed and
in flagranti. For there is no one in England whom I
would like so much to convince of his being in bad
companythan Mr. Chesterton, who, as I shall never cease
to think, is a man of great honour and integrity in both
religious and intellectual matters,
Well, the proof has come at last, and I beg to
submit it to you for final judgment.
It consists in an
apparently
harmless letter which was passed by the
German Censor, and has thus made its appearance in
the columns of a great many German newspapers.
I
enclose
a translation,
but,
as Governments,
in
Germanyas elsewhere, have not the gift of lucidity in
language, I beg to say that my translation is somewhat
free, and that I have been more eager to express the
spirit than the letter of this official communication :From the Ministry of War.
Great Headquarters, November 29, 1915.
Nr. 566/15.
The Minister of War begs to acknowledge the receipt
of your honour’s letter, and wishes to inform you (the
letter is addressed to a German M.P.) that a thorough
inquiry with regard to the complaint of Herr Professor
Dr. U. has been made, and that it has given the following
results
:The sons of Herr Professor Dr. U. have left the church
of the country (“die Landeskirche”)
and have given
themselves out as being without religion (“ konfessionslos”).
They therefore do not belong any more to any
religious body whatsoever, and can thus not be promoted
to be officers, neither in the Regular Army, nor in the
Reserve, nor in the Army Medical Corps.
The Minister of War begs to state that the promotion
to the state of officers in the Reserve-if they are other-

wise thought fit for the position-is not, according to the
declarations of his predecessors given ‘before the Reichstag
on March 19, 1909, and February 10, 1910, dependent
upon the membership
of any special church, but
candidates
must belong to some sort of religious body; if they
declare themselves to be ‘‘ konfessionslos ’’ (without
religion), they are by this fact excluded from promotion.
The Minister of War is obliged to uphold this decision,
for just the present serious times have proved once more
how deeply religion is rooted in our people; as a matter
of fact, many of those who had previously become
somewhatnegligent in their religious professions have now
returned to the creed of their fathers. If we would now
make concessions in this direction, we would not be
understood by the people, whose religious sentiment has
experienced, and that amongst all classes, such a marked
revival.
The Minister of War can further not allow officers to
be outside the acknowledged religious bodies for this
reason that religion is a necessity in the military education
of the private, who has to be informed about the
significance of his oath and about all those duties that
depend upon it.
(Signed) WILD VON HOHENBORN.
(The translation is made from the ‘‘ Welt am Montag,”
Nr. 43, October 23, 1916.)
In plain language : A Protestant, a Catholic, a Jew,
can become an officer in Germany,
but not a
Freethinker,let alone an Atheist. My own brother, for
instance, has been an officer ‘in the German artillery for
twenty years, but that is ‘because he gave himself out
as belonging to a religious body acknowledged by the
State, to wit, the Jewish community.
I, the editor of
“Nietzsche,”
could never have become
a German
officer,/ because, though a Jew by race, I could not
‘honestly pretend to be a faithful son of the Synagogue.
My only consolation (if it were needed) would be that
my fate would be shared by the most eminent Prussian
soldier that ever was, and by a noble king into the
bargain,
for Frederick
the Great,
the sceptic and
Voltairian, would under the present German system not be
eligible even for a lieutenantship.
The Founder
of
Old Prussia would be excluded from modern Prussia
on account of his atheism, and that by the same people
whom he (in Mr. Chesterton’s opinion) has infected
with it.
Needless to say that many German papers have
expressed their surprise about this order of the Minister
of War. Several speakers in the Reichstag (sitting of
November
3) have even subjected the letter to a
severe criticism.
But criticism in the Reichstag
(a
body my Berlin friends before the war always called
“Die
Schwatzbude”-“the
babbling
shop”)-means
nothing
in Germany-a
pity it means so much
everywhereelse ! And, besides : their adverse comment
cannot in the least affect my controversy with Mr.
G. K. Cherterton, who has upheld that “the atheism of
Frederick the Great was and is the military religion of
Berlin.”
How a clean-minded German would smile
about this statement-as
a matter of fact, how they did
smile ! English papers, it must
be understood, are,
freely entering Germany, and Mr. Cherterton and his
able pen were and are highly appreciated in the Fatherland.
I have received some interesting
communications
on the subject, one of them finishing up with the
remark : “Well, you see, we Germans are not the only
Chinamen
of Europe.” The atheism of the German
Government forsooth ! We, who are born and bred
in Germany; we, who have been through her schools,
barracks and universities, we know-and
if we are
independent enough, we say it right out, and that in the
midst’ of a war which causes the most atrocious of
sufferings to our country, that the German
Government,
far from being atheistic, is, on the contrary, the
most dangerous organised hypocrisy
that has ever
existed since the times of the ancient Jesuits. With

this difference that no impartial student of history can
withhold his esteem from the great and farseeing
Jesuits of the past, while one can only feel contempt
for the intellectual impurity of their clumsy Prussian
disciples and imitators.
Another; and, I hope, conclusive proof against the
atheism of Berlin, Some twenty years ago, the
EmperorWilliam addressed, as is his custom, a number of
recruits in the court of one of the Berlin barracks, and
after due admonishment as to their duties, finished up
his speech with the wards:
“And then, remember,
boys ; only a good Christian can be a good soldier !”
A few days afterwards
the “Kladderadatsch”
(the
German“Punch”) came out with a cartoon, depicting a
scene in heaven where Hannibal, Julius Caesar,
Alexanderthe Great and Frederick theGreat were all reading
the Emperor’s speech in a newspaper. They shook
their heads in bewilderment, looked at each other with
winks in their eyes and smiles on their lips, and the
Great Frederick was seen to whisper into the ear of
old Hannibal : “Funny stuff !”
The editor, of “Kladderadatsch”
got three months in
a fortress.
Will the gifted author of “Orthodoxy” still deny his
orthodox, though less gifted, brethren of Berlin ?
Geneva.
Oscar LEVY.

An Industrial Symposium.
Conducted by Huntly Carter,
WITH a view to pooling the practical wisdom of the
nation upon the main problems of the after-war period,
THE NEW AGE is submitting the two following questions
to representative public men and women :(~)-What in your opinion will be the industrial
situation after the war as regards (a) Labour, (b)
Capital, (c) the Nation as a single commercial
entity ?
(2) What in your view is the best policy to be pursued
by (a) Labour, (b) Capital, (c) the State?
MISS
MAY
GLADSTONE.
Secretary, Women”s Liberal Metropolitan Union.
I regret that I am too busy with present practical
affairs, such as Children’s Care work, to find time to
reply to the questions upon which THE NEW AGE has
honoured me by desiring my opinion. I am sure the
root
of industrial
difficulties
is
the complete
misunderstanding
of each by employer and employed, and that
we shall never have industrial peace till masters know
what it means to live on a weekly wage of
and
workmen understand the master?’ difficulties in national
or international commerce.
PROFESSOR M.
W.
ROBIESON.
I do not think I have anything to say on the first
question which is not perfectly familiar to readers of
THE NEWAGE. For the matters fall quite sharply into
two parts, one general and the other particular.
The particular
questions
demand
a specialised
knowledge
which I do not possess in the case of any single
trade;, and the impressions of an individual about the
detailed organisation of things he knows nothing about
so many months hence can be of no conceivable use to
anyone except himself, and even that is doubtful.
(I) On the general matter it does not seem possible
to say more than that the .wage system will remain‘
throughout the war, or, at least, that it will not be
abolished, but only intensified. There is no reason to
suppose that the movement towards its abolition will
make any progress for some years, while the general
tendency to give to Labour a legal status is clearly on
the increase. In the absence of anything except vague
and severely censored military and naval and economic
news, opinion as to theprobable length of the war, and
therefore as to the extent this process is likely to have
developed itself during that time, must be purely
conjectural. And no man, as Plato pointed out, can let
his mind descend ‘lower than conjecture.

There is, however, a kind of prediction which is less
unsatisfactory because it deals with extremely general
and indeed universal conditions. About the attitude of
other parties to Labour after the war there can be little
doubt. They are inevitable, and, besides, signs and
omens are not wanting. All the arguments that have
been used during the war to maintain and to strengthen
the essential featured
of the capitalistic organisation
of industrywill be used afterwards for a like purpose.
A trade war, we are informed, is to follow; and it is
significant that the most .prominent organs of the Press,
especially in the provincial districts where labour trouble
was always present and more or less in the public mind,
have not ceased to remind us that the second war will
not be less important, and will equally demand the
concentrationand organisation of national forces. and energies.
No one except a section of the working classes
seems to have failed to note what this means.
Similarly,
there can be little doubt that the general
effect
of the war on Capital is its consolidation.
We have
passed the period of competition, and entered that of
integration.
Judged by the familiar standard of maximised production, this is a really great advance. To
consolidate a man’s force is to strengthen
his hands
against all his enemies.
Unhappily in this case the
greater of these is Labour.
The condition of the nation as an economic unit is a
much more subtle point, and the factors which determine
it more complex and less calculable.
The type
of economic organisation, I should imagine, will not
be dissimilar to that of Germany before the war. There
is, however, as yet no evidence that it will, ever possess
anything like the same efficiency.
Our employing
classes do not themselves, it would appear, possess any
public spirit to speak of. And there is no relatively
independent and sufficiently powerful military organisation
to compel them.
Can anyone imagine an English
syndicate warned off the exploitation of a district like
East Prussia because the General Staff thought its
undisturbed condition worth ten army corps? And so
even from the narrow point of view of the size of the
National Income, consolidation
of Capital may not
mean so much. The criterion will be the handling of
the demand for protection. Assuming for the moment
that the employing classes are charged with the responsibility
of ensuring the security of the State and making
it wealthy (for this is their apologia for themselves),
there is’ a certain, though limited, use of the instrument of
the tariff which might further that end. But if within that

their
methodsand the
narrowness
of thier aims, and
neglect the
endeavour
to
apply the best
scientific
knowledge
to the
improvement
of
tecnical processesexcept
in so far as they can see that it will increasenext year's

profit some thirty and some sixty and some a hundred
fold, by this thing we shall know them for what they
are. The absence of this would not, of course, alter even
-a little the fact of exploitation.
But its presence, which
is, I should think, almost certain, would proclaim the
stupidity of the system from the housetops.
There is one other point. I have assumed that the
State theoretically
preserves
the attitude
of the
disinterested spectator which is its tradition. It may alter
this, and regard industry as a national function it should
control and direct. Everything depends on the seriousness
with which it adopts this principle. It may interpret
it as a command as of divine right to keep the
working classes in order, lest peradventure they destroy
the fine fabric of an orderly and productive social life.
That this inspiration may enlighten it seems probable,
and it will not be disobedient to‘ the heavenly vision.
Or, again, it may even remember that to the bargain
there are two parties, and that, whenever convenient, it
is the other which claims to have assumed the responsibility
for
industry. Responsibility, as has been pointed
out in selected instances, involves duties as well as
rights. Therefore the State may (as the Germans did)
subsidiseand protect certain industries
only on
conditions:
it may supervise them, mark out the lines of
their policy, and exact a standard from them. The
imperative necessity of doing this should be clear to the
Its
incompatibility
lowest‘ strata of thinking minds.
with the wage system should be no less obvious, and
the mere conjunction of the two must produce one of
two things. What these are is not doubtful..
(2) About the question. of policy I find the same

difficulty. The general things are familiar ; of the particular
I am ignorant.
Only the strengthening
of Trade
Unionism offers any. hope to Labour of permanent
deliverance.The great difficulty is to preserve the purity
and certainty of its aim, so that it does not wander off
into by-path meadows, where the chains are more firmly
fastened on it in its slumbers. There does not seem to
me to be any necessary reason why different unions
should not adopt certain different measures in detail,
according to circumstance.
I think it is possible to
lay down a general criterion whereby the acceptance of
concessions may be judged,
The most obvious and
‘certain policy for Capital to pursue is to offer the Unions
almost anything they like-higher
wages (up at least
to the level of ‘‘ economy ”), shorter hours, a surprisingly
complete control
of the workshop,
and so on-in
return for the abandonment
of the right to strike.
Therefore, provided
that
this right
is retained
untramelled, I should .say it does not matter greatly what
concessions the Labour movement accepts. They will
make for happiness if not directly for virtue (like the
things Kant would have us do for other people), and
they can cause little damage at the worst.’ But the
chance of getting them is negligible, if the conditions
be hot forgotten.
I should like to add that I think this supplements
what Mr. H. Belloc has to say about the maintenance
of the principle of freedom in discussing the report of
the Garton Foundation in a recent number of The NEW.
Age (Vol. XIX, p. 606). The defect of his article (with
the general argument of which I agree) seems to be that
it provides no criterion whereby we can judge whether
the two principles he mentions are maintained in their
connection and the superiority of the principle of
freedomis duly asserted. I confess that I have never been
quite clear as to Mr. Belloc’s constructive views; but I
should think it was certain that, if modern industry
is to develop into anything whatever except the Servile
State, it is essential that the right to strike should be
maintained in its purity.
If that disappears, nothing
can be saved from the wreckage. So long as it remains,
dispossession is not yet legalised, and the way of
salvation is open to all.
To refer to the best policy for Capital is ambiguous.
If it be meant that the factor of production called capital
should be reorganised because the present ways of using
it are wasteful almost beyond belief, nothing in general
can be said except that this should be done. If, on the
other hand, it, be asked how the present possessors of
this factor should deal with a situation peculiarly
advantageous to themselves, again the answer is easy.
It is the contradictory, opposite of that which is given
to the question about Labour, and the gentlemen in
question, not being in business for amusement, are in
need of no information on the point.
I do not myself see what the State ought to do after
the war but as little as possible. Let it recognise that
at least in recent times it has become an organ of social
life whose sole purpose is to maintain order and justice
so far as this is possible through a typical system of
government, and permit the other organs to perform
their, functions unhindered. Then we shall perhaps hear
less of the duty of the citizen to the State (when
somethingelse altogether is meant), and more of his duty
to the other organised groups among which his lot is
cast. Of course, I am far ,from claiming that the effect
of this would be to alter very greatly the common
conceptions of the functions the State performs. In
particular, it seems to be one of the supreme conditions of
justice that the State should possess certain instruments
of production,
and entrust
to other groups their
administration in the interests of the community, taking
measures to see that this is duly carried out. This, I
think, is an indication of the way in which we should
conceive the relation of the State to the economic order.
(16) MR. G. BERNARDSHAW.
It really is not possible to reply to such huge questions
briefly. It would take another ‘‘ Wealth of Nations ”
to make even a beginning.
(I a, b, c) Chaos as usual.
Socialism.
Socialism.
Socialism.

