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WEEK.

WHY the “New Statesman”
should regard the recent
Labour Party Conference as the “most successful of
the century” is not very clear, and especially as in its
account of the proceedings the most important features
were altogether omitted.
For it is not the case, as
the “New Statesman” claims, that the main outcome
of the Conference was the reiteration of the demand
for Nationalisation.
On the contrary,
the striking
event of the Conference was the coupling for the first
time in Labour history of a demand for Labour
control with the conventional demand for nationalisation.
This was unmistakably
set out
in two resolutions
drafted by the Executive and carried unanimously by
Both affirmed in the usual phrases
the Conference.
the continued belief of the Labour Party in nationalisation
but both added as of equal importance the
qualification
that
a share
of control must
be accorded
to
Labour even when the State should come into possession
of
industry. But is this not in itself significant
enough to call for special mention, since the
introduction
of such
a qualification
marks
the end of that
blind faith in nationalisation which the Fabian Society
has preached; and, again, since it is the thin end of
the wedge of the new order of industrial control?
Moreover,
both
the “New Statesman”
and
the
“Nation”--which
equally with the former misses the
real point of the Conference-have,
as we know, toyed
from time to time with the notion of Labour control
now officially formulated for the first time. If we are
not mistaken, upon one occasion or another, both journals
have recommended
the Labour
Party
to include
a demand for control within its programme. Yet now
that the party has taken their advice, and explicitly
committed itself to the support of this revolutionary
idea, neither journal thinks the departure worth
mention
We are irresistibly reminded by such conduct
of the behaviour of our poorer brethren who tear down
their cage to obtain possession of a curious trifle and
drop it the moment they have it.
+**
In the meritorious essay which the Chairman of the
Conference, Mr. Wardle, read upon the opening day,
references were made to two doctrines with which our

readers are, no doubt, painfully familiar.
“Profiteering
said Mr. Wardle
“ has now few defenders and
no public friends . . . and it is something gained to
have it publicly recognised that profiteering is a monster
of such hideous mien in war time . . . it is at
least half-way towards a similar understanding
of its
nature in peace time.” We hope so, indeed, but we
cannot say that we are anything like so convinced of
it AS MI-. Wardle. It is true, of course, that profiteering
has now no public friends, but is it any the less
powerful, we wonder, upon that account?
It is
rather, we fancy, the excess of profits than profiteering’
itself that has fallen into discredit; and this may very
well have the effect of making moderate profiteering
all the more secure.
As to the second of our
doctrines, Mr. Wardle, like many others, has misunderstood
it.
“There are some,” he says, “who now
profess to regard the whole attempt to obtain political
power as a mistake. They make a distinction between
what they call political and economic power, and they
rely solely upon the economic force which they imagine
they could wield . . . but such a division and such a
divorce would be suicidal.”
Would Mr. Wardle be
surprised to hear that we agree with him? For it has
never been our contention that political power is of no
importance,
or that economic
and political
power
should be divorced one from the other. Our contention
on the other hand, has been that political power
is preceded and conditioned by economic power and
owes its reality to it; and hence that the primary
consideration of Labour should be to consolidate its economic
power as the indispensable means to real
political
power.
And the proof that we are right is plainly
to be seen, we think, in events taking place before our
eyes.
To what is it due, we ask, that the political
influence of the small capitalist class
is so much
greater, even in these days of professed democracy,
than the political influence of the innumerable
proletariat
?
Why is it that from all the objects of compulsory
legislation,
just
the
peculiar
possession
of
the
capitalist classes, namely, their wealth and capital,
should be exempt from compulsion?
The answer is
surely this: that the economic power implied in the
possession of capital has been employed to political
ends ; with the consequence that the political relations
”

a League of Nations, the second, if not the first, is
of the capitalist to the working classes are an exact
already within the power of America as the
acknowledged
reflex of the economic relations of Capital to Labour.
head
of
the
present
neutral
Powers.
There
It is something, however, to have brought Mr. Wardle
is no need for Mr. Wilson to wait until the vast and
to a misunderstanding of our axiom; and we are grateful
complex machinery
of a League
of Nations
is
for his reference to ourselves.
++%
constructed in order to discharge one, at least, of its functions
Without further ado, and with no more power
The Press, however, has for the most part failed to
report the significant event of Mr. Wardle’s
speech
than he already possesses, he can carry it out at any
moment.
There is DO doubt, we take it, even in
-the enthusiasm with which his single reference to
America, that the rules of war as defined by The Hague
“the intervention of Mr. Wilson’’ was received.
No
Congress have been broken by Germany.
Germany
demonstration of approval during the Conference came
near it. And this was all the more significant from
has, indeed. spared the neutral world the labour of
judgment by openly confessing,
in the case of her
the fact that, as we know, the Press in general is of a
very different opinion. Which is right in the matter,
breach of the guaranteed neutrality of Belgium, that
we ask-the Press or the people? Who has seized the
she was committing
an international
crime.
And,
moreover, it must be remembered that of other regulations
more truthfully and impartially the meaning and intention
of
Mr.
Wilson? For our part, we have not the,
no
less
openly
violated
by
Germany, America
is one of the signatories and guarantors.
How comes
least doubt that, as is commonly the case, the Press
it, then, that Mr. Wilson, who is anxious to see
is wrong and Labour right ; and that the “intervention
created a League of Nations to enforce peace, does
of Mr. Wilson”
is properly interpreted
as an art
not prove his sincerity
by employing
the existing
of magnanimous
good-will
to this country.
We
League of neutral Nations in doing the next best thing
pointed out, indeed, in Mr. Wilson’s first letter the
-namely,
in ensuring the respect for the rules of
unmistakable signs of his good-will in the opportunity
war?
For without any such evidence of practical
he afforded the Allies of putting their case at its best
sincerity it is open to the ‘‘ Daily Mail ” to contend
before every citizen in America-did this in Mr. Wilson
that Mr. Wilson is animated less by a love of justice
seem unfriendly to England? And now in his speech
than by a desire for peace at any price.
to the Senate he appears to us to have gone considerably
***
further,
and to be preparing
to offer the Allies
Returning
to the Labour Conference,
we may
the armed support of his nation in the maintenance of
remark upon the fatuity of the “New Statesman ” in
the just peace which he presumes the Allies to be about
drawing, at this time of all times, the lesson of simple
We beg our readers to
to impose upon Germany.
nationalisation
from
its proceedings.
Nobody who
examine the speech again and again, and to be not
has had any experience of nationalisation in its present
as the journalists who read to remember for to-day
and necessary
form of bureaucratic
control can
and to be forgotten to-morrow.
Is there anything in
possibly come to any other conclusion than that, as an
the speech to deny to the Allies the right to victory,
the desire for: nationalisation, when it is
aspiration,
if they can compass it, even to the “knock-out”
not the appetite of suckling bureaucrats,
is a pedantic
victorypromised by Mr. Lloyd George? There is not a
mania, confined to a small group of Fabian theorists.
word.
Is there anything in the speech to deny to the
It was possible, no doubt, while State control was still
Allies the right to impose terms of peace consequent
largely invisible and maintained within a comparatively
upon their victory in any form they choose? There
narrow
field, to imagine that its extension was the
is not a word. On the contrary, there is apparent an
one thing needed to bring about nationaI organisation,
expectation that the Allies may succeed in both
and to make out a plausible case for the nationalisation
respects; but in the second only too well for the future
(and nothing more), of everything.
But who that has
peace of the world. For what is it that Mr. Wilson
had experience of the ubiquity and incompetence, the
fears, and which his speech was designed to guard
tyranny and the stupidity,
of the bureaucracy-and
against?
It is ,that a “knock-out”
victory may be
they number millions to-day for hundreds. of yesterday
followed by a “knock-out”
peace which itself will
-can have an illusion left that nationalisation
of the
contain the seeds of future wars.
And in that event
Fabian pattern is anything less than a chaos of social
where, we ask, could America be upon the next occasion
calamity?
We have seen with our own eyes what
of a European
war but once more among
the
State control has become, and no longer through the
neutrals?
For it cannot be supposed that, however
medium of essays and tracts. It is here before us
willing, America can guarantee a peace the justice of
now. We have Seen Liberty, ancient, splendid, and
which, in its original terms, she cannot accept. But,
radiant, enter within the portals of the State, only to
on the other hand, if the Allies are able to make a
emerge decrepit, powerless,
and wretched.
Justice,
peace settlement, just in the eyes of America, Mr. Wilson
too, we have seen called to the counsels of the State
is ready to pledge America to maintain it against
like the goddess she is, and kicked downstairs upon
its breakers by all the means in her power. What is
her arrival as if she were a witch.
And is this the
there in this offer to awaken suspicion in England, or
moment to be seized by the “ New Statesman ” to
to evoke the scandalous comments
of the “Daily
recommend us the indefinite extension of the system
Mail”?
Is it the case that we have no intention,
whose works are these?
The problem,
on the
in the event of victory, of making a just peace, a peace
contrary, that is exercising the minds of men at present
just in any eyes but our own? Or shall we have so
is the problem, not of the extension of the power of
easily overcome Germany that we shall be able to
but of its contraction.
By what
afford to despise the help of America in keeping
Germany the bureaucracy,
means, direct or indirect, are we to regain the control
overcome
?
Y++
we once had over this monster of our own creation?
The Labour Conference, it bas been shown, was of
Lest we should ‘be suspected of exalting Mr. Wilson
blindly, we may point out the weakness in his case,
the opinion that a share in control by organised Labour
is a necessary means to the no less necessary end
Without speculating
for the moment
upon the
of putting a curb upon Fabian nationalisation.
The
practicabilityof, a League of Peace such as he apparently
has in mind-and
as to which we have already
“ Times ” has objected that
the multiplication
of
expressed our opinion-we may say that, whatever may
officials is taking place beyond all reason, and would
bring in public opinion to keep the bureaucratic
be the functions of such a League, two, at least, are
certain to be among them : preventing war if possible,,
numbersdown-a means that, at best, would reduce the
in the first instance; and, in the second instance,
ensuring
plague by no more than a percentage. The members
at any rate the respect
of belligerents
for the
of the National Council for Civil Liberties, again,
fer the old way of personal martyrdom, the sacrifice
established rules of war. Now of these two functions,
of the individual in an uneven struggle with a gigantic
both of which Mr. Wilson wishes to see entrusted to

money
system.
Finally we ourselves would meet the evil
simultaneous
conscription of
men withoutthe
by creating
autonomous
economic
and industrial
But in the case of industrial compulsion every
detail;
Guilds, capable, separately or jointly, of standing up
is already familiar to them ; there is nota
feature
of
against the State upon reasonably equal terms. But
the proposal that has not been their
fearful
companion
in all. these cases the particular end in view is the
for several years. Yet here it looms close before their
same: it is the restoration of popular control over
eyes and the very Labour Ministers who, have pledged
the bureaucracy whose power the
‘ New Statesman ”
themselves to defeat it are conjoined with Mr. Neville
seeks still further to extend.
Chamberlain, passively,
if not actively,
in bringing
*I*
it about.
Their excuse for going back upon their
pledges will, no doubt, be military necessity. In other
whole it cannot be
With the political situation as
words, they will persuade
that Mr, Neville
themselves
said that the Conference dealt inadequately, for it did
Chamberlain’s plan is the only possible
le plan, and that
not deal with it at all. The action of the Executive
no other plan is conceivable
or practicable.
And
in joining the Government was endorsed mechanically ;
Mr. Neville Chamberlain,
of course, will agree with
but of any active consent in it, still more of any
them.
But the fact of the, matter is that there are
intelligent understanding
of the situation,’ there apnot only alternative plans, but Mr. Neville Chamberlains
peared no signs. Is this the kind of political power
-plan
is the worst for Labour that could be
that is to do such wonders for the working classes?
devised if all the dark forces in the land had assembled to
There were, moreover, reasons for interrogation,
if
create it. To begin with, it is bureaucratic from top
not for instruction, which are never likely to be more
to bottom. At not a single point does it require of
considerable in our time. In the first place, it ought
necessity the co-operation of either the Trade Unions
to have struck every delegate as at least an odd ciror the industries as a whole. Again, it employs the
cumstance that, for the first time in the history of the
machinery of the Labour Exchanges and therewith acParty, not only had they Members
of Parliament
customs them to a kind of organisation which will be
among their members,
but full-blown “Ministers of
as favourable to employers after the war as to the
State.
And to what heart-searchings
as to the cause
State during the war. And lastly, for the present, it
of the phenomenon ought not its apparition- to have
to be
expected
associates industrial compulsion (if only as yet by
given rise? Is it so usual, wasit so much
threat) with private profit, and thus brings about the
despised should now be
that
a party
recently
very state of servility which Labour became organised
called upon to supply
Ministers to
the
Government
to avert.
that nobody felt moved to
remark upon it? And,in
opportunity
was there
to uncoiver
the second place, what an
cover the reasons that impelled the Executive to join
That there were other ways of meeting our diffiMr. Lloyd George’s Government
and to inquire what
culties than the way chosen by Mr. Chamberlain we
use to Labour the Labour Ministers intended their
have repeatedly shown. There was even a way that
office to be ! We know very well that Mr. Henderson
would have made any other way superfluous-the
way
and the. rest, when asked such questions as’ these,
of the conscription of income. What is it, after all,
usually reply after the Methodist fashion, which is
that- we are suffering from and for which Mr.
Chamberlain
second nature to them, that their role in the Government
has been commissioned
to find a cure, but theis not to get, but to give. And the reply robs
misemployment
of
labour-power?
And to what again,
the common audience of its wits. But, in the case of
is
this
misemployment
due,
but
to
the
possession
by a
the Labour audience we may suppose that such a
small classof a
purchasing
power beyondtheir economic
reply would scarcely have been accepted as a satisfactory
assurance
of a due
appreciation
of the
demands
of
Labour.To give and not to get impliesthe
existence
of a
second party that many easilybe gettingand not
giving. Is there sucha partyin the
Government
it
mightbe asked,and is it not
well-served
by the attitude
of the Labour Party? Again,thereis a trifling
suspicion of
cantin all this talk, on L3,ooo a year, of
giving without getting.
Who, pray, is doing the
giving ? Lastly, the Conference might have deprecated
the use of primitive terms in a political discussion
The question is not the ethical niceties of an act of
personal generosity, but the doing of something of
national
importance.
If it can be shown that the just
demands of Labour for the abolition of the wagesystem, the equitable distribution. of wealth, and the
establishment
of equal service are incompatible with
the efficient conduct of the war, then, indeed,
the
Laabour Members of the Ministry are justified in denying
themselves
the exercise
of ‘their power
in the
Government.
But when we believe and know that the
satisfaction of the demands of, Labour is a condition of
the satisfaction of the needs of war, we cannot but
conclude that the renunciation of Labour is an ethical
blunder as well as a political crime.
,*
*

.

Meeting under the shadow of industrial compulsion,
plainly cast by Mr. Neville Chamberlain in his plans
for the conscription of Labour, it is a little surprising‘
that the Conference dispersed without requiring
the
renewal of pledges from Mr. Henderson and his
colleagues
It may have been the case that in the matter
tion the Labour Members were all,
of
military
conscription
at sea, and the absenceof the element of private profit
from military service may even have been supposed
to blind their eyes to the danger of the conscription of

necessities?
Purchasing-power,
as
we
need not
say,is at the same time the powerof
directing labour;
and whenit is
retainedby a class of
people whose

use ,of it is to satisfy their love of luxury, the labour [
to gratify them is irresistibly drawn into the
corresponding
industry.
But to put an end to this state of
things is the easiest matter imaginable.
It is to take
out of the hands of such people the purchasing-power
which is in excess of their needs, and to leave them
with no power to employ labour in gratifying their
mere wants. The conscription of income, in short, by
cutting off the power of superfluous demand would
at the same time have cut off the supply of non-essential
labour, and this might. then have been diverted by
natural means to industries really essential, without
troubling Mr. Chamberlain to come to town and make
a politician of himself. But, short even of this, there
was still another better way than has occurred to Mr.
Chamberlain.
we have observed that his plan at
present is bureaucratic from top to bottom, and that
it will fail to enlist the support of the Trade Unions
and Employers’ Federations
that
are
the natural
moulds of modern industrial organisation.
The criticism contains the construction ; for. what was more to
be desired, when the superior pian of income-conscription
had been passed over, than to require the essential
industries
to organise themselves
to give them the
first call upon all the labour available, and to cast upon
them the responsibility
of producing commodities to
the State requisitions?
At a single stroke all and
more than all that Mr. Chamberlain can effect by his
bureaucratic machinery would have been effected ; and
at the same time, the foundations would have been
laid of a national organisation of industry, consisting
of autonomous groups of trades, the need of which we
shall feel as much after as during the war,

Foreign

Affairs.