powerfully and potently believe, yet I hold it not
honesty to have it thus set down.” When the spirit
is not willing, the words are weak.
By John Francis Hope.
It is unfortunate that the crisis of the play should be
THAT we can at last read a play by Strindberg which is
so feebly rendered, but it would be unfair to judge the
sane is a fact which will make the publication of this,*
whole play by this passage. The failure of the crisis
the fourth, series of his plays memorable. The
reveals the character of the play as a, whole; it is
exposition, not drama, and its scenes expound a thesis.
translatorschose to present him as a maniac; they asked the
But most of the scenes are dramatic; the first act,
English to acquire European culture by studying the
particularly, is a very powerful play of character.
As the
works of its lunatics, for Strindberg was not the only
play
lapses
from
the
first
act,
Strindberg
more
than
one whose works were commended to us.
Yet there
once spoils a dramatic moment in a vain attempt to
was at least one work of Strindberg that would have
make it illuminative
of a person’s character.
For
Been immediately acceptable to the English public, at
example, Jorghen tells Agda that her lover has gone
least as acceptable as Ibsen’s
“’The Pretenders”;
I
away, and will certainly not be back soon.
refer to “Gustavus
Vasa,”
which appears
in this
Agda [sinking to the ground] : Lord Jesus!
volume.
It is not a great play, although it has a great
Jorghen [rises and helps her to her feet] : What is it,
girl? Tell me! [In a lower voice] A child?
theme.
The Greeks used to try to avert the jealousy
Agda: He had given me his promise.
of the Gods by sacrificing their choicest possessions;
Jorghen [genuinely moved) : Poor woman!
since Christ, the method has been to sing “Non nobis.”
Agda watches him closely.
Do what you like, but glorify God, is the Christian
Jorghen:
Misery, always misery, wherever love gets in
method of placating Destiny ; and Strindberg enforces
its work !
this doctrine. in his play. The defect‘ of the play is
Agda : And you don’t despise me?
that instead of revealing the mystery of Destiny, he
Jorghen : I pity you, as I pity all of us.
only makes obvious the Christian, or, at least, the
Agda : Can you see now that good exists?
Jesuitical teaching, Ad majorem Dei gloriam.
Maeterlinck’s Jorghen : Where ?
argument
that Destiny could only be averted
by
Agda : Within yourself.
Jorghen:
pooh!
Wisdom, that tragedy could only be averted by the
presence of a sage, is justified in this instance; the
The: anti-climax seems so deliberate that we can only
sage is Master Olavus Petri. He certainly speaks the
suppose that Strindberg was jibing at one of his wives,
word in season, and the tragedy is averted; but unfor“spoiling her attitude,”
as Shaw’s Napoleon
said.
tunately, the word that he speaks is not the revealing
But in spite of these lapses, the play does impress ; some
word.
Strindberg
was purely intellectual
when he
of the people are big, the King and Petri, for example,
wrote the passage; he knew what the process was, and
and the Jew Herman is a subtly simple character which
stated it, but he was not inspired by it and could not
would play well. The other pIays in this volume are
give it dramatic form. Here is the passage : “The Bridal Crown!” “The Spook Sonata,” and “The
First
Warning.”
Of these, “‘The Bridal Crown” and
Olavus : If I were to sum up what is reprehensible in
my great King, I should call it a lack of piety.
“The First Warning”
are suitable for production
on
King : That’s the worst yet! What do you mean?
the English stage; “The Spook Sonata’’ is only one of
Olavus:
Piety is the respect shown by the strongerthe curiosities of literature. “The First Warning”
is
even if he be a man of destiny--for the feelings of
a one-act Comedy of jealousy between a married couple;
the weaker, when these spring from a childlike, and
they torture each other, like
most
of Strindberg’s
for that reason religious, mind.
people, but they bite less deeply than usual, and when
King : Oh, is that what it is?
the woman receives the first warning of approaching
Olavus:
Now I have said my say.
age, a broken front tooth, she turns to her husband for
King : Yes, so you have-time and again.
Olavus : And if my King had been willing to listen now
consolation.
“The
Bridal
Crown”
is
a pastoraI
and then, he would have learned a good deal more.
tragedy,
which introduces as many extra natural as
But it is a common fault of princes that they won’t
natural
characters.
Its theme is an old Swedish legend
listen to anybody but themselves.
to which Strindberg has added the Montague
and
King : Well, I never heard the like of it ! I am astounded
Capulet
antagonism.
The
legend,
which
the
-most of all, because I haven’t killed you on the
translatortells us is known all over Sweden, concerns a
spot.
young man and woman who, while herding cattle in
Olavus : Why don’t you?
adjoining pastures, fell in love with each other. The
King [rises and goes towards Olavus, who remains
standing unabashed, looking firmly at the approaching
girl bore a child, and they tried to legitimise it by going
King; the latter withdraws backward and sits
through
a simple wedding ceremony
which they
down again; fur a few moments the two men stare at
improvised for the occasion. Once, when the girl could
each other in silence; then the King says] Who are
not get back to the pasture at night, she used her
you ?
alpenhorn
to tell her lover and ask him to look after
Olavus: A humble instrument of the Lord, shaped to
the ‘baby. Add to the concealment
of birth and the
serve what is really great-that marvellous man of
illegal
marriage the fact that the lovers belonged to
God, to whom it was granted to unite all Swedish
mutually hostile families, and there is the substance of
men and lands.
a very pretty tragedy.
Most- of the extra-natural
Mr. Edwin Bjorkman, the translator,
is probably
persons and powers try to make matters worse for the
responsible for the inept phrasing of the passage, but
long-suffering Kersti; there is a touch of the Faust
the naivete of its idea is undoubtedly Strindberg’s own.
legend in the scene at the foot of the scaffold, but when
It is naif because it is intellectual, because it deals
Kersti
prays to God, the Evil one vanishes, and a little
with a formula instead of a force. Strindberg
was
angel ministers unto her. The play is full of legendary
stating, not expressing, a spiritual problem, and, therefore,
sayings, of no great depth of meaning, I must admit,
the passage
lacks, drama. A sage who talks of
and Strindberg makes use of a number of folk-tunes
“summing up what is reprehensible in my great King,”
with
good effect. It is a genuinely fantastic play, with
who responds to a question with a definition of piety,
its hints of witchcraft and communication with earthadds nothing to the literature of wisdom. We know
spirits; and it emphasises once more the morality of
what he means, we may even believe what he means;
the village maiden.
Coming from Strindberg,
it is
but, as Hamlet said : “All of which, sir, though I most
quite restful; and I only wonder that it was not the
first, instead of the last, of his plays to be translated
* Plays.
(Fourth Series.)
By Auguste Strindberg.
(Duckworth.
5s. net.)
into English.

Drama,

Letters

from Ireland.

By C. E. Bechhofer.
HERE in Belfast I am beginning to appreciate Dublin.
Belfast is a city without traditions, or taste, or beauty,
or charm. One of the delights of Dublin is its variety
-in one street you may pass a big house with a winter
garden and a broad drive; next, door to it will be a
tiny bungalow surrounded by a scanty garden;
next
door again, a model tenement, perhaps, or a steam
laundry, or another fine mansion. But this Belfast is
like a London suburb.
There are three or four sizes
of ugly houses, carefully graded off into districts.
It
is worth bearing in mind, when Ulstermen boast of
Belfast's prosperity, that ragged, bare-foot women and
children may be seen almost as often in the main
streets here as in Dublin.
I am told indeed that,
though Belfast is the busier town, Dublin is actually
Belfast has a hard-working middle class, but
richer.
Dublin attracts rich men who have retired from the
Services, and it is their money and the money of old
Irish county families and of the Castle class which
make the Dublin Stock Exchange far wealthier than
that at Belfast. To Dublin, also, all Irish roads lead,
and everything, good, bad and indifferent, reaches it
at last. Poems have been written to Dublin; I cannot
imagine a poem to Belfast. And what to me puts the
cap on Belfast's inferiority is that it actually welcomes
the third-rate English theatrical companies
a week
after Dublin, and is content.
I felt bound to draw a comparison between Belfast
and Dublin; the antagonism
of the two is in the
atmosphere of Belfast, just
as in Dublin everybody
strikes comparisons
with England.
It is possible,
indeed, to institute a kind of rule of three, a home rule
of three :-As Ireland is to England, Ulster is to Ireland.
This can be further extended, thus : As Ulster
is to Ireland, the Ulster Nationalists are to Ulster. A
consideration
of the economic position of Ulster will
explain these equations.
Ulster is the principal industrial province of Ireland,
while the rest of the country is chiefly agricultural.
Superficially,
this
would
seem
to
explain
the
antagonism of the two portions of the island. Ulster
fears that, if Dublin had its way, the well-being of
manufacture would be subordinated to that of agriculture.
This,
however,
ascribes
appallingly
provincial
motives to future Irish statesmen. Surely the manufactures of Belfast will be the darling of the Irish
exchequer, and Ulster, as by far the biggest
manufacturing
district in Ireland, will be able to ask her own
terms and claim all the privileges of her position. Thus,
Ulster's best friend is Dublin.
I have heard it said that, economically, Ulster is just
an outlying province of England. Threaten
the
connectionwith England, and Ulster will grow poor in a
single night ! This is by no means true. To begin with,
Ulster has two economic connections,
one with
England,the other with the rest of Ireland. She is pulled
in both directions economically, and, therefore,
politically.
Which pull is the stronger?
Now we see the
great luck of Ulster, whereby she survives
triumphantly
the
double
strain. The political division of the
province is a sure index of the relative strength of the
two economic divisions, the one profiting by the
commercewith England and the other by the commerce
with the rest of Ireland.
As we know, Ulster is
divided almost exactly equally between Unionists and
Nationalists!
This shows that Ulster holds a perfect
economic equilibrium between the two strains.
Attempts are sometimes made to upset this balance.
Nationalists have told me that the branches
of the
Ulster banks in Nationalist
Ireland
are the means

whereby Ulster obtains her ready money.
If, they
say, Nationalist farmers were to withdraw their
deposits and arrange a boycott of the Ulster banks,
Ulster's credit would come toppling down.
I need
hardly say that Nationalists have urged this as an
excellent way of bringing the Carsonites to reason.
Withdraw your deposits, they say to the Nationalist
farmers, and bring Ulster to her knees.
But the
Unionists soon saw how to counter this form of attack.
It is proposed after the war to establish a branch of an
English bank, the London City and Midland, in Belfast.
Up to the present, Irish banking, even when its
registered headquarters
are
in London,
has always
done its. work entirely within Ireland, and, we see, one
result has been the financial inter-dependence of Ulster
If Ulstermen, however, turn
and the other provinces.
for their ready money to the new English bank, they
will automatically become bound more
closely
with
England, and their 'connection with
the Nationalist
provinces will be correspondingly
less.
Whether
the
Ulstermen take this step deliberately,
or whether the
Nationalists by a boycott of the Ulster banks force them
into it, the result will be the same. What every good
Nationalist ought to be attempting
is, of course, to
make Ulster more and more dependent on the other
provinces.
Nevertheless,
with their usual stupidity,
most Nationalists
are quite prepared to do precisely
the opposite and to cut off their nose to spite their face
by deliberately alienating Ulster interests and driving
her into the open arms of the English banks.
At the same time, it must be remembered that such
a result is by no means to be desired by Ulster. She
remains superbly important only so long as she can
maintain
her economic equilibrium
between England
and Nationalist
Ireland. Once let her connection with
the other Irish provinces weaken and she becomes by
so much more the economic dependent
of England.
And once the balance is lost, Ulster's power will roll
away with increasing speed.
Ulster has every reason to fear falling into the hands
of England economically.
It is one of the strangest
errors to imagine that England is, or has ever been,
kind to Ulster. Even this new English bank is not
going to Ulster for her beautiful eyes, but for the lovely
profits if can make out of her. English capital has
always done everything in its power to crush Ulster's
economic progress.
The only companies
which are
able to succeed in Ireland are those financed and
directed by English interests.
All other concerns,
Nationalist and Ulster alike, meet with the most deliberate
hostility. For example, a local Belfast firm began
to run passenger steamers to Liverpool.
The
treatment
it received
was remarkable.
The
English
railwaycompany seemed unable to make arrangements to
fit in with the arrival and departure
of the Ulsterowned steamers. Other steamship lines would be able
to connect with trains at the station on the quay; but
in this instance the passengers had to be transferred
by 'buses to the town station. To crown all, a competing
line was soon started, which took passengers
to
England at the ridiculous rate of only half a crown a
head!
Evidently,
this new competing
line was
prepared to run at a loss, so long as it could cut out the
Ulster firm.
The well-known Belfast tobacco
firm, Gallagher's,
has no chance in the Irish countryside against the big
English trusts, who do not mind stocking Ireland at a
dead loss to themselves in order to undercut Gallagher.
The Trusts in America are not more aggressive and
vindictive in their determination to ruin local traders
than are the big English interests in Ireland.
In the eyes of English capitalists Ulster is as Irish
as Dublin. Only by maintaining intact her economic
connection with the Nationalist provinces can Ulster
save herself from becoming the slave of her worst
enemy-England.

The Debt of Mr. Thomas Hardy
to Indian Philosophy.
THE purpose of this essay is to trace the source of Mr.
Hardy’s ideas, to show their relation to the general
trend of the thought of the period, and ultimately to
justify the thesis that the germs of his outlook on life
are either identical with,
or derived from, Indian
philosophy.
It has been well said that every thinker and
philosopheris the child of his age. His vision may revivify
the dead bones of history, build up the culture of a
past civilisation, or in prophetic frenzy forecast the
progress of men and things into an age yet unborn,
but never can he be aught else than the embodiment
of the wisdom of his contemporaries. He is the Aeolian
Harp through which the winds of the spirits of
mankind vocalise the deepest and highest thoughts to
which it can give utterance.
A creative artist, above
and beyond the philosopher or the thinker, is the
resultant of the age’s culture, the expression of its hopes
and fears. For although he may be unaware of it,
the artist is by nature more keenly susceptible to
extraneous influences.
This is the reason that an historian always seeks his
material for re-construction
in the architecture and the
poetry of the peoples whose activities he chronicles.
Thus Homer, Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides,
enable us to estimate exactly the stage of mental culture.
and civilisation of the ancient Greeks.
Mr. Thomas Hardy, the author of the “Wessex”
novels, is no exception to this rule. He reflects in his
works the thoughts and hopes of the nineteenth
century. It was a period of great adventure in all phases
of man’s activity, especially among those touching his
relation and place in the universe. The old legends,
hoary with the dust of antiquity, enveloped with the
sanctity of tradition, and supported by powerful vested
interests, suddenly found themselves called upon to
render an account of their credibility and value to the
human race. The attack being so sudden and so swift,
it was no wonder that in the first onslaught the
defences of conservatism were rushed and the sacred
citadel proved not impervious to assault, with the
result that many minds were led to believe the whole
structure was a hollow sham.
Whether,
after the
lapse of forty years, such a conclusion is justified by
a cooler and less heated survey, is beyond the scope of
this essay to inquire.
It is sufficient to notice that
Mr. Hardy was of the number to whom the term
"convention,’:and all it implies, became anathema.
The “Wessex” novels have now been in the hands
of the public and subjected to the strictures of the
critics for many years. Almost everything which could
be said about the books as a whole, or selected characters
in particular,
has been said. Volumes have been
filled with descriptions of the places and scenery amid
which Mr. Hardy’s creations play their little parts.
Pages have been covered in an endeavour to solve the
old controversy whether the author is a realist or an
idealist; but as far as can be gathered, no one has
attempted to trace the source
of inspiration
which
underlies the philosophy of the “Wessex” novels, or
to show its indebtedness to other like conceptions of
man’s destiny.
An epigrammatic
English journalist
has suggested
that Mr. Hardy is a village atheist, brooding
and
blaspheming
over the village idiot. Such a verdict
may be pleasing to those for whom it is intended-the
bigoted, the illiterate, and the super-optimistic-but
it
will not satisfy the true inquirer. No reader of “Tess”
or “The Woodlanders”
will dare to suggest that these
are books in which the author is laughing at the
creatureshe has created, and through them at humanity in
general. Nevertheless, in the face of this accusation

it will be well to discover what are the main conceptions
of Mr. Hardy’s philosophy.
The novel is not a medium in which to formulate a
complete philosophic system, yet no novelist can avoid
giving us his philosophy.
Perhaps Mr. Hardy has
been more successful in this respect than the majority.
Like Shakespeare and Sophocles, he has placed himself
outside the din and fury of the struggle for existence,
and viewed the spectacle objectively. In the true sense
of the word he sees life whole. His mind recognises
that man qua man has no greater significance in the
cosmic sense than the beasts which he domesticates for
his use, or the wild animals he hunts for his pleasure
or sustenance.
Man is both in and of the picture as
Mr. Hardy sees it. No more intrinsic worth in the
cosmic order of things is imperilled when a catastrophe
such as led to the violation of Tess takes place than
when on a wind-swept hilltop a lightning flash closes
the existence of an ox or a sheep. Nature is just as
capricious towards her highest development as towards
her less intellectually gifted types. But on this account
Mr. Hardy does not belittle man. He is not a cynic who,
as a’ mental discipline, delights in lowering man to
the level of the beasts, nor does he jibe at the spectacle
of the village idiot. Indeed, like our greatest dramatist,
he puts much wisdom in the mouths of his yokels,
garnered not from the fetid atmosphere of slums or the
prim purlieus of suburbia,
but
from knowledge
acquired by centuries of contact with the elemental forces
of nature. All that is noble in man, all that tends to
elevate his mind, to sustain his aspirations, to widen
his outlook, finds a responsive echo in Mr. Hardy’s
heart.
He is an idealist not lost in ideality, a realist
not overwhelmed
by realism. His soul sees so
profoundly into life, probes so deeply into the secret
workingsof humanity and the circumstances of its existence,
that he experiences
an acute distress, almost
beyond calculation ‘and certainly beyond expression, at
the misery he sees figured there. So much undeserved
pain and disappointment abound in comparison with the
insignificant amount
of happiness
and
the flitting
moment of triumph. This reflection sometimes gives
rise to bursts of irony, cutting like a knife, but it is
false to suggest that it is directed at the victims of
circumstance.
Is there anywhere in our literature a
more terrible indictment of untoward events or of
misplaced justice than Mr. Hardy’s outburst at Tess’s
“Justice was done, and the President of
execution?
‘the Immortals
(in AEschylean phrase) had ended his
sport with Tess” !
What were the forces which mediately influenced
Mr. Hardy’s mind to view the spectacle of life in this
way?
In the first place, it must be ascribed to the
new discoveries in science. Darwin had just given to
the world his theory of the evolution of man from a
,lower form ; Professor Huxley had courageously and
effectively championed
the new conception ; and
HerbertSpencer, in his philosophy, had embodied the idea
in the well-worn phrase-the struggle for existence, or
the survival of the fittest. Perhaps this alone would
not have influenced Mr. Hardy so decidedly had not a
philosophical system from the: Continent
of Europe
then taken root in England. Arthur
Schopenhauer,
with his creed of Pessimism and the denial of the Willto-live, was finding many converts
among thinkers
over here. It was a philosophy which seemed to
confirmthe recent hypothesis of science, or if not at all
points to confirm, at least to conflict less violently with
them.
Man, said the evolutionists, was not a special
creation, but he had evolved slowly and painfully from
lower forms. Life, said the Pessimists, is entirely
undesirable in itself, the bad far outweighs the good; at
the best it is tolerable, at its worst, failure, misery,
and pain accompany it. The Pessimists reiterated the
cry of the Latin sage, ‘‘Vitam nemo acciperet,
si
daretur scientibus.” Nearly all the artists of the day
were influenced by this cult, especially Richard
Wagner,who was confessedly a Schopenhaurian.

doer,” and she proceeds to quote from the ‘‘SamyuttaNiKaya”
:According to’ the seed that’s sown,
So is the fruit ye reap therefrom,
Doer of good will gather good,
Doer of evil, evil reaps.
Sown is the seed and thou shalt taste
The fruits thereof.
Again, in Sir Edwin Arnold’s translation
of the
“Bhagavad Gita,” he makes Krishna say :Another German philosopher, a contemporary of Mr.
. . . . . This world’s Lord makes
Hardy, seems also to have contributed towards his
Neither the work nor passion for the work,
mental outfit, although, since the European War, he
Nor lust for fruit of work : the man’s own self
has seen fit to turn and rend him. Nietzsche’s
telling
Pushes to these . . . . . .
aphorisms, his hatred of Christianity, could not fail to
. . . . . . But if a man shall learn
find
some response
in Mr. Hardy’s
mind,
but
Even while he lives and bears his body’s chain,
Nietzsche’s doctrine of the superman
was never
To master lust and anger he is blest.
He is the Yukta, he hath happiness.
received sympathetically
by Mr. Hardy.
Perhaps his
Contentment, light within, his life is merged
mind was too well balanced to believe that, in order to
In Brahma’s life, he doth Nirvana touch.
achieve the height of his destiny, man should eschew
Thus we see that Karma in Indian thought is man
pity. We can well imagine Mr. Hardy, after a
contemplation of this chimerical creature, saying “a pretty
weaving his own thread of fate. “I myself am heaven
dream of man rising superior to circumstance, but the
and hell,” wrote Omar; more truly he might have
price to be paid in blood and tears I cannot will.”
said, “I make my own heaven and hell.” Karma is
Instead he shows us men and women controlled by
an iron law from which there is no escape. Either in
circumstance ,and driven by fate-Tess,
the pure woman,
this life or in a future incarnation, a man must reap
violated, an adultress and a murderess’; Jude, with the
the reward of, his acts.
makings of a saint, becoming an atheist; and Marty
It will be apparent now to those who know the
South, the loving and faithful, standing bereft of love
“Wessex”
novels that
Mr. Hardy’s conception
of
and hope by Giles Winterbourne’s grave.
fate approaches more nearly the Indian idea of Karma
than to that of the Greeks. If we examine his works
The majority of critics, when attempting to analyse
in detail, we shall find that this relation is unmistakable.
the secret of Mr. Hardy’s philosophy, seize upon the
Let us take first Mr. Hardy’s greatest book,
use which he has made of the Fate theme. His work
“Tess
of the D’Urbervilles.”
Tess was the daughter
in that respect has been likened to Greek tragedy, and,
of a peasant, whose ancestors once held high place
in especial, a comparison
has been made between
among the “County”
families. Without
evil intention
Sophocles’s conception of Fate and Mr. Hardy’s use of
on her part, and while quite defenceless, she is violated
chance or circumstance.
When, however,
we come
by amember of the new aristocracy.
Mr. Hardy, in
to examine the parallel more closely we find that the
summing up the catastrophe;
and its relation to the
likeness is superficial. Mr. Hardy, unlike Sophocles,
past and the present, says : “Why was it that upon
does not portray man as working under the spell of a
this beautiful feminine tissue, sensitive
as gossamer
blind fate, inexorable in its decision.
The Greek
and practically blank as snow as yet, there should have
dramatist shows us the tragedy of men striving against
been traced such a coarse pattern as it was doomed to
omnipotence, with the courses of their lives fixed bereceive?
One may, indeed, admit the possibility of a
yond alteration whatever be their struggles
to free
retribution lurking in the present‘ catastrophe.
Doubtless
themselves from -the predestined
ends. The
"Wessex."
some of Tess D’Urberville’s
mailed ancestors
novelistnever makes
man a
mere
automaton.He
rollicking home from a fray had dealt the same measure
never visualisesthe end of his
characters before the end
even more ruthlessly towards peasant girls of their
is reached.
They are
always
living
creatures who,
time. ’ ’
bewildered and handicapped by the forces of nature and
Again, when Tess had recovered to some extent her
convention around them, work out their own destiny.
good name and meets Angel Clare, whom eventually
In the ultimate resort they will their own good or
she was to marry, the same sense of retribution or
evil.
Man. as seen by Mr. Hardy, can always rise
Karma seems to prevail.
In this case, however,
above adversity; the tragedy is that so few do.
Karma is transferred to the other side. Angel Clare
was the son of a pronounced evangelical clergyman,
We are forced, then, to inquire if there is another
and, although he had sloughed off his family’s rigid
conception of fate in philosophy which agrees more
Calvinism, yet his early training
had not been
closely with Mr. Hardy’s idea. Without hesitation
we
completely
eradicated.
On the evening of his marriage
may answer affirmatively; but we shall have to travel
with Tess, after his confession of a lax morality, his
far eastward to find it. The philosophic conception of
wife tells him the story of her life. The shock of
Karma is the central idea of all Indian thought.
finding Tess not conventionally pure arouses all his
Recognisable in all places and in all ages, it is the black
ingrained narrow-mindedness
and hardness,
arid
strand in the multi-coloured garment of Indian
civilisation.
ruthlesslyhe leaves her. Here is an instance of Karma
Through all the changes of religion and
not acting on the individual as a moral agent, but
philosophy-inVedism, Brahminism, Buddhism and Hinduismcontinued into another incarnation.
we
discover
it.
Unlike
the Greek Conception,
however,
it is not irrevocably
the decree of an
Although Tess is the clearest example used by Mr.
extraneousagency, but the logical result of a man’s, good
Hardy of a force something akin to the agency of
or bad deeds. ‘The Indian conception of Karma, or
Karma, it is by-no means the only one. His works
fate, makes man a free agent, a completely responsible
are pervaded with the same idea. Jude and his cousin
individual.
The results of Karma cannot be escaped.
Sue are members of an unlucky family, and especially
“If you will study this order,’’ says Mrs. Rhys Davids,
so in matrimony.
The catastrophe
in this novel is
in her book on “Buddhism,” “you will see that there
brought about, not only by the lack of will power in
is no scheme of man-made justice which can stand
the two chief characters, but the reader feels strongly
comparison with the norm inherent in the Universe-with
by the circumstances
of their lives and hereditary
the dhummata of things.
As surely as water drawn
instincts. Elfride Swancourt is another instance in “A
up from the earth and ocean by the sun re-descends as
Pair of Blue Eyes,” although the tragedy of which she
rain, so surely will a good, that is, a felicific, act yield,
was the central figure was to a certain extent the result
some where and some when, its happy results to the
of her own vacillation. Yet Mr. Hardy emphasises the
The leading ideas of the philosophy of Pessimism
were derived from a study of Buddhism. Indian
philosophy and Indian literature were becoming appreciated
by European scholars, and the new aspects towards
life which it revealed, in a ’startling manner, affected
a mind sick with the metaphysics of the-West.
Schopenhauer freely acknowledged
his debt to
the
philosophyof the Buddha, and Mr. Hardy’s debt to
Schopenhauer, were it not confessed, is obvious.