By S. Verdad.
PRESIDENTWILSON’S address
to
the United
States
Senate is not merely the most remarkable
pronouncement
of
the
war, but the most important political
utterance of the last ten years. Subject
to the
approval of Congress, the United States has been
committedto an entire reversal of her ~essential political
principle, the principle of non-interference
in European
affairs. “It is inconceivable,” said Mr. Wilson, “that
the people of the United States should play no part
in the great? enterprise of laying afresh and upon a
new plan the foundations of peace among the nations.
It is right that the American Government
should
frankly formulate the conditions on which it would
feel, justified in asking America to join a League for
Peace.’’
Even if the present Congress were to reject
Mr. Wilson’s suggestions,
the effect of this proposal
must remain and influence the future course of political
speculation in all countries. There has been no graver
symptom of the casual and irresponsible recklessness
displayed by our Press than that which it showed in
its reception of this speech. Certain passages
in it
are, 1 freely acknowledge, not what the public here
expected from any authoritative
official.
Yet it is
dificult to suggest how the references to a “peace
without victory” and to the “freedom of the seas”
could have been expressed otherwise. Exception
has
been taken to these passages
in particular
on the
ground that the suggestion they convey has been
expressed in a manner repugnant to the general body of
opinion in this country.
That cannot be helped.
The
speech is not to be judged by isolated “dramatic”
passages, as some writers (e.g., “Sardonyx” in the “New
Statesman”)
appear
to indicate.
It is a speech for
statesmen, a speech to be carefully studied, as if ,it
were a chapter taken from Aristotle on Politics.
It is no; doubt difficult for this country to realise
what a sensation such an utterance was likely to cause,
and did cause, in the United States.
If, a year or
two before the war,
Mr. Asquith
had suddenly
sprung” on the House of Commons a Bill for the
introduction of conscription and an income-tax of fifteen
shillings in the pound, the astonishment at the departure
from tradition
would have been no greater. Let
us see, then, why the President took this step. It will
by now be admitted that neutral nations have suffered
gravely in this war. Our belief is that we-the Allies
-are fighting their battles ; and even Americans are
willing to acknowledge that the Monroe Doctrine has
been saved more than once by the diplomatic power of
this country exercised on its behalf. Rut these comfortable beliefs respecting the relations of the belligerents-both sides-to
neutrals are not shared in all
cases by the non-belligerent countries. Food-cards
of
a sort have had to be introduced in Holland; scores
of factories in Sweden are closed owing to lack of
raw material and coal; Norway has suffered enormous
mercantile marine losses; Danish trade is in a state
of collapse and confusion. Even in Spain the reaction
has been felt, and the Swiss are prepared to curse
both sides with equal heartiness.
In these countries,
as in the United States, certain dealers in war materials
have been making high profits; but for the mass
of the proletariat and the salariat the way has meant
a small increase in earnings, a gigantic increase in the
cost of living, and, in some of the European neutral
countries, much personal discomfort and suspension of
trade.
South America, too, is feeling the want of
finance.
Is it any wonder that unofficially, but none
the less directly, the smaller non-belligerent countries
have appealed to the United States for help in such
a maze of difficulties?
I hardly think so.
And we
must not forget that, though our blockade is strictly
legal, it is none the less inconvenient. Circumstances
have rendered it necessary to blockade the enemy by

blockading (practically)
or at least rationing several
neutral countries.
The war on the surface of the
waves, like the war under them, has changed in
character and reacted as wars never reacted before.
Clearly it is entirely to the interest of America to
put a stop to wars on this scale, and to all wars if
possible.
Let it be remarked that President Wilson
scrupulously avoided any direct reference to our blockade
nor did he assume that blockades
in future wars
would have to cease. Note the passage: ‘‘SO far as
practicable every great people now struggling towards
full development should be assured direct outlet to
the great highways of the sea. And if the Government
of the world desire,
it need not
be difficult
either to define or secure the freedom of the seas.”
This is not to be interpreted, except by unscrupulous
jingoes, as a criticism of our naval policy in this war
or in time of peace.
It means, rather, that Russia
must have unrestricted access to the Mediterranean at
all times; that Poland, if Poland becomes independent,
must have either a port (e.g., Danzig) or “wayleave” to
a port; that Austria-Hungary must not be cut off from
the Adriatic, and that the Southern Slavs, too, must
have their access to the sea. True, if America were
to insist on unrestricted freedom of the seas in time
of war without making any further proposal, we could
hardly accept a condition accompanied only with aloofness
But America as an influential factor in a League
of Peace, joining with us in preserving peace, and
interfering to that extent in world-politics,
is quite
another
matter.
‘
’
#**
Take now the other phrase to which objections have
been raised : “There must be a peace without victory.
Victory would mean peace forced upon the loser. Only
a peace between equals can last . . . The statesmen
of the world must plan for peace, and nations
adjust and accommodate their policy to it as they have
planned for war. ” Thanks to our most disreputable
this was taken by the public to imply
newspapers,
that the Allies were to be robbed of the fruits of their
successes at sea and on the field. But the suggestion,
studied .in its context, implies nothing of the sort.
Mr. Wilson explained it himself, and his organ, the
“New York World,” explained it on January 24 even
more clearly (see quotations in the London papers of
January 25) : “The President meant to say, not that
neither side must be allowed to win, but that neither
side should use victory ruthlessly. ”
The North,
argues the “World,”
did not obliterate
the South
after the civil war; and if Lincoln had lived, the
North would have been even more generous than it
was.
The “World” continues :
Peace without‘ victory means simply that a .permanent
peace cannot be imposed by the sword. It does not
mean that! the Allies shall not crush Germany’s military
power if they can. . . . It places no limitations upon
the extent or completeness of military occupations, but
it emphatically affirms that the terms of peace ought not
to be dictated by the success of such operations.
It is suggested (e.g., by the correspondents
of the
“Times” and other London papers) that Mr. Wilson
means well, but has been largely influenced in ‘his
views on the war by the activities of German
propagandists
agents,
and by the activities
of British
pacifists
in the United States, or, again, by the activities
of such gentlemen as Mr. Bertrand Russell and Mr.
Norman
Angell I have never concealed my contempt
for pacifist propaganda
as generally conducted, and
I hope I may therefore say all the more emphatically
that hardly any criticism could be more fatuous than
suggestions
of this kind. President
Wilson’s
views
on the war, we may depend upon it, are founded on
something
more stable
than
any propaganda,
no
matter by which side it may be conducted, and the
proposal (“Times,”
January- 25) that better British
propagandists should be send out to America is simply

an insult to the President’s intelligence.
Have the
people who transmit
such nonsense over the hardworked Atlantic cables forgotten
all about the visit
of Mr. Gerard, the American Ambassador
in Berlin,
to President Wilson; have they overlooked the visits
of the President’s confidential friend, Colonel House,
to this country; have they never suspected the existance
of trustworthy
diplomatic
reports
? Mr. Wilson
is reposing his faith and his schemes. for the better
administration of the world on something -more stable
than a Press interview with Count Bernstorff, or a
pamphlet by the Union of Democratic Control.
***
The President desires a peace which shall “not merely
serve the interests and aims of the belligerents ” but
shall “be made secure by the organised major force of
mankind. ”
This proposal, significantly enough,
let
me add, is no more acceptable to the German jingo
than to the English jingo; and there is no distinction
between the attitude
of Count Reventlow
in the
‘‘Deutsche Tageszeitung”
and that of the nameless,
but equally fanatical, writers in such papers as the
:Morning
Post.” In other words, Mr. Wilson is
prepared to let the Allies, if they can, smash the German
armies to fragments, sink the German fleet, and occupy
Berlin;
But that, he believes would be a sufficient
lesson to autocracies
and crackbrained warriors for
evermore-the
peace to follow must be a peace
"between
equals.” The peace to follow, again, “must be
one which will win the approval of mankind, not
merely serve the interests and aims of the
belligerents"We shall do well to remember those words, for
in this passage, as in One or two others in the speech,
America is definitely involved. About a year ago Mr.
Kipling visited some Front in France-I
think it was
the French, but no matter-and
on his return he said
something in one of his articles to the effect that the
Allies had come to know one another, and that nobody
else counted. The reference, if my memory serves me
well, was cast in the form of an indirect gibe at
America for not protesting against something.
Certainly,America should have protested more than once;
but it is now made clear to us that President Wilson
will commit America only to the side which is prepared
to abide by its nominal aims; by the side which is
prepared for a just settlement.
It is also made clear
that the “nobody else counts” attitude of the
unreflecting
boor
must
be
given
up. Both sides cannot now
disregard neutrals, for both sides are indebted to neutrals
and both sides are gradually becoming so greatly
exhausted
that neutrals
are
pari
passu gathering
strength--economic,
military,
financial.
.
I do not profess to have exhausted this speech, but
. only to have emphasised the two or three more
importantpassages which affect our own country particularly
In view of the German treatment of her smaller
allies-the unsparing use she has made of Bulgars and
Turks and of the Austro-Hungarian
subject races-it
is not without interest for us to read the words: “No
peace can endure which does not recognise that no
right anywhere exists to hand peoples about, from
potentate
to potentate
as if they were property:”
This may have reference to Poland, to Galicia, to
Alsace-Lorraine, to the European side of the Dardanelles
to
German
East
Africa
or South-West
Africa,
to Serbia, to Transylvania.
It is a general principle,
and therefore necessarily susceptible of particular
application
Nor
can
we overlook
the passage
; “Nations
should adopt the Monroe Doctrine as the doctrine of
the world. They should avoid entangling
alliances.
There is no entangling alliance in a concert of power. ”
Further, Mr. Wilson wishes to see “armies and navies
made a power for order merely not an instrument of
aggression or selfish violence.”
Is not this to our
advantage?
Which weapon has been most often used
as an aggressor,
the British Navy or the German
army?
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XXIV.
THE effect of the Free Press from all these causes
may be compared to the cumulative effect of one of
these great offensives of the present war, like that now
being conducted upon the Upper Somme. Each individual blow is neither dramatic nor extensive in effect ;
there is little movement or none. Themapis disappointing
But
each
blow
tells,
and
when
the
end
comes everyone will see suddenly what the cumulative
effect was.
There is not a single thing which the Free Papers
have earnestly said during the last few years which
has not been borne out- by events--and
sometimes
borne out with astonishing rapidity and identity
of
detail.
It would, perhaps, be superstitious to believe that
strong and courageous truth-telling
calls down from
Heaven glaring examples to support it. But, really,
the events of the last few years would almost incline.
one to that superstition. The Free Press has hardly to
point out some political truth which the Official Press
has refused to publish, when the stars in their courses
seem to fight for that truth being thrust into the public
gaze by some abnormal accident immediately after !
xxv.
But there is a last factor in this progressive advance
of the Free Press towards success which I think the
most important of all. It is the factor of time in the
process of human generations.
It is an old tag that the paradox of one age is the
commonplace of the next, and that tag is true. It is
true, because young men are doubly formed. First,
by the reality and freshness of their own experience,
and next, by the authority of their elders.
For
you see the thing in thereputation
of poets.
instance, when A is 20, B 40, and C 60, anew poet
“A”
appears, and is, perhaps, thought an eccentric.
cannot help recognising the new note and admiring it,
but he is a little ashamed of what may turn out to be
an immiature opinion and he holds his tongue. “R’
is too busy in middle life and already too hardened to
feel the force of the new note and the authority he has
over “A” renders ‘-‘A’’ still more doubtful of his own
judgment.
“C” is frankly contemptuous of the new
note.’ He has sunk into the groove of old age.
Now let twenty years pass, and things will have
changed in this fashion.
“C”
is dead.
“B”
has
grown old. and is of less effect as an authority. “A”
is himself in middle age, and is sure of his own taste
and not prepared to take that of elders. He has already
long expressed his admiration for the new poet, who is,,
indeed, not a “new poet” any longer, but, perhaps,
already an established classic.
We are all witnesses to this phenomenon in the realm
I believe that the same thing goes on
of literature.
with even more force in the realm of political ideas.
Can anyone conceive the men who were just leaving
the University five or six years ago returning from the
war and still taking the House of Commons seriously?
I cannot conceive it. As undergraduates
they would
already have heard of its breakdown; as young men
they knew that the expression of this truth was annoying
to their elders, and they always felt when they
expressed it--perhaps they enjoyed feeling-that
there
was something impertinent .and odd, and possibly
exaggerated in their attitude. But when they are men
between 30 and 40 they will take so simple a truth for
There will be no elders for them to fear, and
granted.
they will be in no doubt upon judgments maturely
formed.
Unless something like a revolution occurs in
the habits and constitution of the House of Commons

it will by that time be a joke and let us hope already
a partly innocuous joke.
XXVI.
With this increasing and cumulative effect of truthtelling, even when that truth is marred or distorted by
enthusiasm, all the disabilities under which
it has
suffered will coincidentally weaken. Even the strongest
of all-the arbitrary power now used by the Law
Courts to suppress Free writing-will,
I think, weaken.
The Courts, after all, depend largely upon the mass
of opinion. Twenty years ago, for instance, an
accusation
of bribery
against
politicians
would
have
been
thought a monstrosity, and however true, would nearly
always have given the Courts occasion for violent
repression. ’To-day the thing has become so much a
commonplace that all appeals to the old illusion would
fall flat. the presiding lawyer could not put on an
air of shocked incredulity at hearing that such-and-such
a Minister had been mixed up in such-and-such a financial
scandal.
We take such things for granted
nowadays
XXVII.
What I do doubt in the approaching and already
apparent success of the Free Press, even in this country
is its power to effect democratic reform.
It will succeed at last in getting the truth told pretty
openly and pretty thoroughly.
It will break down the
barrier between the little governing clique in which the
truth is cynically admitted and the bulk of educated
men and women who cannot get it by word of mouth
but depend upon the printed word.
We shall, I
believe, even within the lifetime of those who have ‘taken
part in the struggle, have all the great problems of our
time particularly
the Economic problems, honestly
debated. But what I do not see is the avenue whereby
the great mass of the people can now be restored to an
interest in the way in which they are now governed, or
even in the re-establishment
of their own economic
independence.
So far as I can gather from the life around me, the
appetite both for political action and for freedom has
finally disappeared.
The wage-earner demands
sufficient
and regular
subsistence,
including
a
system
of
pensions, and, as part of his definition of subsistence
and sufficiency, a due portion of leisure.
That he
demands a control over the means of production, I can
see no sign whatever. It may come; but all the evidence
is the other way. And as for a general public indignation
against
bad,
corrupt
or arbitrary
government,
there is (below the leisured and instructed classes) no
sign that its potential will be strong enough to have any
effect.
All we can hope to do is, for the moment, negative :
in my view, at least. We can undermine ‘the power
of the Capitalist Press. We can expose it as we have
exposed the Politicians.
It is very powerful but very
vulnerable-as
are all human things that repose on a
lie. We may expect, in a delay perhaps as brief as
that which was required to pillory, and, therefore, to
hamstring the miserable falsehood and ineptitude called
the Party System (that is, in some ten years or less), to
reduce the Official Press to the same plight. In some
ways the danger of action is less, and the cohesion of
our opponent is certainly less well-organised.
But
beyond’that-upcm these lines-we shall not attain. We
shall enlighten,
and by enlightening,
destroy.
We
shall not provoke public action, for the methods and
instincts of corporate civic action have disappeared.
Such a conclusion might seem to imply that the
deliberate
and
continued
labour
of
truth-telling
without
reward, and always in some peril, is in vain, and that
those who have for now so many years given their best
to the work of a Free Press have toiled in vain.
I
intend nu such implication.
I shall myself continue in
the future, as I have in the past, to write and publish
in, that Press without regard to the Boycott in publicity

and in advertisement subsidy which is intended. to
destroy it and to make all our effort of no effect. I shall
continue to do so, although I know that in THE NEW
AGE, or the (‘New Witness,”
I have but one reader,
where in the “Weekly Dispatch”
or the “Times”
I
should have a thousand.
I shall do so, and the others
who continue in like service will do so! first, because,
though the work is so far negative only, there is (and
we all instinctively feel it), a Vis Mediatrix Natura:
merely in weakening an evil you may soon be, you
ultimately
will surely be, creating
a good : secondly, be
cause self-respect and honour demand it. No man that
has the truth to tell and the power to tell it can long
remain hiding it from fear or even from despair without
ignominy.
To release
the truth
against whatever
odds, even if so doing cannot affect the Commonwealth,
is a necessity €or the soul.
We have also this last consolation, that those who
leave us and attach themselves from fear or greed to
the stronger party of dissemblers gradually lose thereby
their chance of, fame in letters \ sound writing cannot
survive in the air of mechanical hypocrisy Those who
prefer so to sell themselves or to be cowed gain, as a
rule not even that security for which they betrayed
their fellows, and, meanwhile, they leave to us the
mastery of English.
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IT would be extremely difficult, if not actually.
impossible,to carry on the work of the consular service, if
it depended upon the migratory vice-consuls, who come
and go at intervals of from two months to two years.
The conditions described in the preceding article are
only possible because of the :existence of what are
termed “unsalaried consular officers. ”
They are so
called because they are not recognised
as permanent
and pensionable Government
officials, but are the
employees of the local consul or consul-general.
Almost
every imporrant consulate employs an unsalaried viceconsul or pro-consul, usually a man who has spent most
of his life in the place, and is familiar with local people
and conditions.
His services
are, as a rule,
retained by succeeding consuls, unless when they bring
with them the person who has already served them in
the same capacity. In that event, an unsalaried viceconsul, who has given twenty years of his life to consular work, may find himself on the street, with no
claim upon the Government, and no experience fitting
him for ordinary clerical employment.
Even senior officials, who have frequently
been
transferred,
are largely dependent upon the unsalaried
vice-consul for guidance, and remain so until they have
learned- the language of the post, and have become
acquainted
with local conditions.
’The vice-consuls
appointed
by the Foreign- Office
are
of
little
assistance,
having
only the fragmentary
experience
acquired by short residence in various posts. Consequently, it is certainly the lot of unsalaried vice-consuls
to teach salaried vice-consuls their business,
as the
consul, even if he could do so, is not in daily contact
with the regular routine duties of the service. Thus
it comes about that youths fresh from the “crammers”
are in receipt of &300-if;500 per annum, while the man
who goes their work gets perhaps half that amount
from his employer, and must take orders from the
inexperienced fledgling.
Salaried vice-consuls proud of their intellectual feats
at Burlington Gardens, profess to regard their unofficial colleagues with a certain patronage, but the
business
community
in any city instinctively
looks to the
latter, whenever the services of the consul are required.
It. is obvious that a man who has lived fifteen or twenty
years in, say, Marseilles, and is employed in the
consulate
is better equipped
to deal with the work of the

port than the young salaried vice-consul, who comes
out in a state of consular innocence, and leaves just
when he has been taught a little. The name and
personality of the unsalaried officer are familiar to dozens
of people who cannot be expected to remember the
various men who have come and gone without ever
taking a very active part in the business of the consulate
Similarly, the consul comes to rely on his own
employee, and takes little interest in the young officials
whose appointment, retention and transfer are wholly
beyond his control.
In spite of his value, however, the unsalaried
consularofficer receives very little money, and no recognition
whatsoever,
for his services.
If there
is any
confidential information required,
it is he who can
procure it, by reason of his long-standing acquaintance
with all classes of people in the city where the saIaried
Most of the facilities
officers are comparative strangers.
and arrangements
which consulates
are
able
to
procure would never be forthcoming if the recipients
had to rely solely upon the efforts of the consul and his
official deputy.
The very formality
of the latter’s
situation, when not their actual unfamiliarity, tend to
obstruct
them. But rarely are these unsalaried viceconsuls admitted to the regular service, although
a
Civil Service certificate could be granted to them under
Clause VI1 of the Order in Council of 1870 Persons
qualified by experience and special knowledge for the
discharge of their duties are constantly admitted
without
examination to the Civil Service under the
provisions
of
this
Clause. It is’ unlikely that many of them
can be better entitled to this privilege than the officials
in question.
The remuneration
of unsalaried consular
officers,
being decided solely by the personal disposition of the
consul, is usually poor. Their hours are fixed by the
profiteering or other whims of their chief, who is
enabled, through
stupid regulations, to make money
by overworking the office staff.
The salaried viceconsul, as a certificated Civil Servant, has a certain
degree of independence, and cannot be so greatly
imposed upon, but the unsalaried officer has no redress.
In a certain important consulate the unfortunate
occupant
of that position had enjoyed one vacation of four
teen days in seventeen years and he was frequently on
duty from daybreak until six or eight o’clock at night.
He had, on more than one occasion, taken sole charge
of the consulate, and done single-handed the work of
two civil Servants drawing respectively some 61,400
and A500 per annum. At any moment his occupation
may be terminated by the death or retirement of his
employer, and, in any case, he will never have any
pension
Repeated efforts failed to secure his appointment
as
a
salaried.
vice-consul.
Considerable weakness results from this dual class
of consular official. It is no encouragement to a man
of long service and valuable experience to be not only
ignored and overworked, but also obliged to teach
numerous
young certificated colleagues who, on the
strength of their ignorance, take precedence over him,
and, with a tithe of his knowledge, obtain promotion.
There would be some justification for the convenient
tradition in the circles of permanent officialdom that
unsalaried officers are men of -inferior calibre.
Everything
is done to make them so, but no impartial person
who has had to deal with consulates would care to
assert that there are more human failures in the one
class than in the other. There are permanent officials
whose moral and intellectual weaknesses are notorious,
wherever they have been stationed.
The surprising
fact is the general standard of ability, intelligence, and
hard work maintained
by an exploited class, under
conditions which are a disgraee to the public Service.
The desire for cheap labour not only connives at
the exploitation of unsalaried vice-consuls, but further
weakens the consular service by fostering a widespread
system of consulates in which there are no salaried

officers at all. These are the so-called honorary posts,
where a local merchant or shipping agent receives a
small sum for office expenses, and is allowed to place
the consular shield over his door, as an advertisement
for his private business. The number of such consulates
is excessive, and should be strictly limited to small
posts, where the duties really are nominal. Even then,
it is doubtful if an individual should be allowed to use
an official office for the furtherance of his own affairs.
Either there is work for a salaried officer of the Crown,
or there is not. In the latter event, as these honorary
posts are always situated within a certain radius of a
regular consulate, and are under its jurisdiction,
the
occasional business might be transacted by the
superintending
officer.
Even now, he is supposed to visit his
district periodically, and, as he prefers to shirk the
duty, there is all the more reason for his being obliged
to perform it.
In order to realise the extent of this abuse, it is sufficient
to notice that, up to December,
1913, there were
about five times more unsalaried than salaried consular
officers in the English service. In Germany and the
German colonies there were only eleven salaried
officials
while Portugal
arid
her colonies absorbed
nine.
So much for the relative importance of the two countries
in the eyes of the Foreign Office ! Twenty-three
salaried posts are assigned to France, on the other
hand, as if to emphasise this contempt for a formidable
competitor.
The records show Frankfort-on-Main
as
having a British Consulate in charge of an unsalaried
officer, while a permanent official is found necessary in
Corsica !
Again, while Lyons is deemed important
enough €or a salaried consul, Breslau is not, nor are
Kiel and Bremen, though Toulon is. Noumea,
strange
to say, receives similar consideration, denied to Samoa.
The cheapness
of the British consular service in
Germanyis proving as expensive as all cheap labour.
Most of these honorary posts are held by foreigners,
who have no incentive to the efficient discharge of their
duties,
and
may easily have positive reasons
for
neglecting
them.
In certain
cases
where patriotic
British subjects are the occupants they find themselves
in the same predicament as the other class of unsalaried
official.
They are greatly overworked
and receive
neither reward nor recognition, as all the credit goes
to the salaried consuI in whose district the work is
performed. A consul-general, with severak of these
unpaidvice-consulates in his district, may be two hundred
miles from any one of them, and he is not obliged to
lend assistance when great stress of work falls upon
them.
Cases occur where some wretched clerk in a
shipping .company‘s office who does the consular work
because the firm desires the advertisement of the
consulate
has to work overtime €or weeks on end in order
to make up for the time lost in attending to consular
business for which he is not paid.
When the actual conditions of employment in British
Consulates have been described,
it will be easier to
understand
the hardships
of the unsalaried consular
service, as well as to realise the seriousness of this
menace to the usefulness of the service, as a whole.
For the moment we may say that it is no more
important that the arbitrary classification of the consular
service should
be abolished
than that the unjust
differentiation
of consular officials amongst themselves
should disappear. The incongruous
discrepancies
between the Levant, Far East and General Services are
paralleled within these branches themselves
by the
co-existence of salaried, unsalaried, and honorary viceconsuls, all performing the same work, but none
receiving the same scale of remuneration.
In the regular
consulates
the
salaried
vice-consul
depends
for
instruction and constant assistance
upon an official
whom he too often refuses to regard as a colleague,
and whose hours and pay are subject only to the
personal desires of the consul or consul-general.
At the
same time, the honorary officials in the consular district

are accustomed to look to the salaried and unsalaried
officers at headquarters for advice, with the result that:
the latter have to witness a second class more favoured
than themselves, for they have none of the independence
which distance and an alternative source of income
confer upon honorary vice-consuls and consuls. They
have, in short, all the disadvantages and none of the
advantages of not being servants of the Crown.
Whatever justification may be advanced for the existence
of unsalaried
officers permitted
to trade, nothing
can excuse the dual system of staffing regular
consulates
.
The former exist on the plea that the posts in
question do not demand the undivided attention of the
occupant,
who is, therefore, encouraged
to add
consularduties to his own.
But what can be said for
those unsalaried officers whose whole time is given to
their work, and who are obliged to perform their duties
side by side with men with less experience, shorter
hours, larger pay, longer holidays, and a pension?
Most of them receive from the uncontrolled
office
allowance of the consul whatever minimum wage can
be imposed by the latter, whose sole object is to pocket
as much as possible of the amount granted out of public
funds for the maintenance of the office. No attempt
whatever is made to ensure that the money is spent
legitimately, and, above all, no control is exercised to
guard against
“ sweating”
and under-payment.
In
fact on one occasion; a consul was reprimanded for
encouraging too high a scale of payment, because he
perversely desired his unsalaried vice-consul to live in
reasonable comfort ! The trail of profiteering and low
wages is all over the British consular service, as we
shall have occasion to see.
It is, therefore not
unreasonable to suppose that the more obvious manifestation
of the tradition,
the maintenance
of
a consular
proletariat,
is deliberate.
Before discussing
the
detailed working of the system, it will be an advantage to
explain the precise conditions
of the salaried viceconsul’s service, and how they defeat the avowed
purposeof establishing that class of official.
GEORGE BERKELEY.
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By George D. Herron.
I.
AN extraordinary
and prophetic phenomenon
has
recently occurred in the American financial world-a
phenomenon for which the past furnishes no precedent
-the phenomenon
of great
monied institutions
in
danger of becoming poor because they are too rich.
The shares of certain large American banks have been
decreasing in value, while, at the same time, the
deposits in these banks have been enormously increasing.
I wrote to one of the oldest and most experienced
bankers of the Middle West for an explanation of this
paradoxical situation.
It was due, he replied, to a
surplus of money. The profits of the munition and
export trade had been so immense and continuous, so
rapidly repeated, that the financiers had heaped up a
colossal capital for which they could find no
investment
The coffers of the banks were so crowded with
money, their vaults so glutted with gold, that the
wealth had become worthless, for the moment, and its
owners are terrified at the possibility of its becoming
As limited and unintelligent as the financiers
poverty.
usually are, they are no less now haunted with glimpses
of an economic process ’that might ultimately render
their bank deposits, their bonds and shares, and even
their gold, as destitute of purchasing value as the
unwatered sands of the desert. The beginnings of such
a process are in the acute and monstrous indigestion
from which the American financial maw is now suffering
And were not the political economists so steeped

in their own stupidities, were not the politicians so
impenetrably ignorant of social good and government,
they would find in this phenomenon a key to the hidden
causes of the unparalleled plight of our present
miserable
world.
II
But before moralising further, let us mentally try
to encompass our American wealth’s amazing vastness.
Mr. John Shelton Williams, the Controller of Currency
for the United States, has recently estimated
this
wealth at three hundred and twenty billion dollarsmore than twice the wealth of the whole British
Empire, including India, Egypt, Canada, Australia, South
Africa, New Zealand, and the lesser colonies and
dominions.
We have sold, since the war began, nine
billion dollars of munitions and other products, and sold
them at exorbitant profits, besides loaning two billion
dollars at high rates of interest.
It is true we have
helped France and Belgium and Serbia; but Controller
Williams considers the amount so contemptibly small,
when compared with our exploitations of the war, that
we should be filled with shame and uneasiness.
Speaking
with the authority of his seat in the National
Treasury
he frankly makes us feel that we are the
shallowest
and
meanest
people
of
history.
“We
have
gathered billions,’’ he said, “flowing in lavish streams
We have doled out a few millions.” He computes the
total of all that America has given, to relieve the war’s
woes, at less than one-twentieth of one per cent. of our
income during the same period.
It is well that we
should thus hear the truth about ourselves;
and it
would be better still if that truth should bring our
nation to an instant and effectual repentance.
Our need of knowledge and repentance is emphasised
by our failure to support the Commission
for Relief
in Belgium, so ably and nobly presided over by Mr.
Hoover.
We Americans are under a tremendous
delusion as to what we have really done for this relief.
With a thoroughness
and an earnestness that should
bring the nation to its knees, the ablest and sincerest
political journal of America, “The New Republic,” of
New York, has recently analysed and summarised our
French and Belgian contributions.
On November. I
the Commission had expended nearly one hundred and
seventy-five million dollars for food and clothing in
Belgium and Northern France, but only a shamefully
small part of this money had come from Americans.
Notwithstanding
the puerility
of our beneficence,
however,over one hundred million dollars of the total had
been spent in the United States for the purchase of
supplies
As to contributions, America had given but
little more than one-third of the amount given by the
British Empire, although Great Britain was supporting
not only her own armies, but largely the armies of her
Allies as well. In concluding its summary. “The New
Republic”
says :If citizens of the United States had never professed
horror at the treatment of Belgium, it would be idle to
examine their attitude on Belgian relief. Their attitude,
however needs to be examined. No one has yet had
time to forget the enormous indignation that was generated
in this country
when Germany
violated
Belgium.
It was, in most instances, a normal response to the
crime, an impulse on the part of ordinary decent human
beings to throw their weight into the scales against
injustice, to enlist in the forces of the world organised to
punish such acts and discourage their renewal.
But
while indignation, the punitive impulse, moved many
Americans, and still moves them, there were a hundred
persons who denounced the wickedness of Germany to
one who sought in the last measure to remit the direct
consequences of that evil.
Among well-off people in
Boston and Philadelphia and Chicago and New York,
to name only the major groups, there was a protestation
at the outrage of Belgium that sounded like a depthless
pity turned into anger. The hatred of cruelty seemed
to tear the hearts of these Americans.
Misery and
suffering were the portion of Belgium, and men cried
for war because of it. . . . Belgium was so grave

betrayal of international confidence that the anger at
German aggressiveness reached, in well-to-do circles, the
fighting pitch.
But not the disbursing pitch. These well-to-do Americans
wanted
to shed their blood to avenge Belgium.
They were not equally willing to shed their dollars to
keep life in the bodies of Belgian children. Theirs was
a remarkably loud cry for remarkably little wool. Up
to last July, all Massachusetts scrambled together about
$235,000 for Belgium.
In the same period South
Australia sent Belgium $446,000, or, proportionally to
the population, eight times as much.
The passionate
Pennsylvanians managed to send $370,000, in contrast
with $2,936,000 from New South Wales. The inhabitants
of New South Wales were proportionally
38 times
as generous as the frantic sympathisers in Pennsylvania.
Illinois poured out $143,000 in the course of twenty
months of high emotion about Belgium. New Jersey
sent $19.000 in twenty months.
The signs that our repentance is possible are not
wanting.
The profits we have made out of the war,
our failure to participate in the defence of humanity
against
the barbaric
German assault-each
of these
begins to weigh heavily upon the national conscience.
We are troubled-or,
at least, we think we are-at
the pace with which we are fattening upon the woes of
the world.
We have doubts, even if the doubts be
slight and superficial, as to whether our stupendous
gains shall issue in either national or individual
happiness
We suspect our superior wealth of being both
our spiritual and material peril, provocative of the hate
and envy of the world, and pregnant with our own
destruction.
We dimly and anxiously see that, held,
as it is, in the grasp of a bearded and sleepless private
greed, this wealth may be quite the antithesis of social
health-may , indeed, become
a loathsome
national
disease, issuing in an altogether unlovely and despicable
decay.
And thus we Americans are wondering,
in the watches of the moral night of cur nation, what
we shall do to be saved from our wealth.
111.
But the question of salvation is inwrought with our
careless and criminal methods of national, housekeeping
There are gross and ghastly truths about this
housekeeping
which neither
Mr. Williams
nor any
public man would dare to tell-unless he were seeking
political suicide or martyrdom.
The callous way we
have of accepting incredible conditions of social misery
and industrial anarchy-this
is quite beyond telling or
Side by side with our Gargantuan wealth
believing.
with
its bestial banality
and cannibalistic display-we may behold four hundred thousand men, in the City
of New York, vainly demanding work and receiving
public charity. In the same city, probably two million
persons live below the margin of proper physical
sustenance, and one million of these are constantly close
to the line of gradual starvation
More than seven
hundred and fifty thousand Americans are each year
needlessly killed or injured, in the ordinary course of
traffic and industry, because there is no collective will
or experience, no socially disposed or directed legal
force, sufficient to compel the adoption of safety
appliances
and
the regulation
and control
of industrial
processes. Cheaply built factories, easily taking fire,
consume from ten to one hundred and fifty girls in their
games, sometimes little children also, because there is
no public conscience that requires honest construction
and factory inspection.
In different parts of the country
all pretence
of law
is abandoned,
by both
capitalists and courts
of justice, during prolonged
strikes of the workers for reasonable wages and decent
Conditions
of living.
Wide industrial districts
are
subjected to irresponsible private armies, enlisted from
the criminal classes by the owners of mines and of
transportation
Scores of workmen, often their wives
and children as well, are annually killed or wounded
by these corporation armies of thugs or gunmen. For