fact that her history was an unhappy one. But where,
as in the “Wessex” novels, this reliance upon Karma
or fate is almost universal, it is invidious to select
further
examples.
We have not, however, to rely solely on this
evidence, strong as it is, to convince ourselves that Mr.
Hardy’s philosophy owes a debt to Eastern thought.
There is another Indian conception which finds a place
in his scheme of things. The idea that “maya”
or
illusion is a necessary condition of existence is a vital
feature in many of the Hindu schemes of philosophy.
What exactly does the term “maya” mean to a
European?
It conveys the impression
that
all the
phenomenaof life, all the outward expression of things, all
sensations of sorrow, joy, pain or happiness, are an
illusion. “Maya” emphasises the unreality of matter,
the illusory character
of external objects. To us it
signifies the idea of life lived in asdream-a good or
bad dream it may be-but, nevertheless, a dream. And
as in dreams we seem to lose all volition, to be the
sport of circumstance, so our conception of “maya” is
one of life lived in dreams, where rational
thought
may be possible, but rational action based on thought
is impossible.
Now perhaps all great tragedy is built round this
idea. At all events no one will deny that the theme of
“Hamlet”
is such a conception.
Its tragedy lies in
the fact that while Hamlet could reason clearly and
logically, when he endeavoured
to translate thought
into action some form of inhibition took place in his
nerve-centres.
Mr. Hardy’s plots seem, in nearly all
cases, to be a variant of this theme. Introspection and
scepticism are’ so strong in his characters, adversity
overwhelms their souls so entirely, that action is denied
them. Thus they drift on from point to point, in some
eases foreseeing the end before it is reached, in others
hardly caring of the end so long as it comes, and comes
speedily.
A very superficial analysis of his novels will
make this plain. If either Angel Clare or Tess had
possessed just a little more resolution, just a little
more power of correlating thought and action, the
catastrophe towards which they steadily drifted would
have been avoided. If Tess had only exercised a little
more self-control
before making
her confession
to
Angel Clare, she might have lived a long life happily
as his wife. If only Sue Bridehead had realised that
love without union is almost an impossibility
to
ordinarymortals, she would have married Jude and avoided
the grim tragedy which wrecked her life. Or if Grace
Melbury had been able sooner to appreciate the
uprightness and ’worth of Giles Winterbourne,
in all
probability an early grave would not have been his lot.
In each of these cases we have the Hamlet lack of
decision, the inhibition to action. The result is the
characters seem often to move as ‘figures in a dream.
Sometimes we almost get angry and annoyed, and
wish to spur them on to act. Nevertheless,
Mr. Hardy
is right and true to the facts of life. Nearly
all
sorrow, nearly all failure is due to this cause. The real
tragedy of life is that we will, without willing
effectively,so that neither our hates nor our loves accomplish
the desired
end.
It is evident that both Karma and “maya,”
two
of the fundamental concepts of Indian philosophy, are
found in Mr. Hardy’s works. We must also admit
that these ideas are not confined to one or two novels.
If it were so it might plausibly be argued that their
introduction
was accidental, and necessitated
by the
plot.
In four of the “Wessex” novels in which the
tragic theme is dominant we trace the use of these
ideas.
“Tess,”
“Jude
the Obscure,”
“The
Woodlanders,”and “A Pair of Blue Eyes,” were clearly
written under the influence, known or unknown, of
these concepts.
In such comedies as ((Under the
Greenwood Tree,”
and “ Far from the Madding
Crowd,” much less scope for their use is possible, and
to trace them, when they are used, is less easy. The

reasons are obvious. Personal predilection may prefer
“The Return of the Native” to “Jude the Obscure,”
“The Hand of Ethelberta”
to “Tess” ; as “The
Tempest” may find more readers than “Hamlet”
or
“Lear”
; and Wagner’s “Meistersingers”
greater
audiencesthan “Tristan and Isolde,” but the final criterion
of an artist’s work will always be his achievements in
the field of tragedy.
It is given to no artist to know the exact significance
his work will hold in the estimation
of unborn
generations. Still less may a critic presume to judge. It
may be possible, however, to forecast in general terms
the verdict of the future. It is certain that as long
as humanity is interested in humanity,
so long as
man is interested in the thoughts and philosophy of
his fellows,
so long will the “Wessex”
novels
continue to hold an abiding place in the classic literature
of England. For they contain the very germs of
permanence.Plain and simple men and women, loving
and hating, happy and oppressed, struggling
in the
stream of life and swept hither and thither by that
stream.
But a more enduring factor than this is found
in them. Mr. Hardy, by seeing this struggle in the
light of Karma and maya, has embodied
the
profoundestthoughts of man upon the problem of existence.
The enduring quality of these ideas is fixed
beyonddoubt. They are permanent, not because of any
illusory happiness they engender,
or because they
disguise the truth in beautiful raiment, but because at
bottom every man feels that they are indisputable. The
outstanding character of Indian thought has been at
all costs to elucidate truth.
Here, perhaps,
is the
reason why every new idea in art or philosophy has
always originated in the East, spreading Westward to
influence ideas, less profound
in thought,
more
superficial,more blinded by the illusion of the Will-to-live,
EVERARDG. GILBERT-COOPER.
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FINANCING
A REVOLUTION.
MR, GEORGE BERNARDSHAW,who has invented so many
ingenious excuses of his unwillingness to do more than
talk, once refused a subscription to some Red Flag
enthusiasts on the ground that he could not finance a
revolution.
Whether or not Mr. Shaw recognised that
he had indicated the fundamental defect of the whole
revolutionary movement, I do not pretend to know; I
can only say that, so far as I know, Mr. Shaw has
never told anybody how to finance a revolution.
It is
obvious, of course, that a revolution cannot be financed
by charitable subscriptions, but that it must be financed
is also obvious; the question is ; “How?”
If every
Trade Union became blackleg-proof, we should be no:
nearer the millennium; so long as its funds were not
immediately accessible, or directly and entirely under
the control of the Union, it could not pursue a fighting
policy with success.
ID 1912, for example, it was
discovered that the National Union of Railwaymen had a
quarter of its funds invested in Railway Stock, the
value of which was depreciated by their threat of a
strike; and, therefore, could only be realised at a loss.
In one district, the Miners had invested‘ largely
in
workmen’s cottages; if they declared a strike, they got
no rents; if they got no rents, they could pay no strike
pay.
They sought accommodation
from the
Cooperative Wholesale Society, but that Society had itself
to draw the money from a capitalist bank; Mr. Temple,
in a correspondence which is printed in this pamphlet,*
reminded the manager of the Banking Department of
* “ The ‘ Tattooed Men ’ ; or, Labour Leaders and the
Workers’ Money.”
By Frederick Temple.
(The
Commonwealth
Press. 6d.)

the C.W.S. that 98 per cent. of its cash is in the
possession of the Joint Stock Banks, and ranks among
their assets. In 1912, the Miners were refused
accommodation
by a capitalist bank’; they turned to the
C.W.S., which obtained the money from a capitalist
bank, but, at the same time, “the leading London banks
passed a resolution to give no accommodation to Trade
Unions.”
The C.W.S.
could not have repeated its
accommodation without the consent of the capitalist
banks, which we know would have been refused; and
a threat to refuse to clear its cheques would always
suffice to bring it to reason.
The C.W.S. cannot
finance a revolution any better than Mr. Shaw.
The situation was clear : if Labour was ever to gain
control of industry, nay, if ever it was to talk to the
capitalist as man to man, it must obtain control of its
own finances. The best way to obtain control would,
of course, be by creating a bank which would do the
business
of the Labour movement ; the Co-operative
societies have their banks, the Trades Unions should
also have a bank, as even the “Daily Citizen” admitted.
Mr. Temple wrote a pamphlet entitled “Banking for
Trade Unions,” and sent a copy to every delegate of
the Newport Congress, and to every member of the
Parliamentary
Committee
of the
Trade
Union
Congress. That “happy inaccessibility to ideas” which
distinguished
Shelley’s father protected
the Congress
and its leaders from considering Mr. Temple’s
suggestion.
Negotiations were proceeding between the Trade
Union Congress,
the Labour Party,
and the Cooperative Union, which, if successful, would probably
have made the Banking Department
of the C.W.S.
(which has 98 per cent. of its money in the possession
of the Joint Stock Banks) the official bank of the
Unions.
The negotiations proceeded,
and proceeded,
and proceeded-and
then collapsed. The diplomatists
of the Labour movement deserve a diploma-from
the
capitalists.
Mr. Temple seems to be one of those people who do
not like their ideas to be shelved-not
even in the
interests of Labour diplomacy; and acting on a hint from
the President of the Congress, Mr. W. J. Davis, he
constituted
the National Co-operative
Bank. I quote
Mr. Temple’s summary : ‘‘Upon careful consideration,
the wiser course seemed to be to register under the
Companies (Consolidation) Act (the plan, as has been
seen, afterwards advocated by the City Editor of the
“Daily
Citizen”) for almost the smallest amount of
Share capital that would suffice to regularise the
positionbefore the law, i.e., for
and to ensure the
Company being a really Co-operative undertaking
by
devising that the Shares should not carry any dividend,
but should only carry control, and that the whole of
the net profits should go to those who had created
them, i.e.,
its depositors
and holders
of current
accounts.
The majority of the Shares were to be
vested in Trustees appointed by the Trade Unions, in
accordance with the terms of a Trust Deed which
should,
in particular, preserve the independence
and
continuity of the character of the undertaking, so that,
whatever might be its fortunes, it could never be sold
or transferred to the capitalists, or made subject to the
hazard of a snatch vote engineered conceivably
by
wolves within the fold. . . With regard to its Capital,
it was found desirable to adopt the plan which, by an
interesting coincidence,
Mr. Andrew Fisher, the then
Premier of the Australian Commonwealth, was almost
at the same time obtaining statutory power to adopt in
the formation of the Commonwealth
Bank
of
Australia.
This was by the creation of interest-bearing
Redeemable Bonds, so that when the capital moneys
should have served their full purpose of making the
bank a self-dependent going concern, and an adequate
Reserve Fund had been created, they might in due
course be repaid.’’
Here, then, is a bank which the Unions can control