several months, a large industrial town of New Jersey,
close to New York City, has been under the ruthless
and unrestrained dominion of such a private army of
the great oil company. This army is amenable to no
public law or opinion, while the city and the nation, so
far as they take, heed at all, look helplessly and
indifferently upon scenes of brutality and murder that
would put the keepers of Siberian prisons to shame.
Municipal authorities have been insolently set aside,
or driven from the town. Men and women and children
have been shot while quietly walking
the streets,
or for showing their heads at the windows of their
wretched homes; and their only wrong is that of seeking
release from intolerable conditions
of housing
and
labour, and for demanding the right to organise
themselves
into
a
union. For nearly two years, a hideous
and unbelievable struggle has been carried on between
the masters and the miners of the iron ranges of
Northern Minnesota and Michigan. The facts of what
has there taken place are carefully concealed from the
people; for the American Press is owned by the great
trusts,
and distributes
only
such information-or,
rather, misinformation--.as
the trust-lords
consider
to
be in accord with their interests.
Farther West, in.
the mines of Colorado,
such industrial tragedy and
coercion prevail,
such brutality
and lawlessness
of
superintendence,
such constant danger of death to the
miners, such domestic uncertainty
and squalor, that
the tale of it all, when the truth is once known, will
become one of the classic shames of capitalist history.
And for years has Colorado been the scene of this war
of the masters upon their workmen. The one law that
has reigned has been the law of protected and
unpunished
violence:
the
State
has
been
given
over
to
government by murder.
The authorities
have been
supine and helpless in the hands of the inhuman
foremen
employed
by the owners
of the mines. Not till
President
Wilson, overstepping
the authorities
of the
State, sought to bring the horrors of Ludlow to an end
-not until then were begun even the first hypocritical
efforts toward either justice
or mercy
in industrial
Colorado..
And so on, without end ; for I have named
but a few typical instances of the common and increasing
war between classes
in Capitalist America. Nor is
it any wonder, when we consider our sottish
acquiescence
in these conditions, that it has come to pass that
two thousand men own most of the wealth upon which
one hundred million Americans depend.
IV.
But it is not this material inequality that is the most
appalling feature of our American situation : it is the
apparent increase of the moral insensibility at which
I have already hinted. The most glaring
social
contrastsnow leave us tame and cold. The brazen patronage
of piteous poverty by reeking wealth-the
flaunt of
bizarre magnificence in the face of thronging suffering
-almost we take this for granted now. Nor are we as
discerning as we once were of the purchase and sale of
herded voters, of the knavery and ignorance of
legislatures
of the Punch
and
Judy
shows
of political
reform. Nor do we resent as we did the insolent overlordship of the financiers and the growth of government
by murder
seems
not
to
trouble
greatly
the
national
heart. Of the low servility of education we
are absurdly
ignorant, and the yellow hypocrisy of
organised religion bothers us not at all. None of these
things any longer deeply move us; to the whole
immeasurable menace and madness of it all we have
grown too accustomed.
And so our fabulous financial properties, held in the
parasitic grasp of predatory owners, are in the way
of becoming converted into every kind of poverty,
national and material, spiritual and social, mental and
physical.
And unless something startle and quicken
us, unless we repent with a repentance for which history
affords no precedent, we shall one
day reap from

the workers we have wronged such retributive fury as
shall make the French Revolution seem as a fireside
fairy tale. Unless we can achieve the will and the way
to democratise this wealth, transmuting
it into social
health and plenty, into national goodness and
international
gladness
it will utterly destroy
both itself
and
us, and that before another generation is added to the
calends of man.
V.
Our first trouble lies in the fact that we have no
machinery for the democratic distribution of social
production: we have only machinery for private accumulation
and
social
congestion. Our democracy, which is
largely a preposterous fiction, has developed no
technique
for
collective
care
or
procedure. Indeed, social
organisation does not with us exist’: such-organisation
as we have is but the savage mechanism of a rapacious
economic individualism.
Thus our millionaires,
now
becoming billionaires,
are like unto the Silurian
monstersthat ate up the rest of the animal world, then
perished because there was nothing to cat. Our financiers
are
like unto
the voracious
parasite
that
saps
the blood from the body of the whale, then also dies
when the whale withers away: Or our business system
is like unto the man who takes stones from the foundation
of his house and, with them builds a tower, to
have house and tower and foundation become one heap
of ruins at last.
There has been something wrong with the building
of America from the beginning.
Our boasted constitution
so loudly proclaimed
as
the greatest instrument
for self-government that mankind has produced, is in
reality a contrivance for preventing the people from
governing themselves.
The central purpose
of its
principle makers was, so Alexander Hamilton avowed,
to keep government
in the hands of the wealthy
and out of the hands of the common citizenry. It .is
precisely as a preventive of self-government,
as an
instrument supremely suited to serve plutocracy, that
the American constitution has been a marvellous
success
Nor shall our American political house be safe
until we build upon a foundation altogether new and
truly democratic. Short of utter repentance, both
emotional
and practical, there can be but one abysmal and
chaotic end to our present financial and political
procedure.
To the nation, as to the individual, there can come
no greater curse than that of being content to have
while others have not. Such nations as are so content
-these
inevitably descend into intellectual degradation
and spiritual death ; and, inevitably also, are they finally
stripped of their material possessions and enveloped
with the woes of the world’s dispossessed and defeated.
There is an inner law of nations that undeviatingly
works to this retributive end; and it is a just and
righteous law, and a law from which there is no escape.
VI.
Nor is it only ourselves that our unimaginable wealth
is imperilling. The methods of our American money
are, I venture to say, a greater peril to the human
race, both spiritually and materially, than the European
war. For the war. may bring to Europe, at last, a
profoundpurification and redemption ; but our American
riches, if soon they be not used to set democracy in
our midst, if they be not divinely commissioned to unite
and heal the nations, must inevitably prepare a pit that
will engulf the world.
For the whole family of man is a single and
indisoluble
unity.
We
are
not
aliens
and
enemies
by
nature, as the rulers and the owners would have us
think
as an immature and materialistic
science has
taught us; we are the mutual members of one indivisible
organism;
we are caught together
in one human
destiny.
Between the weal of one man and another,
of one nation and another, of the white people and
the yellow or the black, there can be no separation

every historical or imagined separation is but a delusion
and a damnation. The fate of the world is wrapped up
with the fate of its most backward and abandoned
peoples, the. downmost denizens of its slums and
jungles, its meanest or most wronged man. Unto the
world’s rims and edges are we of the privileged classes
bound by the divinely relentless law. Starting
from
a miserable Siberian village, what we know as “la
grippe”
continues
its world-encircling
course,
with
perhaps more deaths to its credit than the European
war.
The black plague, that wellnigh depopulated
mediaeval
Europe, is now supposed to have had its
origin in a plain where the dead of an Assyrian army
lay long unburied. The cloak which the great lady
wears at the court reception may be freighted with the
diphtheritic germs of the child-workers of the sweatshop. The dread diseases of South Sea Islanders take
their toll of the inhabitants of New York and Paris and
London.
As long as one babe is born into poverty
and disease and ignorance, as long as a single child is
less than the heir of an abundant life and a complete
career, so long is the whole world endangered and
debased and disordered.
It is under the dominion of this law that man’s
evolution
has proceeded, as well as the harshest and
reddest developments
of the forms of nature.
The
practice of nations is blind to it, and so is the pursuit
of wealth ; yet its presence is beginning to be discerned,
even if but rudely and doubtfully, by a riper and nobler
science, and by a rising tide of divine revolt. And,
whether we see or not, the law is there: it is written
in the foundation of the world : it is subject to neither
revocation nor suspension
nor amendment. Whether
as a human whole, or as nations and individuals. we
are governed by it inclusively an3 unremittingly. Either
retributively or benedictively, its operation goes always
on. We have no choice about its presence, any more
than we have choice as to the courses the stars shall
pursue.
Our choice is limited as to whether we shall
become the law’s co-workers,
its glad and willing
enacters, or stupid strivers against it, continuing the
curse of the world’s disobedience.
VII.
The world is meant to be our home, and a home that
shall be hallowed and heavenly, green and glad and
full of songful labour, replete amidst confederate and
commingling
spiritual
spheres.
Thus far, however,
through some far-come seduction or estrangement,
we
have converted our potential Eden into a desert of
social disease and drear disorder-into
a howling and
horrible habitation of treachery and torment and death.
But the war is hinging our doors of escape; and the
doors are vocal and urgent, and full of an ineffable
dawn.
Now, as never before, is our chance to leave
our ancient truant ways, to come out from the wilderness
of our immemorial miseries, and to enter the
promised
land, beckoning
and immediate,
of
an
endless
and fraternal goodwill.
And it may be that America, notwithstanding all I
have said to the contrary, will be the first to enter. I
should be very wrong to leave the impression that
American financiers are representative
of the American
people : they are not. The election of President Wilson
to succeed himself is proof to the contrary.
The
American people are no more represented by the owners
of their wealth than the heart of Germany is expressed
by Prussian militarism; or than the soul of Russia is
revealed by the camarilla around the Czar. There arc
great
and unprecedented
spiritual potencies
in the
bosom of America; and these potencies are now bestirring
themselves
from
their
long
sleep.
Out of this
mysterious melting-pot of the races, perhaps, after some
swift and unexampled crisis, may yet appear the true
superhumanity-the
humanity
that wears
the impress
and the image of One who has come, again and again
to hold fellowship with all and dominion over none.

An

Industrial
Symposium.
Conductedby Huntly Carter.

(37) SIR EDWARDBRABROOK, C.B.
The relation of Labour and Capital after the War was
considered by the Committee of the British Association
of which Prof. W. R. Scott was chairman, and is
discussed in their Report. (See “Labour, Finance, and
the War,” edited by Prof. A. W. Kirkaldy,
1916,
p. 308 ff.). It was the opinion of that committee that,
immediately after the War, those relations are likely to
be strained. “If there should be a boom in trade, it
would be followed by a period of years of constantly
falling prices. . . . The standard of living is likely to
become lower.
The productive power of the United
Kingdom will be as great as it was prior to the war;
but the burden of interest on the debt will have to be
met by taxation, which may be borne without intolerable
hardship if there is a corresponding increase of production
This can be had if necessity stimulates industry
and invention.”
It is thus apparent that Labour, Capital, and the State
will be faced, when the War is over, with many difficult
problems. The restoration of those who have served
in the Army to their previous positions in the labour
market, the continued utilisation
of the productive
powers of those men and women who have temporarily
filled their places, the renewal of industries, that have
had to be suspended the introduction of new industries
to replace those in which we were previously dependent
upon foreign countries,
the development
of greater
efficiency and scientific skill in all industries, and the
restoration of a higher standard of living will call for
the combined wisdom, the untiring energy, the
generosity
the good feeling, and the mutual co-operation
of
all. The common interest will demand that measures
tending to the limitation of productivity should be given
tip, and such others adopted as will promote the welfare
of the whole community.
The best policy, therefore, for both Labour and Capital
is to take advantage of the good feeling and mutual
esteem that the enthusiasm and the sacrifices of the war
have generated in all classes by creating bodies in which
employer and employed, producer and consumer, may
unite in solving these difficult problems. The nation
might thus become in reality a single commercial entity.
A lasting peace, internal and external,
might be
established.
With regard to the policy to be pursued by the State,
it seems to be desirable that its interference should as
much as possible be restricted. The excessive powers
which have been necessarily conferred upon the
Government
during the War might give rise to a dangerous
kind of State Socialism if continued after the War is
over. There may be a strong temptation to retain those
large powers in the functions of the State, but it ought
to be resisted, and our old traditions of liberty restored.
(38) SIR ARCHIBALD DENNY, BART., J.U., LLD
(Wm. Denny & Brothers, Shipbuilders, Dumbarton.)
As to the first set of questions, it is never wise to
prophesy, and conditions change So rapidly during this
terrible war that what might appear to be the probable
situation of Labour, Capital, and the Nation as a single
commercial entity after the War, judging from present
conditions, might be entirely upset in a few weeks.
This is all the more so, in view of the recent change of
Government.
The second set of questions can be answered from
each individual’s point of view. If you care to make
inquiries from Labour sources, you will probably learn
what have been the relations between the leaders and
the men in our works here. We have certain advantages
in that we are an old family concern, although we have
been careful to introduce new blood from time to time,
and Dumbarton is in what might be called a “backwater
”;
that is to say, we are a little isolated, from
the Labour point of view, from the more tempestuous
waters of the higher and lower reaches of the River
Clyde. My views are naturally affected by these
conditions, and I may consider possible things which other
employers with different experience
might consider
impossible
(I) By Labour I presume you mean manual-worker

wage-earners, who usually belong to Trade Unions as
distinguished from directors, managers, and staff who
also labour, but not, as a rule, so much with their hands
as with their heads. Labour, then, should, I think,
revise their attitude towards production ; the maximum
output possible should be aimed at by the exercise of
energy and intelligence, and especially by the fullest
working of the machinery provided.
The introduction of machinery should be welcomed
instead of objected to, and would be so if the workmen
realised that the greater and cheaper the output, the
greater the number of men employed, and the higher
the wages which can be paid.
(2) Capital is not a happy phrase. I believe you
intend to cover not only the question of money which
may be subscribed by the public, but the enterprise and
imagination which must be thrown into a business by
imagination
the leaders of it and their staffs. Without
directed by judgment and experience and inspired by
enterprise, Capital would be a dead thing. Here I may
say I think it is true that the Capital of one generation
is the savings of the previous one, and it is equally true
that the enterprise, energy, and experience of the present
generation are precious assets handed down from the
previous one. Accepting these premises, I think the
duty of the leaders and employers is to inspire their
men with confidence in their judgment, fairness, and
justice, and propose such a scheme of working
conditions
that the men may feel that their extra exertion
will be properly rewarded, and that no advantage will
be taken of the disclosure of their powers of production
by the adoption of a suicidal policy of cutting rates,
Some system of payments by results must be introduced
which will give the men this confidence and lead
to a reduction in the cost of production.
Money, of
course, is a mere measure of value, but things produced
for the use and enjoyment of the people as a whole are
the real values. Barter and exchange are the only final
methods, and he that does not produce has nothing to
exchange in the long run.
What should this system of payment‘ by results be?
At present there is in practice piecework
and two
systems of premium bonus, and for each of these
systems advantages are claimed. In all three, however,
the difficulty is to fix a price or the time in which the
work should be carried through. When these are being
established, it is thought that the men ‘‘ ca’ canny ” for
the purpose of getting a price or time at which it is
easy to attain what is considered by the workman to
be a suitable wage, and the knowledge that this policy
may be adopted is the first step towards disagreement.
Further, a good man has to keep down his production
so that the inferior man is not shown up, and that, I
think, has been at the root of many of the troubles.
It is a human feeling on the part of the men for one
‘another, but everyone knows that men are not equal.
Which system should be-adopted
I am not prepared
at the moment to say, but, in any case, it should be a
system which will give the men* confidence to exert
themselves as much as they can without the feeling
that they will be taken advantage of if they earn high
wages, and the price or time, once fixed, should not be
changed, unless new machinery or working methods
are introduced, and then only in consultation and in
agreement with the men.
With the system adopted
there should be a scheme for compensating a workman
for suggestions or inventions which lead to reduction in
cost. Such schemes have been adopted in certain works,
and the Ministry of Munitions has also introduced such
a system, with what success in this latter case I cannot
say. The fixing of the advantage gained by the man’s
invention would be quite automatic, as it would be a
function of the difference between the rate before and
after the invention was adopted. I am not prepared to
give a full set of rules for such a scheme, but it might
well be that the estimated or actual saving for a fixed
period should be the reward, and that this should be
divided into three equal parts, one part to go to the
inventor, one part to the factory, and one part to be
divided among all the workmen in the factory, because,
while the inventor deserves his reward, he could not
have made his invention without the use of the factory,
and, finally, he may probably have been influenced by
the general body of -men, whom it is desirable, also, to
encourage to similar inventiveness and who might fail

to keep up the enthusiasm unless they got some general
reward.
(3) As to the State, we have often heard the expression
“We are all Socialists now,” and there are many
functions which must be undertaken by the State. It
is a difficult thing to lay down hard and fast lines as
to where State intervention should begin and end. It
has been pointed out how enormously production has
been increased by State intervention under the Ministry
of Munitions at the present time, but all those who are
involved know how much this has led to indiscipline,
and how terribly wasteful the effort is. The Nation
had no choice, however ; the circumstances existing
meant one-sided agreements, which would not have been
tolerated under less dangerous conditions, and the final
realisation of this may lead to. national service of a
kind which will not specially regard any particular
interest, but, fairly and impartially applied, may solve
many of the “ after-the-war ” problems which give
considerable anxiety‘ to those who are most greatly
interested in the prosperity of their country. Generally,
State activities, even from the distributive
point
of
view are expensive; from the manufacturing point of
view, they have been rather conspicuous by their failures.
There is a danger of creating more State supervisors
to look after State producers than it is possible to
support. Further, it may be desirable from the political
point of view to make disfranchisement a condition of
State employment; that is to say, State servants would
have no Parliamentary vote or municipal vote, as the
temptation to the prospective M.P. to buy State workers’
organised votes by promises which are inimical to the
best interests of the Nation seems generally too great
to be resisted. The officials of a Government shouId
be the servants and not the masters of the people.
I recognise that I have touched only the fringe of the
subject, in that so far as the first two items are
concernedI have dealt only with the question of remuneration
The subject is so vast and has so many aspects
that it is impossible to do much more within reasonable
limits of space. I am not without hope that on both
sides sensible views will prevail, and that instead of
organised discontent
we may have organised content,
with fair dealing on both sides.
(39) SIR MAURICEFITZMAURICE,
C.M.G.,

M.A.,

M.A.I.

LLD. (President of the Institution of Civil Engineers).
The following is taken from the recent Presidential
Address, which was sent by Sir Maurice Fitzmaurice for
the purpose :I had for many years the direct control of a large body
of working men, and have had opportunities of inside
knowledge with reference to many labour disputes with
which I had no direct connection. The two points which
struck me as fundamental in nearly every case were that
the employer should pay a good living wage, and that
the employed should do a good honest day’s work, or
perhaps I should say in some cases an honest week’s
work. The so-called “restriction
of output ” policy,
which some trades indulge in, seems to be the first step
in a most vicious circle. It certainly does not lead the
employer to look favourably on proposals for increase
of wages. It must be extremely irritating for him to
know that the output per man could be easily increased
in some cases, without undue exertion, and that under
such conditions he could cheerfully concede an increase
in wages. This policy is not confined to our own islands
only.
We all wish to see Labour contented.
In Burke’s
speech in 1775 on conciliation with America, he said,
“ The question with me is not whether you have a right
to render your people miserable, but whether it is not
your interest to make them happy.” I think that
expresses our view with regard to Labour to-day.
It is impossible to expect a high standard of duty to
exist at all times among workmen unless they can live
under such conditions as will allow them a chance of
bringing up their families decently and making some
adequate provision for old age. I am quite aware of
the advantages as regards free education, medical attendance
out-of-work benefits, old-age pensions, and
sometimes
free
meals
for
children, which exist; but better
wages than those existing before the war, with a greater
feeling of responsibility by the individual would, in my

opinion, be much better than all these free advantages
with the exception of that of education.
Organised
Labour has great powers and correspondingly great
obligations, and it ought to be in a position to begin theseobligations at home.
It is often difficult for the mass of Labour to understand
the cost of finding large sums of money to finance
‘great industries, and that such money has to be paid
for out of profits. It is difficult for Labour to realise
the risks which capitalists have to take, and the fact
that in many works large sums are spent on research
work which may only give a return after a long period,
or may in many cases appear to give no return, if it be
considered that negative results have no value, which
is far from being the case. It is also sometimes difficult
for Labour to understand that the work and organisation
of one man may in some undertakings mean a. difference
in profits of hundreds of thousands of pounds, or the
difference between success and failure, and that such
men and their immediate assistants deserve and earn
the large sums they receive. It is on these accounts
that Labour often considers that it does not get a fair
share of the profits. I do not mean to say the profits
are always fairly divided, and it would be difficult to
say what a fair division should be.
I also do not believe the working man has any idea
how the prosperity of this country, and with it his own
prosperity, depends on our export trade, or how our
manufacturers have had to meet the fiercest and
sometimes
unfair competition
of other nations,
not only in
foreign countries but in our own overseas Dominions.
There is, however, nothing surprising in this want of
knowledge when we remember that very few of us
realised a few years ago how Great Britain was
exploited by German competition, frequently underhand
and unfair, with the object of capturing our vital
industries and getting control of a great deal of our finance
and trade. We have, however, learned a great deal in
the last two years, and I think many working men are
not above taking interest in such questions.
How is it possible permanently to raise the wages of
the working man beyond those existing before the War?
Is it reasonable to expect that a greatly increased output
per man can be obtained without undue exertion? We
all know it is possible. It means that employers must
provide the best modern machinery and that men and
Trade Unions must give up the idea of restricting output.
It means that Capital has to obtain such a measure of
the confidence of Labour as is necessary to convert men
and Trade Union officials to the view that increased efficiency
will be to their great advantage and give increased
comfort and health. This can only be done when it can be
shown that under such conditions there will be plenty
of work to go round for all, and it means that our trade
has to be increased.
The question of the national campaign for maintaining
and increasing our trade is outside my present scope
But I may say that, judging from what Mr. Asquith
once said, I am inclined to think that the whole power
of the Government will be placed at the disposal of our
trade; that, as Mr. Asquith stated, steps will be taken
to ensure protection against dumping and other unfair
competition, and that we shall never again be dependent
on enemy countries as regards essential industries. It
means that Australia and Canada, whose representatives
attended the Paris Conference and approved its resolutions
together
with
our
other Dominions beyond the
seas, have set their seal to a united empire for purposes
of peace as well as for war.
However important
Mr. Asquith’s declarations,
and
however necessary the help of Government, I attach still
greater weight to the spirit which is at present animating
our commercial leaders. The thorough-going
determination
of our manufacturers
to organise British industries
for more efficient production, and the steps being taken
for pushing our trade outside these islands, are certainly
on
a
different
scale
from anything
previously
attempted.
The first
part
of the
work to
be
carried
out
is put
so clearly and shortly
by
the President of the Federation of British Industries
that I quote his words. The objects of the Association
“may be summed up briefly as the organisation and
development of industry now and after the War in
cooperation . with Labour and in conjunction with the
Government t and Government Departments. ’ ’

Drama,
By John Francis Hope.
MR. HUNTLYCarter
in the long letter published in
the last issue of THE NEW AGE, has very kindly
corrected my vague memory of his articles, and I thank
him for the correction. But he has also reminded me
that I do not agree with him; and I will devote an
article to expressing, as amicably as I can, my difference
from, one whom I regard not as a dramatic critic
but as a philosophic prophet.
Mr. Bakshy contends
and I agree with him, that “theatrical evolution has
revealed no unifying principle” ; Mr. Carter objects to
this that “the wise men of the theatre are, and ever
have been, actuated by one great motive-namely,
the
application of a unifying principle to the theatre. ” But
this, I submit, is really a philosophical judgment;
it
imposes on concrete things an abstract identity, and
really disguises
the diversity
that
it attempts
to
explain.
For if these wise men sought unity, or “intimacy
in unity,”
as Mr. Carter phrases
it, it must be
admitted that they sought it in diverse ways. It might
be stated as an axiom that the search for unity is
philosophical
and the search for diversity is artistic.
To characterise
is to make distinct,
to emphasise
difference; it is true that difference can only be established
between things
of the same order,
and drama,
originating
in magic and evolving into religion,
undoubtedly has differentiated
itself from magic and
religion.
To talk of the religious effect: of drama, or
of the dramatic effect of religious ceremonial, is, of
course, possible, and, in certain contexts, permissible ;
but to insist upon their unity to the exclusion of their
diversity leads us to Mr. Carter’s conclusion of “an
ideal theatre-a temple, that is, with a stage for altar,
and a general air of confession and conversion- which
‘theatrical performers’ in the best sense are in the habit
of realising. ” But that conclusion ignores the evolution
of the theatre, denies the existence of the drama,
and affords us no means of distinguishing drama from
religion.
But drama differs from religion by the very fact that
it has spectators and not participators in a sacrament
When the priest elevates the Host, for example, all are
united in an act of adoration-; but when Hamlet
"unpacks his heart with words,” we may, or we may not,
sympathise with him, but we are united only in our
observation of him. The very construction
of drama
implies actors and (shall I say?) sufferers; obliterate
the difference between them, and you have not drama
but something else. A theatre, unlike a temple, is not
a place where we do something for ourselves, but a
place where something is done for, or to, us. We do
not offer the actors as a sacrifice upon the altar of the
stage, although we ought often to do so; I know many
actors who ought to be offered as a propitiation for
my sins on the altar of Mr. Carter’s temple-theatre
We suffer the actors to “strut and fret their hour upon
the stage,” frequently hoping that they will soon “be
heard no more but we do not, and, I think, cannot,
identify ourselves with them, because we, the
spectators
are united in an act of attention,
and they, the
actors, are united in an act of presentation.
We carry
to the theatre a critical consciousness, however feeble,
that distinguishes us from the play presented to us;
that consciousness would not, or should not, be present
in a religious ceremony in which we participated.
That consciousness of difference has been expressed
even in the construction of the. theatre. In the Greek
theatre, the stage was of so little account that it
was not visible from all parts of the theatre; the
orchestra was the centre of attention. But the Romans
cut the circular theatre in half, enlarged the stage,
and definitely destroyed any illusion of unity between
stage and auditorium.
The Italians followed with

the picture-frame
stage, which made it quite clear
that the play was something to be seen, and not to be
acted by the audience. The Elizabethan apron stage
might seem to express architecturally
the unity of
players and spectators; but the young bloods who sat
on the stage, and spat on the people in the pit, and
generally obstructed
the actors, effectively countered
the architect’s intention.
It was, I believe, chiefly
to enable the actors to play their parts without
molestation
that
the picture-frame
stage
was
adopted
in
this
country; and the young bloods were relegated
to the boxes.. But whatever the purpose may have
been, the fact remains that the evolution of the stage
in this country shows us that it was intended to mark
a difference, not to establish a unity, between the
players and the spectators.
The place for unity is
the temple; the place for diversity is the theatre.
But Mr. Carter is so eager for unity that he does
not allow for diversity.
He invents what he calls
interchangeable
terms ; “re-theatralising
the drama or
re-dramatising
the theatre. ”
But which theatre, or
which drama, he does not tell us; he is dealing with
an abstract theatre and an abstract drama, and one
abstraction will easily dissolve into another.
But the
reality is not drama, but plays; and it is really
nonsenseto say, as he quotes Professor Spingarn, that
“the theatre and the drama are not two things, but one
only.”
They are two very different things;
I never
see “Hamlet” played on a picture-frame stage
without
longing
for
the “apron”
that
it demands;
on
the other hand, when Mr. Henry Ainley, in “The
Dynasts,” stepped down from the stage to a seat in
the orchestra,
I wanted to push him back again. It
is absurd to play “Hamlet” on a picture-frame stage;
it would be absurd to play Restoration comedy on any
other stage. Whatever philosophy may say about it,
it is the business of art to choose the fit means of
production, to fit the theatre to the play, the play to
the theatre, and as there are many. different sorts of
plays, there should be many different sorts of theatres.
The Japanese “Noh” drama,
for example, has a
different theatre from that of the Japanese popular
drama, and a different technique.
The difference between us is, I think, a difference
in the manner of regarding the matter; although
I
also think that Mr. Carter’s logic is defective.
He
assumes that because “the wise men of the theatre are
and have ever been actuated by one great motive-the
application
of a unifying principle to the. theatre,”
the result
will be a “common
or standard form
of ideal theatre.”
But unity exists only in diversity,
not in itself; diversity is the expression of unity, just
as the three persons of the Trinity express the unity
of substance.
There is an ideal theatre for an ideal
drama; but as an ideal, drama must have many forms,
there can be no standard form of theatre for it. There
“intimate”
is room for everything, for Mr. Carter’s
theatre among the rest; and this was Mr. Bakshy’s
contention.
But when Mr. Carter assumes,
as he
seems to do, that there is one perfect and finished
theatre towards which the drama moves
and that
theatre is really a temple, when he wants to blot out
a distinction between actors and spectators established
after centuries of striving, and plunge
us back not
into drama, but into communal magic, I feel that I
want to recite the Athanasian Creed to him,
particularly
the
damnatory
clauses. It is a curious aberration
of Mr. Carter, for he began with a denunciation
of the picture-frame stage as imposing a tyrannous
restraint on methods of production; and he ends by
advocating: an intimate theatre, which will act as
tyrannously
on methods
of production.
With
Mr.
Bakshy, I believe in suiting the play to the theatre,
the theatre to the play; and remind Mr. Carter that
his passion for unity will finally drive him to discover
that “all the world’s a stage, and all the men and
women merely players. ”
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ONE of the penalties an Englishman must pay for
England’s treatment of Ireland is to lie under the
suspicion of an Irishman
My reference, it seems, to the
political bias which, in my opinion, is misguiding the
Irish Literary Renaissance,
has been taken by Mr.
Boyd as an insinuation of the charge of treachery. But
surely a critic of literature may discover a political bias
without being supposed either to have gone in search
of it or to resent it when found. And, as it happens, I
do not resent it in Mr. Boyd in the very least; but, on
the contrary, I sympathise with him in it. If I were
an Irishman, I say to myself, I imagine that I should
tend to look at things in much the same light as Mr.
Boyd. Having had my own language virtually sup
pressed, and being compelled to speak and write in an
alien tongue, charged with alien traditions, I should
feel the inclination to bite my own tongue, and to curse
myself for the very ease with which the conqueror’s
language came to me. And when works of my countrymen
written
in
this
alien
language,
were
claimed
for the literature of my conqueror and employed to
adorn the triumph of his conquest,
my indignation
would begin to rise like milk on the boil; and at any
moment I might be over the brim and writing
nonsense
about
Ireland’s
literary
renaissance.
***
But feeling, even of .this intense and ebullient quality,
does not of necessity carry its own justification with it.
‘The heart should always be in flames, but the duty of
the head is to remain ice. And after long reflection,
it appears to me-though
I write, of course, as an
Englishman-I
should, I ti-ink, come to the conclusion
that . not only was the wrong irremediable, but that
perhaps
it might be turned to excellent account. After
all, what distinguishes wisdom from folly but the
ingenious use that wisdom makes of circumstances which
folly cannot employ and only fruitlessly resents ? Given
that English,
by whatever abominable means,
has
actually now become the predominant language in Ireland
and that nobody either hopes, or, in his heart,
expects to see Gaelic generally revived as the normal
speech of the country-the conclusion to be drawn is
that, for better or worse (at the discretion of Irishmen),
the future of Ireland is, if not politically with England,
at any rate, from a literary point of view with English
literature.
Irish writing, by virtue of its use of the
English language, is inseparable from English writing
in general. Both nations, whether they like it or not,
are bound by the genius of what has become their
common tongue. And the more frankly Irish writers
accept the fact that, since they do not write in Gaelic,
they must write in English, and hence form a part of
English literature, the better for their literary judgment
and literary style.
It is not as if, either, there were no compensations.
There are many. Once the political resentment is set
aside-and though I say it lightly, I am aware that it
is no easy matter-the
advantages
of English
over
Gaelic are undeniable. I do not, of course, know Gaelic
well enough to pronounce upon its adaptability
to
modern ideas; but I am told by impartial students that
it is more beautiful than useful. . In any case, it is as
good as dead, and there is no purpose served in holding
an everlasting wake over it. Who knows that the
Irish are not well rid of its ghost? And English, for
all that it is spoken and ’written by the inhabitants of
England-for
the most part badly-is
an excellent
language, since Sanskrit, the best, perhaps, that, has ever
been created. There is nothing to prevent the Irish
from excelling the English in its use; and in these days,
indeed, it is an easy task.
But what a reconquest
would be involved in that-to take the language of the
English and to better the Instruction ! Great Irishmen,
moreover, are there to prove that 3 profound Irish