whenever they like, which does not, I believe, lock up
its money in real estate or securities, but keeps it at call
in the short-loan market, and hold bills for maturity,
and that keeps itself free from domination by the Joint
Stock Banks by the simple device of doing its own
clearing.
“At present, I believe, we are, with the
exception of the Bank of England, the only selfcontained bank in ‘England. What does that mean?
It means that when we receive from customers crossed
cheques drawn upon other London banks, we adopt the
plan largely employed by the other banks, that is to
say, we send a messenger to the other bank and request
payment over the counter. When the cheque is drawn
upon a country bank, we remit it to that bank by post,
and request a remittance
by return.
This always
comes, usually in the form of a draft upon the London
agent of the other bank. The consequence is that we
not only receive cash for the cheque sooner than we
should do if we had paid a clearing bank to collect it
for us, but we avoid the expense of paying the clearing
bank a commission for the collection, and also render
ourselves independent
of any possible pressure which,
by the alternative course, the clearing bank would be
enabled at a critical period to put upon us.”
It will be, understood that when Mr. Temple notified
the Parliamentary Committee of the existence of this
Bank,
and
suggested
that
the Committee
should
appoint two of its members to represent it on the Board,
the Labour Leaders jumped. “Here,”
they said, “is
a brilliant idea which we nearly thought of ourselves.
We will adopt the suggestion, appoint our delegates,
and, as we always do, make the scheme Successful.”
That is probably what they would have said if they
could have spoken, but Mr. Temple’s letter seems to
have stricken them dumb with amazement; and he has
never received even an acknowledgment
of the receipt
of his letter. But Labour Leaders have more ways
than one of conveying their opinion, and Mr. ’Temple
between
publishes
a most interesting correspondence
himself and the management
of the “Daily Citizen.”
If the allegation made in the letter from the “Daily
Citizen” is true, the clients
of the National
Cooperative Bank must be the most extraordinary people
in existence.
Ordinary
clients would address
their
complaints to the person with whom they were dissatisfied; in this case, they seem to have addressed their
complaints to the editorial staff of the “Daily Citizen.”
Instead
of transmitting
those complaints
to
Mr.
Temple, they demanded from Mr. Temple something
very like a statement of accounts, which he, quite properly, refused to render to them. To show that there
was no ill-feeling, that they only wished to know, they
refused to publish his advertisement when he refused
to answer their questions.
Another interesting correspondence
is that between
Mr. T. F. Richards, President of the National Union
of Boot and Shoe Operatives, and Mr. Temple.
Mr.
Temple asked Mr. Richards to become a Trustee of the
Bank; at first, he agreed, then he declined, and
subsequentlywrote a most abusive letter to Mr. Temple.
The Right, Hon. A. Henderson,
M.P., had addressed
a word to him, and there was an end of it. But the
next incident is even more interesting.
Mr. Temple
went to Scatland,
and addressed
forty meetings
of
Trades and Labour Councils on the subject of Banking.
He received an invitation to meet the Parliamentary
Committee of the Scottish Trade Union Congress, and
met the Committee on three occasions.
As a result, it
was suggested that Mr. Temple should form a Scottish
Co-operative Bank, and he proceeded
to do so,
submitting to them a report of the results of his work, a
draft
of the proposed Trust
Deed, copies of the
memorandumand Articles
of Association,
and a
Memorandum
stating the scheme in outline Whereupon
the
Committee reported to the Congress in these terms :“The Committee have had several meetings with Mr.

Fred. Temple on the subject of Co-operative Banking.
In this connection they, ,after careful consideration,
appointed Mr. Wm. H. Martin, Chartered Accountant,
to investigate the whole matter for the Parliamentary
Committee.
Mr. Martin has gone into the question
very fully, and made a most exhaustive report to the
Parliamentary
Committee,
and in view of the new
information come to hand that the Labour Party are
intending to issue a full statement re the National Cooperative Bank shortly, the Committee are of opinion
that it would be advisable that the Trade Union
movement
do nothing meantime in the way of recommending
the Scottish Co-operative Bank, with which Mr., Temple
is associated. ” The Labour Party are ,evidently
determinedto live up to their nickname of “the dashing’
Ruperts. ”
Apparently, while Mr. Temple was in Scotland, the
Joint Board, of which Mr. Henderson is the Chairman,
and Mr. Bowerman the Secretary, had been considering
the case of the National Co-operative Bank;
and
on February 17, 1916, it resolved to direct the attention
of the Commercial Department of the Board of Trade
to this bank that clears its own cheques.
Nothing
happened.
The next incident
is best told by Mr.
Temple.
“They begun to seek around and to ask
questions which they might quite properly have asked
in the first instance.
Finding nothing against
the
Bank in the highways and by-ways, they sent along
their emissary, Mr. Gillies, in the employ of Mr.
Henderson
at Victoria Street, in order to see if they
could find any pretext for their action.
When Mr.
Gillies called, I was away in the North. In
my
innocence,I wrote him welcoming the opportunity of being
brought into touch with the Labour Party, and as I
recognised
their right
to ask for information,
I
proffered it fully an my return.
At this time, of course,
I was not aware of the damnable thing that the ‘Joint
Board had done. and assumed the information to be
asked for in good faith.
In reply, Mr. Gillies wrote
me a letter on April I, 1916, beginning : ‘I am glad to
learn from your letter that I will receive in the coming
week satisfactory answers to my inquiries.’
By ‘this
time, it had come to my knowledge that the man’s
employers were hostile, as I had learned of their Minute
of February 17; so I called upon him, and upon being‘
informed that he was acting under the authority of Mr.
Henderson, I told him of the abominable action of the
Joint Board, and pointed cut that any decent and
fairminded body of men would have asked for information
before, not after, passing a verdict, and that as they
were at this late stage obviously out on a mere fishing
inquiry, I should decline to have anything to do with
them, or to give them, as avowed enemies, any
information
whatever, any more than I would do to a blackmailing financial newspaper. The next thing that
happenedwas the receipt of two series of summonses, four
against the Bank, and four against myself, as a director,
issued at the instance of W. Gillies, as common
informer.” The offence was one that will make all good
Labour leaders blanch with horror ; the financial
statement
of the Bank was not exhibited in a sufficiently
conspicuous place to please the emissary of the Labour
Party, and to score this technical point under the
Companies
(Consolidation) Act, and to annoy Mr. Temple,
the messenger of the Labour Party turned common
informer. The Labour Party has issued a report of these
proceedings to the various societies, accompanied,
in
some cases, by a letter from Mr. Gillies, but the statement
promised
to the Parliamentary
Committee
of the
Scottish Trade Union Congress has not yet been issued.
The Labour leaders have, according to their lights,
been doing good to Mr. Temple; and, as one good turn
deserves another, Mr. Temple devotes the rest of his
pamphlet to an examination of the financial affairs of
the “Daily Citizen.” The Joint Board which blessed
Mr. Temple with its benevolent attention consisted of

Messrs. A. Henderson, C. W. Bowerman, J. R. Clynes,
G. J. Wardle, and G. H Roberts; all of these gentlemen,
with the addition of Mr. John Hodge, have been
directors of the “Daily Citizen.”
Mr. Temple tells us
that “no statement
of accounts with respect to the
‘Daily Citizen’ has been filed far a later period than that
terminating on December 31, 1913.” This is certainly
a remarkable omission, more particularly as the penalty
of non-compliance with this provision of the Companies
(Consolidation) Act is
a day, and it is known that
the expenditure
on the “Daily Citizen” amounted to
more than
On February
25, 1915, the
“Daily Citizen” published a statement, signed among
others by Mr. C. W. Bowerman and the Right Hon.
Mr. A. Henderson, stating that, in consequence of the
judgment of Mr. justice Warrington, “steps are being
taken to change the constitution
of the company
responsible for the ,publishing of the ‘Daily Citizen,’ so
that it will be possible for all Trade Unions to contribute
to the carrying on of a daily paper whose business
it will be to advocate the recognised objects of any
Trade Union. During the interval, however, in which
the company is being re-formed, it is necessary that the
‘Daily Citizen’ should be adequately financed.
. . .
Meanwhile, the National Committee appeal with every
confidence to . . . respond generously to the appeal now
being made for
shillings to carry on the paper
during
this interval.”
On April I, the company was
converted into an Industrial and Provident Society, but
the fact was not announced in the “Daily
Citizen.”
The appeal for shillings was continued until June 5,
two months after the company had been re-formed.
The question that Mr. Temple raises is : “Was there
any need for this conversion of the company into an
Industrial and Provident Society ?” Mr.
Justice
Warrington’sremarks forced them to change the constitution
of
the
company. “This was a very simple matter.
It was the first clause of the memorandum of association
that
simply
needed
an alteration.
A fee of three
guineas to a barrister, and an application‘ to a Judge of
the High Court, and the thing was done. . . . There was
a straight, honest, plain, simple course to adopt. To
alter the first clause in the memorandum of association,
to keep the old company in being, with its directors still
responsible to its shareholders, to preserve continuity,
and to publish accounts.” That was the course that
was not adopted.
By converting the company into an
Industrial
and Provident Society “they have escaped
entirely any obligation whatsoever to file these accounts
at any time, either at Somerset House or with the
Registrar
of Friendly Societies. ”
Mr. Temple even
tells us that if they had constituted the new company
one day earlier, they would have been obliged to file
these accounts with the Registrar.
Another peculiarity
of this conversion
is that the
clause in the Industrial and Provident Societies Act,
which
implies
that shareholders
for amounts
of
and less should be shareholders in the new company for
the same amounts, does not seem to have been applied.
For one of the rules of the new society was in these
words : “The membership of the Society shall consist
of persons signing these rules, and such other persons
and registered societies or incorporated companies as
the Directors
in their discretion may in conformity
with these rules from time to time admit to memberhsip."
The rules
were signed
by Messrs.
C.
W.
Bowerman, J. R. Clynes, John Hodge, Arthur Pugh,
G. H. Roberts, J. A. Seddon, and G. J. Wardle; and
within a few weeks, “these seven men, with the new
Directors as their nominees, proceeded to wind up the
Society, and appointed their own nominee as liquidator.”
The inferences that may be drawn from these
very remarkable facts are stated at length
in Mr.
Temple’s pamphlet, and I recommend it heartily to the
attention of all those who are interested in revolutionary
finance.
A. E. R.

Reviews.
German Atrocities:
An
Official Investigation.
By
J. H. Morgan, M.A. (T. Fisher Unwin.
IS. net.)
This is the ninth impression
of a book that has
shocked every one of its readers. In four months, forty
thousand copies have been issued; and it is probable
that another forty thousand copies will be called for.
Everyone will want to read of the detestable things that
the Germans did to the Belgians, the French, and the
Russians; everyone will be shocked to see that the
things that were done by all parties to the Balkan wars
(according to the report of the International Commission
of the Carnegie Endowment
for International
Peace)
have here been done only by the Germans. The horrors
of war are never so horrible as when they are committed
by only one of the combatants; the very innocence of
the Allies only throws into deeper contrast the turpitude
of the enemy. As a lawyer and a Professor of Law,
Professor Morgan knows the value of evidence; “truth
will out, even in an affidavit,” and he quotes here
statementsmade to him by our soldiers, who had full
knowledgethat he was conducting an official inquiry,
statementswhich survived his cross-examination and were
corroborated
by other inquiries
made
by Professor
Some of them are so complete in their details
Morgan.
that no possible defence could be made; for example :
“Private
W. T-,
Welsh
Regiment, . On the
retreat from Mons in August we came upon a woman
tied to a tree.
She was quite dead. -Her throat was
cut.
I believe she had been outraged. . . . The
I should
time was about 5 p.m. It was quite light.
say that the woman’s age was between eighteen and
twenty-two.
The men cut her down.
I saw them do
it. I do not know what became of the body as we had
to go on. I expect it was Uhlans who had done this.”
Such evidence is conclusive:
Private W, Tis a
credible witness. His identity is proved by the fact that
he is in the Welsh Regiment, and the clearness with
which he details his facts enables us to rely upon the
accuracy of his inferences. In a civil court, a heckling
counsel might inquire what reason the soldier had for
believing that Uhlans had been behind our retreating
lines, or for supposing that, if they had, they had had
time enough to waste on outraging a woman. Luckily,Professor Morgan was not a-heckling counsel, but an
official investigator ; so this valuable piece of evidence
remains on record to prove that even rapid military
movementslike the great rush
on Paris
could
not
restrain the
Germansfrom indulging their bestial
propensities. It is the fate of England always to fight
barbarians; and Professor Morgan’s book, which
is
admittedly only an appendix to the Report of the Bryce
Commission, proves that the Germans are barbarians.
He denies that only the German Government is responsible;
he asserts,
on the evidence
of captured, diaries,
on the statements of sufferers
and eye-witnesses
of
atrocities, that the whole German nation is morally
perverted ; and Professor Morgan can “see little hope” for
Europe “except in a sentence. of outlawry”
against
Germany.
“We shall have to revise our notions of
both Municipal and International Law as regards her. ”
We have to understand that legal formulae are useless
to define our relations with Germany, -because Germany
interprets words in her own way to suit her own
interests.
Legal phrases really mean what we mean by
them, and as Germany finds another meaning in those
phrases, if is clear that we cannot legalise our relations
with her. She is outlawed, beyond our law; and in the
dread formula of excommunication, “there shall no man
speak to her, no man write to her, no man show her
any kindness, no man stay under the same roof with
her, no man come nigh her.” She has acted accordign
to Lord Fisher’s “three R’s of war,” she has been
“Ruthless, Relentless, Remorseless”
; and she has put
herself beyond the pale of the civilised nations. Her
defeat will not mean her reformation : “You may,
perhaps, extirpate a dogma,” says Professor Morgan,