national sentiment is not incompatible with a resolution
to beat the English at their own tongue. Swift was at
least as patriotic
an Irishman
as any modern Sinn
Feiner ; his “Drapier’s Letters” in defence of Ireland
were not only modelled on Demosthenes, but they ’had
all the patriotic passion of the Phillipics; yet he wrote
an English which, for simplicity, strength and purity,
is the despair of
English writers. Is it impossible that
literary power such as his may precede the political
power of Ireland’s ambition;
and ought
not that
possibility to be present in the Irish mind?
*
*English, again, is by no means an exhausted
language, or a language incapable of receiving new
impressions. It is, ‘on the contrary, still in the youth of
its art; and I can enumerate myself several qualities
to be
which are still latent in it, and still, therefore,
drawn out. Fur instance, easy lucidity is as yet a rare
effect in English writing; and it is pre-eminently one
that the Irish genius is fitted to produce and to perfect.
For the Irish genius is a genius for talk ; and cultivated
talk is the very substance of easy lucidity in literature.
Again, I am perpetually
being struck
in reading
modern Irish writers by an effect of English words
which no Englishmen to my knowledge has ever
succeeded in producing : namely, a caressingly melancholy
betweenthe reader and the writer. It is
intimacy as bet
rarely that two English friends can converse upon some
past tragedy-even
that of their own lives--without
awkward pauses,
or
still more awkward phrases.
Words do not fail them, but their English does. The
very intonation of their voices upon such occasions
seems to warn them that they are about to make fools, .
,as they say, of themselves; in other words, that they
are reaching the end of their tether in language. The
Irish, on the other hand, are masters in such mods.
Where the English become dumb or stilted, the Irish
begin to find themselves at ease. This quality is, therefore
peculiarly
open
to
Irish writers
to develop. It
is a province that is altogether theirs for the taking:.
And what of their gift of fancy? I wrote the other
week of the “play-boy” that is in every Irishman; and
I said that the use he makes of his play-boy is the test
of the Irish writer. Mr. Boyd, unfortunately,
understands
me as having referred to the Handy
Andy of
Lever, and to the stage-Irishman
of the nineteenth
century.
But my reference to Mr. James Stephens,
who is no stage-Irishman, might surely have saved me.
Mr. James Stephens, of whose gifts I have a high
opinion, exemplifies my “play-boy” theory both as to
its evidence and in its application. The
“whimsiness”
of Mr. Stephens is as far removed from Handy Andyism
as
from
anything
English,
At the same time, in
my opinion, it is still only an imperfect and embryonic
manifestation of the spirit of humour which I regard
as peculiarly Irish. Mr. Stephens, had he the genius
of the English language
to his tutor, would,
I
think,, make of his gift of humour a unique masterpiece
in English literature.
As certainly as Rabelais
by
virtue of his inspiration, drew out of the French
language a single quality and universalised it-in other
words, made it common property to writers in French
--yet in such a manner that nobody can say whether
Rabelais‘ invented or discovered the quality, whether
French spoke through Rabelais or Rabelais , through
French-so
certainly could an Irish writer, like Mr.
James Stephens, universalise in English the quality in
which he is so opulent-the
quality
I have called
whimsiness.
Is all this creation within the limits (if
there are limits) of English so small a task that. Irish
writers should despise it? Are they afraid of losing
their nationality
in English? But if their nationality
is, as they claim and I allow, real, it is, unless past
its prime, still creative; and it has therefore nothing
to fear save its fear.
And it would remain Irish in
English not a whit the less for surrendering itself to
the Muses that preside over English literature
May

I add a footnote which is not intended to be disagreeable
The contrast between the attitude of the Irish
writers whom Mr. Boyd defends and the attitude of
those Irish writers whom I am bespeaking is expressed
in the contrast of the spirits Caliban and Ariel.
Calibanis Ariel nursing his grievance. Ariel is Caliban
with his grievance suspended. Read with our present
revels in view, the “Tempest”
is strangely modern.
R. H. C.
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By Edward Moore.
PSYCHOLOGY OFStyle--There
are writers with a style
-it may be either good or bad-and writers with no
style at all, who just write badly What quality or
combination of Qualities is it which makes a writer a
stylist ?
Style probably arises out of a duality; the association
in a writer of the
scribe
and spectator.
The
first having set down his thought, the second goes
aside, contemplates
it, as things should be contemplated
from
a distance,
and
asks,
HOW
does
this
strike me?
How does it look, sound, move?”
And
he suggests here a toning down of colour, there an
acceleration of speed, somewhere else, it may be, an
added lucidity, for clearness is An aesthetic as well as
an intellectual virtue.
The writer without style, however, just writes on
without second thought ; the spectator is altogether
lacking in him; he cannot contemplate his work from
a distance, nor, indeed, at all. This explains
the
unconsciousness and innocence in bad writing-not
in
bad style, which is neither unconscious nor innocent !
The stylist, on the other hand, is always the actor
tu his own spectator; he must get his effect ; even
Truth he uses as a means to his effect. If a truth is
too repulsive, he throws this or that cloak over it; if
it is uninteresting, he envelops it in mysticism
(mysticism
is simply an artist’s trick); in a word, he
aesthetises
that is, falsifies everything,
to please the second
person in his duality, the spectator. Even if he gets
his effects by moderation of statement, he is to be
distrusted, for it is the moderation and not Truth that
to employ
is aimed, at. And, then, his temptation
metaphors,
to, work up an interesting madness,
to
rhapsodise-these
most potent means to great effects,
these falsifications ! Well, are we to assent, then, to
the old phiIosophic prejudice against style and‘ refuse
to believe any philosopher who does not write badly?
READER AND WRITER.-The modern reader loves to
be challenged. The modern writer, if he is in earnest,
however, is bound to challenge him.
This is his
greatest burden; that he must fall the victim of the
advanced idlers. But one day he thinks he sees a way
of escape. He has noticed that the reader desires not
only to be challenged, but to be able to understand
the challenge at a glance. And here he sees his
advantage. I shall write, he says to himself, in a manner
beautiful, exact, and yet not easily understood; so I
shall throw off the intellectual coquettes and secure
my audience-an
audience of artists, for my style is
’beautiful ; an audience of critics, for my style is exact ;
an audience of patient, resolute, conscientious
intellects
for my style
is difficult. This, perhaps, was the
conscious practice of Nietzsche. But he did not foresee
that,
for ‘the benefit of the intellectual coquettes,
who must have hold of ‘new thoughts by one end or
another,
a host of popularisers would be born; he
did not reckon with the Nietzscheans !
Paradox--What
is
paradox? The “bull” raised to
a form of literary art?
THE Precise--There
have
been writers-there
are
writers-whose
only title to fame is an interesting
defect.
They are unable to write soundly, and this
inability, being abnormal,
is more interesting
than
sound writing which is only normal. For to limp or

to hop on one leg is neverpedestrian-what
do I say?
--is not even pedestrian.
THE “NEW” WRITERS.-The
fault
of
the most
modern ,writers--and especially of the novelists-is
not
that they are too modern, but that they are too
traditional
It is true, they are not traditional in the
historical manner of Mr. Chesterton,
who wishes to
destroy
one tradition-the
modern tradition-in
order
to get back to another-the medieval
ToMr. Chesterton
tradition
is
a matter
of, selection;
the
dead
tradition seems to him nobler than the living; and,
deliberately, therefore he would return to it. The now
writers, however,
also follow
a‘ tradition, though a
much narrower thing; they, too, believe in the past,
but only, alas, in the immediate past; they are slaves
to the generation which preceded theirs.
In short,
that which is disgusting in them is their inability to
rise high enough to see their little decade or two, and
to challenge it, if they cannot from the standpoint of a
nobler future, then, at least, from that of the noblest
past.
But how weak must a generation be which is
not strong enough to challenge and supersede
Mr.
Arnold Bennett; for instance.
LES HUMBLEs.--Humility is the chief virtue, said a
humble man. Then are you the vainest man, said his
friend, for you are renowned for your humility. Good
taste demands from writers who praise humility a little
aggressiveness
and dogmatism, lest they be taken for
humble,
and, therefore
proud.
Mr. Chesterton’s
writings admirably illustrate this. On the other hand,
if humility is the chief virtue, it is immoral not to practise it. And, therefore one should praise humility, and
practise
it? Or praise it and not practise it? Or not
praise it and practise it There is contradiction in every
course.
That is the worst of believing in paradoxical
virtues !
THE GREAT IMMORALISTS.-The morality of Nietzsche
is more strict and exacting than that of Christianity.
When the Christians argue against it, therefore, they
are arguing in favour of a morality more comfortable,
pleasing
and indulgent
to
the
natural
man;
consequently,even on religious grounds, of a morality more
immoral.
What!
is Nietzsche,
then,
the
great
moralist and are the Christians the great immoralists?
This notion may appear to us absurd, or merely
ingenious, but will it appear so to future generations?
Will timidity, conformity, mediocrity, judicious
blindness
unwillingness
to offend,
be synonymous,
to them
also, with morality?
Or will they look back upon
Christianity
as a creed too indulgent and nut noble
enough?
As a sort of Epicureanism,
for instance?
DOSTOIEFFSKY.-DOSTOIEFFSKY
depicted the subconscious
as conscious;
that
was
how
he achieved
his
complex and great effects. For the subconscious is
the sphere of all that is most primeval, mysterious and
sublime in man; the very bed out of which springs the
flower of tragedy. But did Dostoieffsky do well to lay
bare that world previously so reverently hidden, and
to bring the reader behind the scenes of tragedy? The
artist will deny it-the artist who always demands as
an ingredient
in his highest effects mystery.
For
how can mystery be retained when the very realm of
mystery, the subconscious,
is surveyed and mapped?
In Dostoieffsky’s imperishable works the spirit of full
tragedy is perhaps never evoked: What he provides
in them, however, is such a criticism of tragedy as is
nowhere else to be found.
His genius was for
criticism the artist in him created these great figures
in order that afterwards
the psychologist
might
dissect
them. And so well are they dissected, even down
to the subconsciousness, that, to use a phrase of the
critics, we know them better than the people we meet..
Well, that is precisely what we object to--as lovers of
art !
ART IN MODERNSociety--And object of beauty has
in modern surroundings
a dangerous seduction which
it did not possess in less hideous ems. In this is

been.
I will draw from my own experience, since, no
there to be found a contributory explanation
of
doubt, it is much the same as that of the many others.
Decadence-the decadent being one who feels the power
who shared with me “the sweet food of academic
of beauty intensely, and the repulsion from his
institution.’’ When I left school I knew little else of
environment as intensely. and who plunges into the
Bacon than that he was selfish and ambitious, that he
enjoyment of beauty madly, with abandonment?
In a
was, in some way, queerly confused with Shakespeare,
society, however, which was not hideous as ours is,
that he was Lord Chancellor for three years, to be then
and in which beauty was distributed widely over all
“degraded and stripped of all his offices,” from which
the aspects and forms of existence, the intoxication of
time
till
his death-it
was cursorily added-he
beauty would not be felt with the same terrible intensity
"devotedhimself to philosophic studies. ’’ What
gusto
a beautiful object would be enjoyed simply as one
among many lovely things.
In short, it would be
there is in that oft-repeated suggestion of a deserved
nakedness-“stripped
of all his offices” ! I can hear
enjoyed in the manner of health, not in that of sickness
It is the contrast that is dangerous; the aridity
the Master of Arts rolling out the phrase, myself so
of modern life arouses a terrible thirst, which is
easily memorising
it for verbatim answer in the
suddenly
presented with the spectacle of a beauty
unaccountable
examinations. Corrupt Lord Chancellor !
The most
and
awful;
and
this
produces
a
dislocation
ungenerous of characters ! But set a bad man to judge
and convulsion of the very soul.
So that the presenta bad man, and you will come to the other and better
day artist, if he would retain his health--if he would
extravagance ; for Pope,
in a recklessly admiring
remain an artist-must
curb his very love of the
moment, had it that he “was the greatest genius that
beautiful and treat beauty, when he meets it, as he
England
ever produced.”
always does, in the gutter, a little cynically.
Otherwise
What is there in his corruption for us to comment
he
will
lose
his
wits, and Art will become his
on it, since he so fully does so himself in his Essays?
Circe. Therefore,
mockery
and hard laughter-alas,
Calm, stately sentences show you every side of the man.
that it must be so !
“Myself” is there inscribed at the head of every Essay,
and it is signed, as though magnificently,
“By the
Grace of God and Francis Bacon.” He says memorably
A
Note
on
Bacon.
of corruption : ‘‘Eh not only bind thine own hands
By Dikran Kouyoumdjian.
or thy servant’s hands from taking, but bind the hands
“THERE is rarely any rising but by a commixture of
of suitors also from offering . . , Avoid not only the
good and evil arts.” To speak of greatness is, at this
fault, but the suspicion.”
Poor mortal !
His
time, to speak in platitudes; that, for instance,
greatness
condemnation has lived now for three hundred years, and
shares with littleness only this, that it is compact
looks to outlive, with a meanness greater than his,
of good and evil; that the varying degrees of the
those works for which he so confidently predicted
contrariesmake the man. But how great an error to think
immortality. They put the Earl of Essex side by side
that it is by the preponderance of the one over the
with Bacon and condemn the latter for his final
other that the man is made great or little ! Yet
"betrayal” to death, in Elizabeth’s High Court, of the
history admits of little other criticism than that of
friend who had tried so hard to advance him. Many
moralists
who cannot
understand
the oft-repeated
women have wept over the fate of Essex; there is a
triumph of the selfish and unlicensed nature, andglamour around him, the handsome courtier, the lover
worse still !-his continued triumph with posterity as
of Elizabeth, and, at the last, the unsuccessful soldier
one of the great figures of its past. How
really
and rebel.
As his execution was the greatest blow
immoral are these moralists in criticism!
Not content
Elizabeth’s popularity ever received, so
too, Bacon,
to rest upon the greatness of the man, they look in
both then and now, has suffered much for the fate of
him for some such counterpart of pettiness as they
“brilliant, handsome Devereux.’
The meanness of
have in their own natures; they may not praise but to
the man his many jealousies, his many years of
blame; they may not appreciate but with some moral
degrading courtship to an old and capricious queen, his
depreciation ; whereas the true critic will depreciate only
quarrel
with Raleigh for capturing an island of the
such things as seem to him contrary to the canons of
Azores before himself could claim that honour, are
forgotten
in the romance around a commonplace
that art to which he would criticise sincerely. And
npw I have done with platitudes
and preaching;
intelligence (for those times, when gentlemen were
though, indeed, I still feel a little like, say, Mr.
Latinised rather than civilised) ; pushed, would he or
Clutton-Brock
in a dressing gown
would he not, into history by the love of Elizabeth, and
In the last hundred years, Shelley, Coleridge, and
his recognition of Bacon’s genius. Leicester,
Burlegh,
Cecil, Raleigh-all
could claim as little honour as they
Byron, perhaps, have suffered most by this form of
criticism; and, for all his fine writing, it is that
had, Raleigh cynically enough pretensions to it. They
sentimentalist Thackeray who is the most untiring
were dismal times, the years of Bacon’s life; and his
example of those who would hold to the weaknesses of
not the least dismal part.
Merrie England I It was
as dim a memory of the past as it is now.
For
the great as a moral lesson to mankind.
Mr. Stopford
Brooke has said well, speaking
of the injustice-or
myself, I can well forgive Bacon’s self-centred treatment
justice, if you are morally inclined-done
to Coleridge.
of Essex, though he himself could not, if he could
‘‘Evil can never be understood by us; we are wholly
confess of it thus; that, “the wisdom for a man’s self
-it is the wisdom of the fox that thrusts out the badger
incompetent to moralise on the in-doings of men. But
good can always be understood, and its praise is
that digged
and made room for him. It is the
possibleon the lips of a child.” That is something more
wisdom of crocodiles that shed tears when they would
than preaching, something less than criticism ; it is
devour.
“His tone is hardly elevating,”
says Mr. Mair,
peace and goodwill to all men.
smugly of him in his study of English literature, as
Perhaps he who has suffered most in this manner,
thongh
ironically enough, in a criticism of one who
the subject of this short note, is Lord Bacon.
The
dismissed such things as masques and balls as empty
cold, corrupt, Lord Chancellor ! What is the schoolboy taught of Bacon? His memory of Sir Thomas
“toys,” he were a parson shocked by revue. There is he
sentence in those fifty-eight essays-for
with those we
More is instinct with that of his Utopia; and yet Bacon
are mainly concerned-but
is compact of some wisdom,
is as much above More as Milton is above Spenser.
some sternly dictated principle of reasonable action
In
Why is it that, after his reading of those times, the
that lies Bacon’s originality as a philosopher, and also
“De Augmentis,”
the Essays, “Sylva Sylvarum,”
do
not stand out in his memory as the great thoughts of
his greatest call for moral condemnation, that, though
his rules of conduct and thought were dictated by practice
me of the greatest of men? Rather, he is not allowed
and for practice, he himself did not follow them
to forget that Bacon was not all that he should have