“but you cannot alter a temperament.” There are only
two courses open to us : “We can re-admit Germany to
international
society
and lower
our standard
of
InternationalLaw to her level, or we can exclude her and
raise it.” This is only a verbal dilemma to Englishmen,
they will always raise the standard of International
Law high enough to exclude their enemies. So let it
be with Germany.
Tragedies.
By Arthur Symons.
(Heinemann.
5s.
net.)
Mr. Symons is by no means clear concerning the
meaning of the word “tragedy”;
we should prefer to
call “ The Death of Agrippina ” and “ Cleopatra in
Judaea’’ comedies.
For Nero, after having had his
mother dispatched, and imitated Macbeth for a while,
recovers his nerve when the Tribunes and Praetorians
acclaim his action, and solemnly elevates himself to
Divine rank.
“I will give thanks,
a god unto the
gods.”
And Cleopatra has her little play with Herod,
who has plotted to kill her ere she leaves Judaea; and by
proving to him Marianne’s passion for Antony, and
showing him that the political consequences of Herod’s
plot would be different from those expected, she escapes
with her life, nay, is escorted with. honour.
It is
obviously not a tragedy. “The Harvesters”
is a threeact tragedy in verse, the scene laid in Cornwall in the
early part of the nineteenth century. Mr. Symons is
really more concerned
with his revolt against
the
conception of sin than he is with the dramatic problem;
Mary murders her lover without any apparent motive,
certainly not as the crisis of any development of the
plot.
The real conflict is a conflict of conceptions rather
than of characters.
Mary Raven has become a subject
of scandal in the village; challenged by her father, she
refuses to speak, and he then declares :So that’s plain.
You will say nothing if I ask you next
What I have said I would not ask you yet?
You’ll not lie, you’ll say nothing? Then, hear this :
If, as they say, you have sinned, and if your sin
Should find you out, and all men know your sin,
You are my daughter still, I give you bed,
I give you bread, and your child bed and bread;
But, as God lives, and as he hears me speak,
I will not ever speak to you again;
Not while I live, not when I die, and not
If we should meet before the throne of God!
’Tis deeply sworn, and obstinately maintained.
The
lover refuses to marry the girl, she murders him-and
takes her trial for murder. She is acquitted,
and
returns to the village. The father, through a third party,
offers her shelter, but obstinately maintains his vow;
and in the only really impassioned monologue of the
play, Mary states Mr. Symons’ view. We quote her
conclusion
:But you, you have to know
That I, who stand here homeless, have yet done
No evil, but things evil have been done,
And I must bear them. I have found out at last
What life is, and it is not what you said;
And what I am, I made myself, not you;
And though you, you, have broken up my life,
I can escape you : I have found a way :
There is a door, and Vecchan opens it.
You are an old man sitting by the wall,
And it is you would tie me by the hand
And call it pity, and tie me by the foot
And call it justice, and you would give me bread,
And let me hate the bread, and call the bread
Kindness; and you would let me slowly die
Of justice, pity, kindness; and sit there
Crumbling away silently like the .wall.
You are an old man, and you have done me wrong,
But I am young still, and I will work and live.
You were my father. I have a sister now:
Vecchan shall be my sister. Come, there’s wind
Upon the downs; and she knows all the winds
As well as any seagull. We’ll begone
Out of the midst of you that bolt your doors
And shutter out the night. We will go home.
And the old man wonders : “Lord, Lord, if she were
right, if she were right !”

Pastiche.
PASTICHE’S

OWN
INTERVIEWS.
LORD FARRER.
Immediately after Lord Farrer had given the interview
to a representative
of ‘‘Common Sense,” which is
reported in a recent issue of that paper, I was fortunate
enough to catch his lordship’s attention.
“YOUrepresent Pastiche,” said he ; “ah yes, an admirable
institution. I never read it myself-what
greater
praise can I offer it than that?”
I went on to tell his lordship how interested we should
be if he would give Pastiche the benefit of his views
on how to end the war.
“In my opinion,” answered Lord Farrer, “only two
courses are open to us. Either we must stop fighting, or
we must go on with it; there is no other way. Do you
follow me ?”
I replied that, though his piercing and comprehensive
grasp of the situation had rather taken my breath away,
I thought I was with him in his main argument.
“Very well, then,” said he; “now see if you can follow
what I am going to tell you. The war, if it is to be
carried on at all, must be conducted in one of three ways.
The direction must come either from the inside, or from
the outside, or from both inside and outside. Have you
understood me ?”
“Not altogether,” I said; but when Lord‘ Farrer
repeated his brilliant diagnosis of the situation, I found
no difficulty in understanding him.
“Now I want to deal with particulars,” continued his
lordship.
“My objection to direction from the inside is
that it tends to subordinate everything to a traditiontied, uninspired lay figure-let me put it more briefly, to
the martinet.
So much for control from the inside.
Then, as regards control from the outside. I am sure you
will agree”-I nodded assent-“that
for outsiders to have
the entire direction of the affairs of the army is to court
military disaster.
So much for absolute control. from
the outside! But now we must consider the third course,
which, as a matter of fact, I consider to be the best of all.
I refer to combined direction from inside and outside.
My notion is this : what goes into the army should be
under the control of the inside, i.e., the military
authorities
; I refer to efficiency, discipline, drill, and the actual
fighting.
But what comes out of the military machine
should be the share of the men on the outside-men like
myself, for example. The things that come out of the
army are, roughly speaking, contracts, war profits,
demobilised volunteers, conscription, six-per-cent. bonds ,
and military discipline in the workshops. Have I made
my point clear? If not, let me put it for you in another
form. Let me venture upon an aphorism.
‘You fight,
we draw the profits’-that is the motto I should like to
see adopted in this country by every intelligent business
man.”
I suggested to Lord Farrer that his opinions upon
railwaymatters are always valued by readers of Pastiche.
“Well,” he said at once, “you will understand that I
speak from the point of view of a member of the general
public. It is enough for me that I am forced at times to
disclose myself as a railway magnate ; I personally much
prefer to look at these matters with neutral eyes. My
pockets, so to speak, may be lined with freightage, but
my heart is- lined with the milk of public opinion. This
is why I discountenance any suggestions that the present
position of the railways should’ be altered. Only private
ownership and control can maintain their efficiency in the
public interest; any outside influence would be at once
intolerable and ruinous.”
I reminded his lordship that some measure of public
control had been found necessary during the war.
“Yes,” said his lordship tersely, “and see for
yourself
with what results. I speak now only of the military
aspect. No private company which acted with the same
altruistic methods as the Government has done in supplying
its war depots would ever be in a position to pay a
dividend ! ”
I painted out that there was a notion abroad that the
endeavour to produce profits should be subordinated in
war-time to the provision of adequate and speedy
transport
for men and supplies
“That is all very well as an ideal,” were Lord Farrer’s
parting words, “but you must remember that this pooling
of resources in the interests of the fighting forces
is not a thing any practical man of affairs is likely to

approve.
It is, of course, only another method of favouring
one section of the community at the expense of the
rest. But you must understand that it is dune not as
a matter of business but as a gift. It may be right, it
may be necessary, it may be effective, it may be lots of
things; but there is one thing it never can be, and that
P. J. P. T.
is-business
! ”
ANNO
WILMAE.
Pre[The World of Miss Wilma Meikle came true.
print of letter from one Sane Feminist to another.]
Old Pals’ Club,
Piccadilly, W.
2 June, 12 a.w.
Darling Old Man,-Awfully sorry to have kept you so
long without a word. But things are so busy in the city
that really we shall have to think of employing a few men
or something. Haven’t been at the flat fur ages. Never
leave the office till six, and then it’s nothing but lectures,
meetings, etc., etc. Really, old man, you must join our
Women v. Wages Society. Suddenly remembered the
children last night. Must try to see ’em next week, but
I hear the new creche is AI-suits ’em top-hole. Hope
Evelyn’s all right. You might oblige a fellow and look
him up one evening, could you, old chap? He’s
grumbling
frightfully about his food and one thing an’ another.
Which kitchen do you go to? Mine’s the “ Die-Hard ”
in State Street. But you might tell Evelyn he can try
the “Kill or Cure” if he likes. I really believe he wants
cooking done in the flat!--only daren’t say so!
Did
you ever hear such cretinous, old-fashioned nonsense ?
I suppose I’m to stay at home( !) and do the cooking and
be dependent on him for money!
No thanks!
Really
he is annoying sometimes.
His latest idea is that
women( !) are responsible for men’s low wages. If “we”
hadn’t insisted on coming into business and pushing
every girl into industry-and
so on, and so on-you know
the cry ! He’s always sighing for the good old times, and
muttering some nonsense about Home sweet Home and
Mony a meikle maks a muckle-which
.he thinks is
funny!
You might show him Clause xiii in your
“Towards a Sane Feminism,” will you? What about
lunch at the “Savoir Faire”?
’Phone us up at the
office and let’s fix a day. I want your advice about
Leslie.
It’s almost time the child began to train far
something. Evelyn wants her to stay at home!
He
would!
I thought of the, Army or the Church.
Of
course she might come on ’Change with me, only of
course I don’t approve of children seeing much of their
parents.
What do you think?
Heaps of love, old man,
always, SYDNEY.
P.S.-What
price Cape Copper?
Didn’t I tell you?
Oh and tell Jones spot cash-or move on! That girl’s
a cretinous ass!
P. T. R.
THESE
DARK NIGHTS.
By M. M.
Peleas : To what place will that ticket take you?
Melisande : I cannot see; it has been smudged.
P. : Let me look. Yes, the name is quite hidden. I
will call the conductor and, he will tell, us.
M. : It will be useless to call. He is deaf. Besides,
he has fallen in the mud.
P. : Is that what you are turning back to look at?
M. : Yes; but he is hidden now by a baked-potato
machine.
P. : Does the driver know?
M. : I do not think he has seen anything.
P. : Then, he will not know when to stop.
M. : I hope he will stop at the terminus. Oh, it will
be too dark for him to see the terminus! Perhaps he
will not even feel it coming. Oh, I am not happy, I
am not happy!
P. : Perhaps he will smell it. What is that? What
are you listening for? What are you afraid of?
M. : I do not know.
P. : Tell me! Tell me !
M. : Perhaps it is that I think I shall get run over.
P. : How can you get run over when you are riding
on the top of the tram? Tell me! Tell me!
M. : Who is that strange old man who has just come
in? Why does he sit so silent? What is he going to
do ?
P. : Keep calm and prepare. He will do nothing. But
if you listen, you will hear the sound of the wind through
his whiskers.
(They listen, and the mystic darkness deepens.)
A. W. KNAPP.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR.
GREEK AFFAIRS.
Sir,-I
welcome Mr. Mavrogordato’s criticism of my
review of the Greek situation, particularly as it deals
with the points which, for the time being at any rate,
must remain a matter of almost pure speculation.
I
admit that I omitted to touch upon the fact that the
conflict is considerably influenced by personal spite and
jealousy of Venizelos, and thereby gave the impression
of ignoring it, But in attributing a positive policy to
the King I did not intend to deny the negative in any
way. I regarded it as a stronger and more reasonable
case for the King risking his throne and reputation, and
the only possible line open ,to him for balancing
Venizelos’admitted expansion policy in Asia Minor.
Regarding the treaty with Serbia, I cannot see there is any
more call .for the Royalists to publish the text of the
treaty with a view to silencing the criticism of the
Venizelists than for the Venizelists to publish it with
a view to confounding the Royalists.
One can only
assume that its publication would serve the purpose of
,neither.
Of course, everybody agrees that, were’ it a
mere sporting affair, Greece should have unhesitatingly
come to the assistance of Serbia. But we are here dealing
with politics, the morals or principles of which are more
or less decided by pure interest alone.
Any show of
morality is mere political rhetoric, serving an ulterior
motive of interest. At least, such is my experience of
politics generally.
My recollection as to the idea of
seizing upon the applicability of the treaty is that it
did not originate with Venizelos so much as, with the
Entente Press, and that it was alleged to have been
promptly answered by the King in the manner I have
stated, and, to my mind, satisfactorily. It is only lately
that Venizelos appears to have strongly urged Greece’s
obligation to Serbia-i.e., as soon as he realised it was
a means of counteracting the lack of pronounced support
from the Entente Governments (due probably to Italian
influence) by the warm approval of the Entente public.
As regards Germany persuading Turkey to withdraw
from the European side of the Bosphorus, this is by no
means the difficult matter one imagines it to be. There
is no doubt that the holding of Constantinople by the
Turks is of less real importance to thein than the getting
of it by the Christian nations concerned. The Turks
have never really ceased to regard Broussa as the real
capital of Turkey, and there exist all sorts of beliefs as
to the trouble which ,would befall them through their
continued occupation of that Christian citadel. In other
words, they have more or less regarded it as a foregone
conclusion that
some day they
wouldbeturned out by
one or other of the
Powers
concerned.
Theyprobably
realise as well as anybody that their prolonged sojourn
there is less due to their efforts than to the conflict of
interests surrounding
the manner of their going.
As for the case against Constantine, it is possible that
the price demanded by Germany was that he need only
maintain a strict neutrality in return for his compensation.
In which. case he could only meet any violation
of his neutrality by the Allies by allowing the other side
to violate it to the same extent, thereby maintaining a
balance of neutrality. As regards the pressure brought
to bear upon Greece by the Allies, this certainly hit the
people generally harder than it hit the King. Whether
this was intended, and, if so, with what object, it is
difficult to determine.
In conclusion, I am glad Mr. Mavrogordato accords
my review the merit of impartiality, since personally I
hold no brief for either side.
What prompted me to
write it was the fact that one meets with so much
sentimentdevoid of understanding on this subject that I
thought a little understanding devoid of sentiment would
not be out of place.
T. CONSTANTINIDES.
***
ARE THE SEWS A NATION?
Sir,-Mr.
Ph. J. Baldensperge is disconcerted at the
idea of a regeneration of the Jewish people in Palestine.
The suggestion of the re-birth of this “ small nation ”
is repellent to him. And he repudiates even their
nationhood.
I submit that it is malicious to blame Jews of a
century ago ‘for not taking possession of Palestine, or
for being “disagreeable intruders
in almost all the
countries.’’
The blame is to be laid at the door of the

Christian nations who rendered the life of the Jew
unbearable and denied him even the possibility of moving
freely from place to place. If your correspondent could
think of Jews dispassionately and objectively, he might
have known that the Jews have never “forgotten their
original country,” that the possession of, or a return to,
Palestine is part of the Jewish faith, that there never
was a period in history when Jews did not make regular
pilgrimages to the Holy Land, that during the last
thirty years a wave of patriotism swept the Jewries of
Europe, with the result that, in spite of strenuous
opposition,about forty-five Jewish colonies were established
in Palestine. As to the right of Jews to regard
themselvesa nation, I submit that your correspondent lacks
knowledge of the elemental conditions determining the
character of a nation. A nation consists of persons who
are united either geographically
or by community of
language, descent, religious beliefs and practices,
or
history. Admitting that the Jews lack the geographical
element, who can deny them all other qualifications ?
Mr. W. Allison Philips, one of America’s great writers,
recently defined nationality as “ an extensive aggregate
of persons, conscious of a community of sentiments,
experiences, or qualities, which make them feel themselves
a distinct people.” And he adds : “ If we examine the
composition of the several nationalities, ’we find those
elements-race,
language,
religion,
common
habitat,
common conditions, mode of life and manners, and
political association. The elements are, however, never
all present at the same time, and none’ of them- is
essential. . . . A common habitat and common conditions
are doubtless powerful influences at times in determining
nationality’; but what part do they, play in that of the
Jews or Greeks or the Irish in dispersion?” Can it be
doubted, then, that Jews are “ an extensive aggregate
of persons,” that they are “conscious of a community
of sentiments, experiences, and qualities, which make
them feel theinselves a distinct people ”? As to lack
of a common language-well,
it is obvious that, being
absorbed in the study of “ Palestine folklore,” your
correspondent fails to see what is going on in Palestine at
the present moment, or rather up to the moment when
the war broke out.- Otherwise he would have known of
the revival of the Hebrew language, of its being spoken
by almost every Jew in Palestine; he would have known
that in all the Jewish elementary schools, and even in
the high schools, Hebrew is used as the medium for
teaching all subjects. And surely your readers could
not see any incongruity between Jewish nationhood .and
the answers given by the Sanhedrin to Napoleon, quoted
by your correspondent. Of course, we fully recognise
our fellow-citizens-and,
indeed, our fellow-men-as
our
brethren.
This is in accord with the tenets of our
religion. That Jews regard themselves as part of the land
wherein they were born or settled has been amply proved
by the many thousands of Jews who laid down their
lives on the various battlefields.
These facts only
strengthen the Jewish claims to be fully recognised as
an entity entitled “ to live its own life, ,to pursue its
own ideals, to march towards the great goal of civilisation.
along the path indicated
by its own historic
culture. ”
But what is the movement which had so frightening
an effect upon your correspondent? The following is a
summary of Zionism given in concise language by Louis.
Brandeis, a Judge in theSupreme Court of New York
and a leader of the Movement in America :“ Zionism seeks to establish in Palestine, for such Jews
as choose to go and remain’ there, a legally secured
home, where they may live together and lead a Jewish
life, where they may expect ultimately to constitute a
majority of the population and may look forward to
what we should call Home Rule. The Zionists seek to
establish this home in Palestine because they are
convincedthat the undying longing of Jews for Palestine
is a fact of deepest significance, that it is a manifestation
in the struggle for existence by an ancient people which
had established its right to lire-a people whose three
thousand years of civilisation has produced a faith,
culture, and individuality which enabled them to contribute
largely in the future, as they had in the past, to the
advance of civilisation, and that it is not a right merely,
but a duty, of the Jewish nationality to survive and
develop. ”
In conclusion, I only wish to add that it is cheap
sarcasm to speak of carrying away the “Church of the

Holy Sepulchre, etc.”
No Jew ever dreams of
interferingwith the worship of any religion. We are jolly
glad to be left alone. As to regulating Christian services,
as a native of Palestine he knows very well that it is
necessary for the Turks to have an eye on Christians
worshipping at the Holy Sepulchre, in order to keep
them froin flying at each other’s throats.
Liverpool.
I. RAFFALOVICH.
***
FROM Warfare TO WELFARE.
Sir,-It may be the result of the “ dramatic imagination
” ascribed to me by your reviewer, but, for the life
of me, I can’t make head or tail of his logic!
First, he seems anxious to accuse me of failing to
identify warfare with welfare ; and then he” takes me to
task because, while I refuse to do this, I wish to utilise
the military virtues ?
If “ war is not chaos,” pray, what is it? Or, rather,
what is chaos? England may, it is true, never have
been ‘‘more ordered than it is now.” But we may be
ordered and still remain unsettled in our endeavours.
And this is just where the problem of reconstruction
comes in.
My
scheme
for industrial
conscription
is
not
exclusively for the “ working classes.” It is rather an
attempt to nationalise, and thereby raise the status of,
Labour.
I do not think that “ to disband the military services,
but to retain the supply services, would necessarily
involve the supersession of civil by martial law, the extension
of camp and barrack life to the whole male
population.”Why should it ? And, since presumably women
would come into my scheme, how could it?
May I add, by the way, that your reviewer has
confusedWilliam James with his illustrious brother ?
R. Dimsdale STOCKER.
***
THE BIRTH-RATE,
Sir,-Alas! my experience of war is confined to a pair
of dear little scars, standing up to my knees in mud
and water (Miss Biss forgot the mud), waging a
perpetualwarfare with lice, etc., etc. Very unlike,
I
suppose,the pictures in the papers with which Miss Biss
appears to be on such familiar terms.
But, of course, my word exhilarating was applied to
parts of the preliminary training and to some of the
associations of war, and not to the butchery in the
trenches. My point was that, except, perhaps, to the
mother born and bred, there is nothing exhilarating even
in the preliminaries to motherhood, leave alone in the
actual experience.
And I still maintain that there is
no parallel between the soldier’s and the mother’s
undertaking,for the fundamental reason that the associations
of fighting have a different kind of status in public
opinion from the associations of motherhood. Why, if a
parallel there were, should not compulsory motherhood
be enforced upon women as military service is upon
men? But it is precisely because there is no parallel
between the cases that in dealing with the question of
the birth-rate we are confronted with a psychological
problem which no legislation can solve.
C. w. E.
***
“VIEWS AND REVIEWS.”
Sir,-“ It is‘ certain,” says “ A. E. R.,” “ that what
England needs she has ; she could not exist otherwise;
what she has not may be either desirable or undesirable,
but is obviously not necessary to her.”
But if England has what she needs, why “Notes of
the Week,” why The NEW AGE, why anything in it but
“ A. E. R.”?
Is “ A. E. R.” the Thersites in THE NEW Age camp ?
There is certainly increasing evidence for thinking so.’
R. G. O.
P.S.-“A.
E. R.” appears to contend that the fact
that England exists is proof that she has all she needs
for existence. Clever “ A. E. R.”! What
unanswerable
logic! But one can exist without being complete.
My example is “ A. E. R.” And surely it is ‘deplorable
that a regular NEW AGE reviewer should stultify the
whole raison d’etre of THE NEW AGE merely to employ
a verbal pedantry.

“LETTERS FROM FRANCE.”
Sir,-Professor
H. J. Fleure reminds me that I made
so ne slips in committing his Paris discourse to memory.
He discoursed in French, by the way. With regard to
the concluding portion of my last “ Letter from France,”
he points out that the fortifications of Burgundian towns
are the walls, not the hills behind them. Thus it is
hardly fair to single out Champagne and Brittany as the
main facts of the Paris basin, and Millet belonged to
Le Cotentin, not to Brittany. He painted Bretons, but
in so much of his work he was expressing Le Cotentin
that the reference I make is, perhaps, too sweeping.
Though Professor Fleure’s corrections do not affect my
main argument, they are so courteously offered that it
is a pleasure to accept them.
While I am in France, so to speak, I should like to
point out a certain difference between the theatre in
Paris and in London. One gathers from the joyful
correspondence now appearing in THE NEW AGE that the
London theatre (meaning the drama) is dead. THE NEW
AGE has read the burial service and scattered an
appropriate quantity of disinfectant.
It has warned the
dyspeptic-looking mourners that they may not expect
a resurrection just yet. Paris is more fortunate. Thanks
to its National Theatre, it has the full-blooded ghost
of a classical play repertoire, over which it may suspend
immortelles if it likes.
Not long ago the comedie
Francis
started its autumn season.
The programmes
for the first three days included plays by Corneille,
Moliere (2) , Racine, Octave Mirbeau, and ErckmannChatrian. Compare this fare with that offered by our
leading London theatre during the same period. If the
said plays are good, one must not expect too much of
the acting and scenery. The actors are, in fact, mostly
old-age pensioners, while. the scenery is left to shift for
itself. When somebody blows a whistle, miscellaneous
flats run on and join hands, just where they imagine a
setting ought to be. After the act they take the call,
link arms, and return to the dock. But this is a mere
detail where the play’s the thing.
Of course, there are advanced persons who say that
the classical play is not exactly the thing. They claim
that the French theatre is dead, and predictBut let
me quote from the Paris art sheet “Sic”: “ The intimate
theatre,
the theatre
of manners,
the psychological
theatre, is dead.” Continuing, it proceeds to outline
the aim and scope of a theatre of the future, which it
calls a “Theatre Nunique.” The first business of this
theatre will be to suppress the “ three unities.” So “ the
principal action will not have any more importance than
the other actions.
One mill not shrink from any
contrast, any diversity, anything unexpected, acrobatics,
songs,
tragedy,
comedy,
buffoonery,
cinematograph
projections, pantomimes ; the theatre nunique should be
a grand simultaneous whole, containing all the means
and all the emotions capable of communicating an
intense and living intoxication to the spectators.” . . .
“ Having neither unity of place nor time-that
is to
say, being designed to present simultaneously scenes at
Paris, New York, Tokio, in a house, at sea, under the
earth, in 1916 and the year 2000--scenic decoration as
we know it is out of the question. Light alone will be
the scenic artist.”
All this is to be attained in a
circus-like structure, with the audience seated, what time
the simultaneous affair whizzes round on a revolving
stage. Good Lord! how shall we welcome this illustrious
Futurist
quest ?
In the same journal Severini pays a long tribute to
the memory of Boccioni, the famous Futurist painter,
whose death on the Italian- front is reported. It was
Boccioni who suggested to me in Paris that THE NEW
AGE might like to reproduce his colleague Russolo’s
“ La Revolte,” which it subsequently did.
‘‘ Sic,” I
believe, is to be obtained at the Twenty-One Gallery,
Adelphi, where, by the way, an interesting exhibition
of’ small pictures by William Shackleton is now being
held.
HUNTLYCARTER.
***
THE NEW DRAMA.
Sir,-I will now drop generalities and give a definite
illustration .of how talent is encouraged in England.
I read the other day that Mr. J. T. Grein is going to
open a repertory season next February, which will
include a prize play called ‘‘ Ruts.”
This play was the result of a competition organised