that by the very method of his reasoning he set up a
standard of judgment for men by men, and thus met
halfway the censuring of weaknesses which have been
forgiven and forgotten in those of the Aristotelian
deductiveschool. Had his, then, been the wisdom of the
wilderness rather than, as it was, that of the streets
and council chamber, he would not have sat as the
Judge at his own trial; there would have been no trial.
For, without Bacon, who can judge Bacon?
He chose, however, to be the pioneer of inductive
reasoning in England, that of reason dictated by
practice,conclusions from facts, as against the deductive
school of Aristotle; and thus it was he had for his
enemies, William
Blake and Samuel Butler, those
apostles of “Damn braces, bless relaxes.” Of some of
his wisdom in the essays, you may echo Mr. Gosse in
saying “trivial. ” Look round upon Europe, and
considerthis sentence, written 300 years ago : “There is
no question but that a just fear of imminent danger,
though there be no blow given, is a lawful cause
for
war.”
Then, again, England had saved herself much
trouble, had she looked to wisdom rather than
blundered
through experience,
in her treatment
of Colonies :
“It is a shameful and unblessed thing to take the scum
of peoples . . . to be the people with whom you plant
(colonize), and not only so, but it spoileth the plantation
;
for they will ever live like rogues . . . and spend
victuals and be quickly weary.” He was sparing of
his words, though not of his wisdom : “Money is like
muck, not good unless it be spread.” Consider
that
he was, as Dean Church has it in his Life, “The great
seer of a world of knowledge to which the men of his
own generation were .blind” ; the only sage that England
has ever had, the like of whom we cannot find in
France or Germany,, and in Italy
but the wise
chicanery of Machiavel. Such a voice as that of
Carlylethundered but fifty years ago, and it is already far
away and difficult to hear; but the voice of the Lord
Chancellor still measures out his stately reasoning, if
you will listen, clothed as you would have it clothed,
majestically
“A crowd is not company, and faces are but a gallery
of pictures, and talk but a tinkling cymbal, where
there is no love.” He is speaking of solitude; and
though he was a courtier, “a man of the world, and
wished to live in and with the world,” it seems to me
that his solitude
was perfect;
a miserably happy
council-chamber,
himself as the adviser
and the
advised. Aloof, yet not arrogant, with the
self-confidence
which may have come to him from his ancestor
Roger Bacon that knowledge is power; “master
of
those who desire knowledge,”
as a great critic has
said of him, adapting that other saying on Aristotle,
“master of those who know
to this lesser man;
believing fearlessly, in his own words, “that he was born
for the service of mankind, that he was fitted for
nothing so well as for the study of Truth,” yet, it was
a; though he stood on some high place and looked
down on that life he could interpret only less wisely,
because with less love, than the greatest of his age,
and, after scornful consideration, threw down to the
multitude but the rind of his philosophy.
He has been called the founder of modern science,
by some abused and belittled, by others extravagantly
praised for it; yet he first conceived of the scientific
development of human knowledge, though in the execution
he could not rise to more than a discipleship of
his own magnificent idea.
He would enter into no
actual battle with ignorance ; comparing himself to
one of Homer’s peaceful heralds, “I only sound the
clarion
he says, “but I enter not into the battle.”
I can scarce do better than follow Lionel Johnson in
quoting from Landor’s
‘‘ Imaginary Conversation”
between Bacon and Hooker, where Bacon proudly
confessesthat he has, all his life, laboured to bring men to
the pursuit of knowledge, and toiled at them himself;
yet he adds, “one hath almost escaped me : and surely

one worth trouble.” “Pray, my lord,” asks Hooker,
“if I am guilty of no indiscretion, what may it be?”
Answers Bacon : “Francis Bacon.”
Oriental

Encounters.
By Marmaduke Pickthall.

I.-RASHID
THE
FAIR.
THE brown plain, swimming
in a haze of heat,
stretched far away into the distance where a chain of
mountains trenched
upon the cloudless
sky.
Six
months of drought had withered all the herbage of
the land.
Only thistles, blue and yellow, and some
thorny hushes had survived; but after the torrential
winter rains the whole expanse would blossom like
the rose. I had traversed it before in spring, when
cornfields waved for miles around its three poor
villages
wild-flowers
in mad profusion
covered
its waste
places, and scarlet tulips flamed amid its wheat.
Now all was desert and oppressive heat. After riding
for five days in such a landscape, it was sweet to think
upon the journey’s end, the city of perennial waters,
shady gardens and the song of birds.
I was picturing
the scene
of our arrival-the
shade
and
the
repose, the long cool drinks, the friendly hum o€ the
bazaars-and
wondering
what letters
I should
find
awaiting
me, all to the tune of “Onward Christian
Soldiers”-for
the clip-clap
of a horse’s
hoofs
invariably beats out in my brain some tune, the most
incongruous, without my will-when
a sudden outcry
roused me.
It came from my companion, a hired
muleteer, and sounded angry.
The fellow had been
riding on ahead.
I now saw that he had overtaken
other travellers-two
men astride
of one donkeyand entered into conversation with them. One of the
two, the hindmost, was a Turkish soldier. Except the
little group they made together and a vulture, a mere
speck above them in the blue, no other living creature
was in sight.
Something
had happened,
for the
soldier seemed amused, while my poor man was making
gestures
of
despairing
protest.
He repeated the
loud cry which had disturbed my reverie, then turned
his mule and cantered back to meet me.
“My knife !” he bellowed. “My knife !-that grand
steel blade which was my honour !-so finely tempered
and inlaid !-an heirloom in the family ! That
miscreant, may Allah cut his life !-I mean the soldier
stole it. He asked to look at it a minute, seeming to
admire.
I gave it, like the innocent I am. He stuck
it in his belt, and asked to see the passport which
permitted me to carry weapons. Who ever heard of
such a thing in this wild country? He will not give
it back though
I entreated.
I am your Honour’s
servant, speak for me and make him give it back! It
is an heirloom.”
That greyhaired man was crying
like a baby.
Now, I was very young, and his implicit trust in
my authority enthralled me. I valued his dependence
on my manhood more than gold and precious stones.
Summoning
all the courage
I possessed,
I clapped
spurs to my horse and galloped after the marauder.
“Give back that knife !” I roared. “0 soldier
it
is thou to whom I speak.”
The soldier turned
a studiously guileless face--a
handsome face with a fair moustache and a week’s
beard.
He had a roguish eye.
“What
knife? I do not understand,”
he said,
indulgently.
“The knife thou stolest from the muleteer here
present. ”
“Oh, that !” replied the soldier with a deprecating
laugh.
“That is a thing unworthy of your Honour’s
notice.
The rogue in question is a well-known male
factor.
He and I are old acquaintance.”
“By the beard of the Prophet, by the August Goran
I never saw his devil’s face until this minute !” howled
the muleteer. who had come up behind me.

“Give back the knife.” I ordered for the second
time.
“By Allah, never !” was the cool reply.
“Give it back, I say !”
“No, it cannot be !-not even to oblige your Honour,
for whose pleasure, Allah knows, I would do almost
anything, ” murmured the soldier with
a charming
smile.. “Demand it not.
Be pleased to understand
that if it were your Honour’s knife I would return it
instantly.
But that man as I tell thee, is a wretch.
It grieves me to behold a person. of consideration ,in
such an unbecoming temper upon his account-a
dog,
no more. ”
“If he is a dog, he is my dog for the present; so
give back the knife !”
“ AIas, beloved, that is quite impossible.”)
With a wave of the hand dismissing the whole
subjectthe soldier turned away. He plucked a cigarette
out of his girdle and prepared to light it. His
companion on the donkey had not turned his head nor
shown the slightest interest in the discussion. This
had lasted long enough. I knew that in another minute
I should have to laugh. If anything remained for me
to do it must be done immediately. Whipping
my
revolver from the holster, I held it close against the
rascal’s head, yelling, “Give
back
the knife
this
minute, or I kill thee !”
The man went limp. The knife came back as quick
as lightning. I gave it to the muleteer, who blubbered
praise to Allah and made off with it. Equally relieved,
I was about to follow when the utterly forlorn appearance
of the soldier moved me to open the revolver,
showing that it was not loaded. My adversary was
transfigured.
His
back straightened,
his
mouth
closed, his eyes regained their old intelligence.
He
stared at me a moment, half incredulous, and then he
laughed.
Ah, how that soldier laughed!
The owner
of the donkey turned and shared his glee.
They
literally hugged each other, roaring with delight, while
the donkey underneath them both jogged dutifully on.
Before a caravanserai in a small valley green with
fruit-trees, beside a slender stream whose banks were
fringed with oleander, J was sitting waiting for some
luncheon when the donkey and its riders came again
in sight. The soldier tumbled off on spying me and
ran into the inn like one possessed.
A minute later
he brought out the food which I had ordered and
set the table for me in the shade of trees.
“I would not let another serve thee,” he informed
me, “for the love of that vile joke that thou didst put
upon me. It was not loaded. After all my fright !
. . . It is a nice revolver.
Let me look at it.”
“Aye, look thy fill, thou shalt not touch it,”‘was
my answer; at which he laughed anew, pronouncing
me the merriest of Adam’s race.
“But tell me, what wouldst thou have done had I
refused?
It was not loaded. What wouldst thou have
done ?”
His hand was resting at that moment on a stool.
I rapped his knuckles gently with the butt of the
revolver to let him know its weight.
“Wallahi !” he cried out in admiration. “I believe
thou wouldst have smashed my head with it. All for
the sake of a poor man of no account, whom thou
employest for a week, and after that wilt see no more.
Efendim, take me as thy servant always !” Of a sudden
he spoke very earnestly.
“ Pay the money
to
release me from-the army. It is a largish sum-five
Turkish
pounds. And Allah knows I will repay it to
thee by my service. For the love of righteousness
accept me, for my soul is thine.”
I ridiculed the notion.
He persisted.
When the
muleteer and I set forth again, he rode beside us,
mounted
on another donkey this time-“borrowed,
’’
as he putit-which showed he was a person of
.
resource“By
Allah, I can shoe a horse and cook a
fowl I can mend garments with a thread and shoot a

bird upon the wing,” he told me. “I would take care
of the stable and the house.
I would do everything
your Honour
wanted.
My nickname is Rashid the
Fair; my garrison is Karameyn, just two days’ journey
from
the
city. Come in a day or two and buy me
out.
No matter for the wages. only try me !”
At the khan, a pretty rough one, where we spent the
night, he waited on me deftly and enforced respect,
making me really wish for such a servant.
On the
morrow, after an hour’s riding, our ways, parted.
“In sh’Allah, I shall see thee before many days,”
he murmured.
“My nickname is Rashid the Fair,
forget not. I shall tell our captain thou art coming
with the money.”
I said that I might think about it possibly.
“Come,”
he entreated. “Thou wouldst never shame
a man who puts his trust in thee. I say that I shall
tell our captain thou art coming. Ah, shame me not
before the Commandant and all my comrades! Thou
thinkest me a thief, a lawbreaker, because I took that
fellow’s knife?”
he smiled benignly.
“Let me tell
thee, O my lord, that I was in my right and duty as
a soldier of the Sultan in this province.
It is that
muleteer who, truly .speaking, breaks the law by carrying
the knife without
a permit. And thou, hast thou
a passport for that fine revolver? At the place where
we had luncheon yesterday were other soldiers. By
merely calling on them to support me I could have had
his knife and thy revolver with ease and honesty in
strict accordance with the law. Why did I not do so?
Because I love thee! Say thou wilt come to Karameyn
and
buy
me
out.”
I watched him jogging on his donkey towards a
gully of the hills along which lay the bridle-path to
Karameyn.
On all the evidence he was a rogue, and
yet my intimate conviction was that he was honest.
All the Europeans in the land would lift up hands of
horror
and exclaim: “Beware!”
on hearing such a
story.
Yet, as I rode across the parched brown land
towards the city of green trees and rushing waters,
I knew that I should go to Karameyn
Views
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LIBERTY
v.
EQUALITY.
PRESIDENT
Wilson’s
recent speech to the Senate was
a characteristic
expression
of American
political
thought.
He began, naturally, with a reference to the
foundation of the American Republic, “when they set
up a new nation in the high and honourable hope that
it might in all that it was and did show mankind the
way to liberty.”
Ne did not define liberty, but
proceeded
to show Europe the way to equality, forgetting
that Montesquieu said in his “L’Esprit des Lois” : I
make it felt that we are free in a political society for
the reason that we are not equal.”
The difference
cannot be called an academic one, for it ccncerns vitally
the future governance of Europe; and pacifists
themselves
are beginning
to differ
on
this
very question.
“Only a tranquil Europe can be a stable Europe,” says
President Wilson, reverting
to that tradition that
constructed the American Constitution’ as an analogue of
the Newtonian system of astronomy ; and tranquillity
can only be established on an equality of rights. In
other words, all nations are equal, as all men are equal;
“we choose equality,” says Faguet, “because it is the
best generatrix
of uniformity;
we reject liberty
as
generating irregularity
of lines,
and, consequently,
ugliness”; or, as Napoleon put it in a more vigorous
phrase : “Liberty is the privilege of the few; therefore,
it may be abridged with impunity but equality is
beloved of the multitude
But Mr. Bertrand Russell is as sincere a pacifist as,
and a more profound thinker than, President Wilson;
and in a memorable passage of his “Principles
of
Social Reconstruction
he has refuted President
Wilson

son’s contention : “The State has one purpose which
is, on the whole, good, namely, the substitution of law
for force in the relations of men. But this purpose
can only be fully achieved by a world-State, without
which international relations cannot be made subject
to law. And although law is better than force, law is
still not the best way of settling disputes. Law is too
static, too much on the side of what is decaying, too
little on the side of what is growing.
So long as law
is in theory supreme, it will have to be tempered, from
time to time, by internal revolution and external war.
These can only be prevented by perpetual readiness to
alter the law in accordance with the present balance
of forces. If this is not done, the motives for appealing
A
to force will sooner or later become irresistible.
world-State, or federation of States
if it is to be
successful, will have to decide questions, not by the legal
maxims which would be applied by The Hague Tribunal,
but as far as possible in the same sense in which they
would be decided by war. The function of authority
should be to render the appeal to force unnecessary,
not to give decisions contrary to those which would
be reached by force.” In other words, the equality of
rights is no more than a right to judgment in equity.
The fact is that force has rights, is itself the
determinant
of
rights. A right that is not enforced is not
a right; it is nothing, it does not exist. The
attempt
to equalise rights without equalising forces, which is
President Wilson’s solution, is fore-doomed to failure.
To take an example; if Montenegro is to have equality
of rights with Russia, it must have equal power with
Russia; if that cannot be conferred then the equality
of rights will only mask, not destroy, the inequality of
forces.
In a Conference or a Parliament, where each
nation had an equal number of representatives,
the
statements of the Russian and Montenegrin members
would not receive an equality of deference.
So long
as they agreed, of course, Montenegro would seem to
be equal to Russia; the disparity would be revealed
only when they differed. Or, we may take an example
from the American Confederation : the State of Utah
is represented in the Senate equally with the State of
New York, but the equality
does not extend beyond
that fact. The State of New York counts for more
in the counsels of America than does the State of Utah,
and‘ the equality of representation
only disguises the
fact.
There is no escaping
the dilemma:
liberty and
equality
are antinomies.
“We can be free only by
means of inequality,”
says Faguet,
**for the very
good reason that equality suppresses all liberty, and
is indeed forced to suppress it in self-preservation
since all liberty, as soon as it is used, creates a
superiorityand an inferiority and destroys equality. ” So
when President Wilson says that “only a peace
between equals can last,” he is really affirming the
necessity of that balance of power that he denies can
be the basis of a stable peace. The fact is, of course,
that a stable peace is impossible because there is no
equilibrium of forces in human affairs ; men are not
machines for producing “things, ’’ they are not even
stars to be kept in order by the force of gravitation,
they are vital phenomena subject to growth and
decay and regeneration, and able to affect the operation
of those processes by acts of will. Power passes from
man to man, from nation to nation; there are tides.
of the Spirit whose effects are incalculable, but none
the less make stability a dream. “Only
a peace
between equals can last-only
a peace the very principle
of which is equality and a common participation in a
common benefit,” says President Wilson; and it can
last only so long as the equals are equal only so.
long as the common benefit is a benefit to all. For
liberty, which is the exercise of power, will not be
denied.
Equality results in uniformity,
in the ‘(two
minds with but a single thought” desired by the poet,
and thereby renders the existence of one of the minds

unnecessary.- Liberty has conflict as its corollary, so
soon as it expresses a vital power; we concede
freedom
when it does not matter, but when it does matter,
“liberty is never given, it is always taken,” or, as
BaIzac put it, “liberties, yes, but liberty, never. ” The
argument was stated very precisely by Mr. Bonar
Law, of all people, in the phrase: “What
President
Wilson is longing for, we are fighting for.”’
The
phrase marks the difference between will and velleity
between power and desire; and asserts the very fact
that President Wilson ignores. We are not all equal;
‘if we were, we should not be at war ; and President
Wilson, by asking for a peace without victory, is still
denying liberty and insisting on peace when we have
reached an equality of power with our adversaries.
Luckily, President Wilson is inconsistent with
himself
He sees that a stable peace can only be founded,
not on an equality of force, but on a preponderance of
force.
“It must be a peace made secure by the
organised major force of mankind. . . Right must be
based upon the common strength, not upon the individual
strength,
of the nations upon whose concert peace
will depend.” So we reach the conclusion that if peace
and liberty are incompatible, peace and equality are
also incompatible; and as liberty and equality are
antinomies
we
are
compelIed
to
conclude
that
the
incompatabilityis due to the other factor, peace. Peace will
agree with nothing because
it is nothing;
it
correspondsto war as cold does to heat, it is simply the
absenceof war. Even President Wilson can, in the last
resort, only secure peace by war, a world-peace by a
world-war ; and America’s contribution to the
European
problem
leaves it exactly as it was.
A. E. R.
Reviews.
Mahornet:
Founder of Islam.
By G. M. Draycott.
(Secker. I&. 6d. net.)
The biographer’s search for subjects is taking him
very far afield. Europe has been “done”; all the lewd
women and lascivious men have yielded
up their
secrets, and apparently a new order ,of biography is
After the Kings, the Prophets and Priests;
beginning.
after them, let us hope, the Magicians and the Wise
Men. Who will write a Life of Mother Shipton? That
the Secret of Mahomet’s power was his personality is
of course, a truism ; but precisely for that reason, which
Mr. Draycott recognises,
it is useless to relate the
objective facts (if they are .facts) of his life.
Personalities must be interpreted, dramatised;
and a
profoundsympathy with the subject is necessary if this
feat is to be successfully performed.
Mr. Draycott is
handicapped
from the very beginning;
he regards
Islam as a spent force in politics and civilisation, and
as a religion he argues that it died with Mahomet.
No new revelation has Occurred, no new interpretation
is allowed. But this is not to prove that Islam is dead ;
the real question here is : “Is there change in the
Absolute?” For Mahomet’s great and primal assertion
was a statement of the nature of the Absolute; “There
is no God but God,” is the assertion of a final fact, and
to argue that the assertion of a final fact is futile
really commits the disputant to the task of proving
that there is change in the Absolute. If Mr. Draycott
had pressed his argument to the point of proving the
limits of progress, he would not have remained satisfied
with his judgment that Islam is essentially an
unprogressive
religion.
It may be the very nature of
religionto beunprogressive; Christianity may be
fundamentally
fallacious
because
it
asserts
the
development
of a process of augmentation of moral value throughout
the
universe. Perhaps
these
are speculations
beyond the province of a biographer; certainly, Mr.
Draycott does not hazard them. He is content with
his statement that Islam is dead, that this vast body of
believers in a tradition is no more than a concourse