last year by Mr. Grein, land financed by' two well-known
The conditions were as follows :managers.
Every play was to be accompanied by 5s.
All the plays were to be considered by a lady reader,
who was to select a dozen, and these twelve were to be
judged by three experts, including Mr. William Archer.
The plays were to be comedies that contained at least
three acts, but there were no other artistic conditions;
there was no statement that originality would be a
disqualification.
Well, although I had little faith in competitions, I
thought it would be a pity to neglect this opportunity.
I submitted twenty-one plays, and over two hundred
were sent in altogether. Seven days after the competition
closed, all my plays were returned.
Now, I want to know : How is it possible to read and
judge two hundred three-act plays in seven days, for it
is not the proper thing to start judging till the
competitioncloses ?
A very short letter accompanied my plays, in which
the reader said in effect that my work was too original
and contained too many ideas, and that what was wanted
was something extremely simple.
Being dissatisfied, I wrote to the lady, asking her as a
guarantee of good faith, as the editors say, to tell me
what my plays mere about. Instead of doing so, she
promptly returned all my fees, which I as promptly
returned to her.
To show the thoroughness of the examination, I may
mention. that in one of the neglected plays I found the
unopened envelope which contained my real name and
address !
Let me sum up the case:
My plays were read,' in so far as they were read at
all, by a lady I had never heard of before the competition.
(2) They were all returned seven days after the
competitionclosed.
(3) The lady summed up the faults of twenty-one widely
differing plays in a tiny letter.
(4) When challenged to say what the plays were about,
she refused to do so.
(5) The unopened envelope which contained my name
and address.
(6) The three experts had no chance of seeing my
plays.
Everything here, no doubt, was strictly legal, because
by entering a competition you tacitly agree to all the
conditions and chance everything, but I submit that
artistically the competition proves that all artistic
competitions are absolutely valueless. And this, after all,
is in the nature of things, for all genuine art is an
expressionof personality, and, 'what is more important,
most examiners are old-fashioned and conventional, and
so have a preference for conventional work, though, as
I have said, Mr. Archer and his two colleagues didn't
see any of my work.
" Twelfth Night " and " As You Like It " wouldn't
stand a ghost of a chance in a competition where
simplicitywas the chief consideration,
Of course, after this, I shall be absolutely damned in
the eyes of Mr. Grein; he will hate me as heartily as
Clement Scott hated Ibsen. But that won't make me
hate him, for I know he is a genuine enthusiast.
It simply means that originality of all kinds is debited
in England. I am right down at the bottom, and all the
beauty and chivalry and intellect of England, which are
fighting for the right of every man to make the most
of himself, will take jolly good care I stop there-by a
conspiracy of silence. Instead of quoting a Latin or
Hebrew maxim, I will invent one for the occasion :
Blessed are they that 'shun originality, for they shall
inherit the kingdom of the Strand. But blessed, also, is
the man at the bottom, for he cannot fall any lower, and
therefore he shall be allowed the privilege of saying fine
and bold things, which the prosperous dare not and
cannot say.
WILLIAMMARGRIE.
***
A MESSAGE.
Achara : The nightingale 'is related to the mockingbird.
Tio! tio! tio!
The noble Polish people.
E!
popopopopopopopoi ! Kikkaban!
Kikkaban!
ROEN.

Memoranda.
(From THE NEW AGE of last week.)
It is obvious that public opinion cannot enter
intelligently
into the discussion of the war, as a part of national
policy, until it has been duly informed of the present
intentions as well as of the circumstancial originations of
the war itself.
It is a satire upon the facts to speak of the nation's
sacrifice when, in reality, the sacrifice falls upon the
shoulders only of a single comparatively small section of
the population.
Abolish profiteering in England, and, on the strength
of having abolished it here, let us call for its abolition in
neutral countries.
The correspondence between Lord Northcliffe,
Mr.
McKenna and Sir William Plender . . . . . marks the
supersession in England of constitutional government by
the arbitrary power of a single man.
If this arbitrary act of Lord Northcliffe is allowed to
pass without proper punishment, there is not a man
living who is safe from his power.
The British Medical Association . . . are now more
eager to be paid than to cure.-NOTES OF THE WEEK.
-It is to be hoped that the Allies' designs with regard
to Poland-which
are presumed to be generous-shall
be
made known to the world without further delay.S, VERDAD.
The fundamental mistake in the calculations of Germany
when she brought about the war was to reckon only with
the actual energy and not with the potential energy of
her enemies.--Ramiro De MAEZTU.
There can be no fellowship between men whilst a small
minority regards the labour of the majority as a
commodity.--S.G. H.
Economic freedom is in the long run a more precious
asset than economic prosperity.
If Capital seizes the opportunity afforded by the present
dislocation of the industrial system to embark
on a
vigorous campaign against Trade Unionism on the
pretext of stimulating production, the result will be
disastrous.
It is the fate of half-measures to antagonise all parties.
-PROFESSOR E. LIPSON.
The balance of economic and political power is the
fundamental principle of National Guilds.-G.
D. H.
Cole.
The loudest hymns
MONICAEWER.

of hate

are sung

by women.-

Swinburne was never a judge, but always a brilliant
advocate ; and I should like to add that Watts-Dunton was
his solicitor.
Relatively to the utility of science the distinction of
poetry is that it is useless.
The end to begin at in the development of thought is
the development of curiosity.-R.
H. C.
The nineteenth century devoted far more of its brains to
industry than to politics- its politics, indeed, was merely
the reflection of its industry-with
the result that
industry has now enslaved us all.
If art and literature are to flourish again, artists,
writers, nay, the whole community must regain the sense
of power. Therefore, economic emancipation first !
One must be a poet to be altogether human.
Wit allied with humility! . . . . That is Mr. Chesterton's
most brilliant paradox !
It is the worst intellectual weakness, and, therefore,
crime, of our ape that ideas are no longer disproved, but
simply superseded by newer ideas.-EDWARD MOORE.
If England's greatest need is a new spiritual impulse,
that impulse should be communicated and not advocated.
There is no peace without hegemony, probably with
out empire.-A.
E. R.

PRESS CUTTINGS.
The higher the ideals which govern human conduct,
the more they harmonise and unite; the lower they are,
the more they divide and disintegrate. The contrast is
in nothing more admirably brought out than by a
comparisonbetween the action of our modern Trade Unions
with that of the medieval Guilds. Lujo Brentano identifies
the two institutions,
and argues that the Unions
grew out of the Guilds. Their chief aim in any case
was identical; it was to guard and preserve the liberties
of working men. Their influence on life, however, was
widely different.
The Guild evolved for the British
workman a life, rude in many respects, but ennobled, as
it were, from within, by an inherent sense of its own
dignity and worth, a life which expressed its own
splendidunanimity in the puissant energy of Gothic art.
What sort of a life does the Trade Union evolve? A life,
it must be conceded, with little dignity or innate pride
in it, and with still less agreement; a life of ,irritable
unrest and discontent, of base quarrels for base ends, of
labour not ennobling but degrading ; a life ugly in itself,
and productive of nothing but ugliness.
Such is the contrast; and to what is it due? Both
institutions, as I say, are sworn defenders of liberty,
and, indeed,' exist for the purpose of maintaining the
liberties of citizens against all encroachment.
But
though their object is identical, the motives by. which
they are inspired are wholly different. The Guild sets
before itself a spiritual motive, a motive which, it is
true, cannot in this world, and does not hope to be, fully
attained; but just because it cannot be attained, it draws
together its followers into a single body, and, thus
unitingthem, invests them with dignity and power, so that,
agreeing in matters spiritual, they speak with authority
on matters temporal.
On the other 'hand,- the Trade
Union introduces a purely material motive, and with it
a spirit of discord which thwarts every design -it
undertakes;so that, though it has the means at its disposal
and sees its aim clearly, yet it is always hindered by
furious opposition and dissensions
from achieving its
desire.--" Europe Unbound," by L. March Phillipps.
A NOTABLERESOLUTION.
At a meeting of the rank and file of the engineering
trades held in Leeds during the wee end, the following
resolution was passed with one dissentient : ".That
realising that as at present organised the Trade Union
movement is entirely inadequate, this conference of the
rank and file demands that the executives of all unions
catering for engineering and shipbuilding workers
immediately get together and formulate a practicable
scheme of amalgamation that shall fuse all sectional
unions into one industrial union, having as its object
the organisation of all workers in the industry,
regardless
of craft or sex ; and, as its ultimate aim, the 'control
of 'industry for the complete abolition- of the wages
system. "
-To the Editor of the " Times."
The Suggestion I wish to make is this : That an
announcement should now be made by the Government,
stating that they purpose, as soon as the war is ended,
to impose a capital tax on all fortunes which have been
built up by means of war profits.
It is necessary that the announcement should be made
whilst the profits are being made, in order that no
question of confiscation may subsequently arise, and also
to remove the feeling of injustice which now exists in
the minds of a good many people. A bare announcement
of the intentions of the Government would be quite
sufficient. There is no need, at present, either to fix the
amount of the tax or to set out the methods by which
it would be levied. It should, I think, be graduated,
but all details could be left over until the termination
of the war.
If it be alleged that it is a mistake to think that
fortunes are being made out of war profits, then such a tax
would harm nobody, but if, as I believe, the results
should prove surprising, the proceeds would be a helpful
relief to the National Debt. The tax would be, of course, a

difficult and a complicated one-the necessity of increased
capital in expanding businesses would have to be
recognised,
but once the principle is conceded a fair and just
scheme could speedily be evolved' and the necessary
machinery set up. Its evasion would be difficult. Gifts,
settlements, and unusual expenditure would be taken
into account, and death is now a t to reveal most of the
pecuniary secrets of the deceased.
If the suggestion be adopted, not
only
would the
proceedsof the levy be exceedingly
useful, but the
present
agitation against the profiteer would at once fall to the
ground, and the taxpayers of the country would feel
satisfied that they were not being exploited in the
interests of a new plutocracy of the future.-ERNEST J.
SOARES.
There is, for instance, a common belief that the present
condition of the poor is inevitable because it is the result
of the struggle for life, just as the Germans believe that
war is inevitable and even good in itself because it is
the struggle for life organised and openly carried an.
And among professing Christians there is a belief that
Christianity cannot concern itself with any systematic
mitigation of. that struggle because it is the law of' our
life here on earth. Even individual interference is likely
to do more harm than good; we are all subject to an
iron law, and in this world at least the devil will take
the hindmost. Now this belief, according to Christianity,
is a collective sin, and it is the reason why we tolerate
so many intolerable evils. But for the belief, which
acts as a narcotic upon us, we should not be able to
endure these evils. Our consciences would give us no
rest if we had not marked out an unmoral domain in
which our consciences are not allowed to ad. We say
there is no remedy, and therefore we relieve ourselves
of the hard task of finding one; we would rather do
anything than think,' and we have discovered a doctrine
that makes it unnecessary to think.-"The
Tim
Times.”
To the Editor of the " Times."
What, then, ought to be done? An appeal to reason
is of no use; what is wanted is something that will touch
the Irish imagination. I would suggest the following :
Appoint a Commission of five persons under the
presidencyof the Duke of Connaught! for the government of
Ireland.
The Commission to be composed of Sir Edward
Carson, Mr. John Redmond,
Lord Dunraven, Lord
Fitzgerald,
and Mr. T. Healy,
and appoint
Mr.
Shane Leslie (whose article on Ireland in the "
DublinReview " this month is worth reading) as secretary.
Send them over to Ireland with unlimited powers, and
with instructions to govern the country as they think
best, but in such a way that there shall be security that
Ireland shall furnish its due quota of men for the Army,
and with the promise that, at the end of the war,
whateverscheme of Government they have, come to the
conclusionwould be best for Ireland, which would bring the
whole of the country, north and south, together, and
which would fit in with any scheme for the general
federation of the Empire, shall be adopted and given
legal force. During the period of transition the removal
of the consideration of Irish affairs from the Imperial
Parliament to a wholly Irish atmosphere would be agreeable
to Irish sentiment, facilitate a reasonable settlement
in the future, and be free from many of the difficulties
attaching to the present situation.-HALIFAX.