-of walking corpses, that the world has gone beyond
them, and has “sought out many inventions,” and that
it is possible to look dispassionately on the originator
of this decay, and dissect the religion of the dead hand.
The effect is ,to reduce Mahomet to very small beer
indeed; it is impossible to understand how he differs
from any Mad Mullah of modern times, except by his
success-and
it is precisely his success that needs
explanation. His personality hardly explains this ; when
his inspiration was most vital, and his personality,
presumably
most vigorous,
he could
induce
only
a
rich
widow, Khadijah, to believe in him-and, no
extraordinary
personality
is needed to explain such a
marriage
or,
if
it
is,
Mr. Draycott does not reveal it.
Just as Christ wascontent to tell the woman of Samaria
all the things she ever did (if we remember rightly,
they amounted to no more than a reckoning of her
husbands and paramours),
so Mr. Draycott is content
to tell us all the things that Mahomet did. When he
does explain, he traces an institution of Islam to a
momentary desire or decision of Mahomet ;’ Mahomet
did what he wanted to do, asserted that it was the will
of God, and enjoined it as a law upon all Islam for ever.
It may be so, but the argument is a criticism of all
religion, amounts to a prohibition by Mr. Draycott of
the invocation of the name of God as authority for any
social usage or custom whatever. This itself implies a
division between the human and the divine that Mr.
Draycott nowhere asseverates,
yet which was surely
his duty, even as the biographer of a prophet, to make
clear.
For the whole value of the life of a prophet
is that it makes clear a verity or a falsity of some kind.
If Mahomet was not the Prophet of God, is it possible
that Christ was an incarnation of God? If Mahomet
were the Prophet of God, is it not likely that his social
edicts partook of the Divine character and authority?
But Mr. Draycott answers all questions with the external
facts of Mahomet’s life, which do not answer the
questions.
State Services.
By George Radford.
(Smith, Elder.
3s. 6d. net.)
This is a companion volume to “The State as
Farmer,” which, a few months ago, startled the Press
with its idea of treating England as one great farm.
Mr. Radford
here presses
his argument
for the
nationalisation not only of the land, but of the railways,
banking, coal
and the public-house. The volume is
argumentative rather than constructive,
and follows the
usual line of argument from amalgamation to nationalisation
’I he argument is frequently ad hominem, and
is, therefore, very lively reading; and its enthusiasm
for what we may call a strategic plan of production is
exhilarating.
Mr. Radford has no misgivings concerning
the value of State action in these matters ; the State,
he assumes, can do anything better than any other
combination
of individuals,
no matter how extensive
their organisation
may be.
The general
prejudice
against State action, he ignores ; that double-edged
objection that the, State must insist ] uniformity, and,
therefore, he both oppressive and inefficient, and, on
the other hand, must be unjust if it allows its schemes
to be modified to suit local conditions. What would be
the result of throwing
all these great services into
politics, he also does not Contemplate; apparently he
forgets that under a system of State production
the
system of patronage would be enormously extended.
His argument is not as he thinks it is, an argument in
favour of State action, but an argument in favour of
a more systematically organised industry and agriculture
but what system, and in what detail, is not
immediately
clear.
It is axiomatic that any plan is better
than none, and the real value of Mr. Radford’s
lively
volume is that it insists upon this.
But the fact that
the
Irish Agricultural
Organisation
Society
could
before the war, at any rate
borrow
money
more
cheaply than the State, is only-one of those disquieting
facts that make us dubious of the value of these

--

sweeping
assignments of industry to the State. The State
has other things to do besides making the drunkard
sober by selling him pure beer, or artificially maintaining
the price of its own securities; besides, there is no
guarantee that the beer would be any better than the
tobacco that is even now supplied by the State in
various countries with unsatisfactory results, at least,
tu the consumer. We look rather to the development
of existing organisations
into organs
of national
supply,working, perhaps, within a general scheme
outlined
by the State; but the State as farmer might well
choose to feed us an on beans (in spite of the
Pythagorean
prohibition),
as
publican,
to
make
us
drink
“Nonal,” and so forth, and as a general employer of
labour, to be more concerned with teaching us the
economy of low wages than making the Paradise that
Mr. Radford desires.
With Botha’s Army..
By J. P. Kay Robinson. (Allen
& Unwin. 3s. 6d. net.)
Mr. Kay Robinson’s recollections
of the campaign
in German South-West
Africa seem to include
everythingbut fighting; indeed, he calls it “that pantomime
campaign.”
Once (or was it twice?) they saw some
Germans, but there seems never to have been more than
flour of them together, and their forts, usually a tin
shed with a painted name, were usually empty. But
of discomforts, and the heroic blasphemy that they
inspired, the book is full; a sandstorm that can set great
water-tanks
bowling
like hoops, and bouncing
over
bivouacs and railway embankments
at sixty miles an
hour, would inspire most men to vivid description.
Sandstorms were common,
and when there was no
sandstorm
there was
a Taube with bombs
The
meteorologist
invented this epigram : “If it blowshell ! if it doesn’t-bombs
!” And they preferred the
bombs to the blowing, for the bombs always missed,
but they could never keep the sand out of their mouths.
They learned to ‘‘praise the Saints thim ants have no
bones into thim,” and as Mr. Robinson says, this
narrative does tell us of much continuously suffered and
little occasionally achieved.
But they did take Fort
Grasplatz ; indeed, taking Fort Grasplatz became
a
hobby, more dear to the men than were the three camels
that loved them so, and followed them whithersoever
they went. It is a very lively narrative, and well worth
reading.
The Insurrection
In Dublin.
By James Stephens.
(Maunsel. 2s. 6d. net.)
Apart from the chronicle of the events that he
witnessed
and the rumours that-he heard during
the period
of the rising, Mr. Stephens’ pamphlet is a plea for
friendship between England and Ireland. The plea is
sound enough, but the manner of its statement practically
puts Mr. Stephens
out of court. He is so deliberately
slip-shod,
so
meticulously
casual,
that
he
irritates us.
An ambassador
in dressing-gown
and
slippers
creates
unnecessary
prejudices
against
himself; if it is not worth Mr. Stephens’ while to correct
“a hasty impression (of a most singular time,” it is
really not worth our while to bother about his impressionMr. Stephens-tells
us : “I knew nothing about
the rising.
I know nothing about it now, and it may
be years before exact information
on the subject is
available.”
That may be true, but surely he could
have found someone who did know something about
the rising; enough, at least, to stiffen Mr. Stephens’
narrative, and to save him from such banalities as :
“Meanwhile, the insurrection, like all its historical forerunners, has been quelled in blood It sounds rhetorical
to say so, but it was not quelled in pea-soup or tisane.”
He tells us that England’s
only possible friend in
Europe is Ireland in such a way that the average
Englishman
will hump
his back,
and grunt:
"England’sonly friend is England.”
Surely it is time that
Mr. Stephens made himself presentable
to English
readers, and wrote like a man with a backbone.
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LAISSER
FAIRE. As applied in Economics, Laisser
Faire is the doctrine that claims for the individual
completefreedom, at his own risk, to make, to buy and to
sell, what, where and as he can Such a freedom, however
is incompatible
with human society;
and
it
is
only fair to say that the Manchester School employed
Laisser Faire rather as a guide-post than as the goal
itself. What they demanded was as much freedom as
possible,
as little restriction
on the individual
as
possible ; and that every proposed restriction should
be specially justified as a departure from the normal,
and not taken as a matter of course. Within a certain
area of possible economic activity, it was universally
agreed that Laisser Faire should not be admitted. For
instance, burglary is a means of procuring wealth-and Laisser Faire, strictly interpreted, would appear to
approve of it; but no economist or practical man
would push his theory to the inclusion of the burglary
profession.
Similarly, commonly admitted forms of
unfair dealing, falsification of trademarks,
misrepresentation
etc.,
were
by common
consent
ruled
out
of
court as examples of freedom which even Laisser Faire
would restrict. At the other extreme there was,
however,an area of economic activity in which the Manchester School would claim really complete freedom :
in the employment of labour, in the fixing of wages
and conditions
in the matter of prices and markets.
And between these two extremes of no liberty
whatever
and no restriction whatever there was a
debatable
area
(the political playground
of the nineteenth
century) in which economic activities were the subject
of a kind oftug-of-war-one
side wishing to place them
under restriction, while the other side would have them
free. (The most notable examples were the trade in
human beings called slavery; and the trade in human
labour
called factory-employment.)
This area is still
far from being completely marked out-as
the demand
for the abolition of the wage-system clearly proves.
But the criterion is becoming more clear. Plainly freedom is not a criterion in itself, or we should see with
every step of progress a fresh extension of freedom
downwards as well as upwards. More and more economic activities would become legitimate
if, in fact,
freedom were the criterion of progress. But neither is
restriction in itself, a criterion.
Restriction
for the
sake of restriction is no better a guide than freedom for
the sake of freedom. What is, then, the proper criterion?
We can see it as clearly manifested in the agreement to exclude burglary from economics as in the
agreement to admit emulation : it is the spirit of the
community.
The conclusion is that what is or is not to
be left to Laisser Faire must be judged by the spirit of
community.
The welfare of Society,
and neither
Liberty nor Authority, is the true criterion of the
province
of
Laisser
Faire.
PROFIT-SHARING.
Or sharing its tail with the
dog.
This consists in employing men for personal
profit and returning a share to keep them at it. But
of two things one: either the employer is entitled to
the whole of the profits or he is entitled to none. If
the former, his sharing of the profits with his workmen
is (a) charity ; or (b) conscience-money ; or (c) bribery ;
or (d) an insurance against strikes etc. If the latter,
the men are as wrong to accept a part as the employers
are to reserve a part. Let us discriminate, however,
between profits and, on the one hand, the salary of
management, and, on the other, the wages of labour.
Profit is something over and above the market-rate
(that is, the economic value) of both ; it is in the nature
of a windfall-or shall we say that the tree is shaken?
The legitimate return to employers consists of (a) the
salaries of the managing staff; and (b) renewal and
improvement of plant-and nothing else. All the rest is
the property in equity of Labour.
Where, then, is
there any Profit as such? Profit, in short, is robbery;

and profit-sharing.is the sharing of stolen property- with
the people from whom it was stolen !
QUALITY
AND QUANTITY.
It is assumed that
all commodities that make a market contain value or
ability to satisfy human desire.
What, then, is the
economic distinction' between Quality and Quantity ? It
is this : that Quality is concentrated satisfaction, while
Quantity is diffused or diluted satisfaction.
It will be
observed that the element common to both is the ability
to satisfy; and that the only difference between them is
that qualitative goods satisfy intensely or for a long
time, while quantitative goods satisfy only moderately
or for a short time. But we know that the latter can
in some cases be converted into the former: in other
words, Quantity can be converted into Quality by the
means of putting more work or labour into a commodity
Similarly Quality can be diluted into Quantity by
skimping the work that is ordinarily put into it. This
convertibility of the one into the other is the symbol
of the convertibility of Society into a better from being
a worse, or into a worse from being a better.
Commodities
show the direction of the movement ; and are, as
it were, the index of the state of Society.
If, for
example, we find that the majority of commodities in
any given Society are becoming qualitative in value,
that is, contain more and more. concentrated
satisfaction
we know that Society is itself becoming more
qualitative
in character,
mare value-producing,
better
organised,
and therefore better. And if the reverse,
then the worse. A tree is known by its fruit ; Columbus
knew the social condition of America by the woodcarvings he found a rift off its coasts; and a Society is
known by its
commodities
Or the argument can be
reversed.
We can say that if a Society becomes better
organised, its products will tend away from Quantity
--or
diffused
and unorganised
value-and
towards
Qualityor organised value. It is not that Society need
be organised for qualitative production directly ; for
that is to subordinate human to economic values. It is
simply that, as a consequence of a right ordering of
Society,
economic
values
reach
their
maximum.
Economics as a test of social virtue! Applying
this
to National Guilds, we may say that the object of
National Guilds 'ought not to be the production of
Economic Quality, however necessary Quality is at
this period in our history.
The object of National
Guilds, on the contrary, is economic justice. But as
a consequence of economic justice, Economic
Quality
will infallibly be produced. As the tree, so the fruit.
CREDIT.
Its associates and kinsmen are belief,
faith, confidence.
For instance, my credit is good
if my promise is believed,. if confidence is felt in my
ability and willingness to keep my word, if faith is
put in my pledge.
Credit
is thus
in general
a belief in a man's ability and will to perform what he
undertakes
to
perform.
Willingness,
however,
though important,
is not everything.
It is not even
the greater of the two factors in credit, namely,
willingness and ability.' For assuming the ability, the
will can be compelled, and Law is there to compel.
Hence ability, even more than willingness, has to be
looked into before credit is secure; since, unlike will,
ability cannot be compelled. The usual procedure is,
therefore, to require, as a condition of credit, that a
reasonable ability exists to make it good. This, however
may be and often is highly speculative;
but it
must, at least, have a solid basis.
For instance, it
is speculative to give credit, as an English company
recently did, on a hundred thousand acres of newly
planted wheat in Canada.
It is speculative to buy
the cherry-yield of an orchard still in bloom. It-is
speculative to lend upon the prospect of the production
of
a
mill. It is speculative to give credit upon
a less amount of gold than the sum of the credit. But
in each instance, there is a solid basis, which may be
said to be the seed of which the credit represents the
developed fruit.
But this seed is capital.
Hence

credit may be regarded as the future of capital, and
as only as speculative as the future itself. By means
of credit we can deal with the future as if it were
present; though always at the risk that the future will
not turn out as expected. It is this risk in prophecy
that accounts for the delicacy of credit.

POOR LIZA.
the French of Gabriel

Vicaire.)

Poor Liza died two days ago,
And not a word foretold her doom.
Now on a stretcher she lies low,
Set midmost in the church’s gloom
The Virgin straight upon her stares,
Who sinned so sore among the quick.
Now at her feet a candle flares,
Set in a wooden candlestick.
Good folk, new-shriven, outward pass
In fearful haste to leave the ghost.
The cure mumbles through the mass,
Lest his lean steak be over-roast.
For thriftless folk his pray’rs are brief
That ever leave the coffers bare.
There’s no-one nigh for sign of grief;
You well might think a dog lies there.
Alone beside the door in dread
I kneel, but nearer dare not go.
I think of the dead girl’s dear head
That once the sunlight gilded so;
And of her eyes like pansies blue
That were so soft awhile for me,
Her mouth that now finds nought to do,
And nevermore will smile for me.
Now all my life is torn in twain
By every stroke the belfry shakes,
And like a poplar in the lane
My soul within my body quakes.
Ah! Sweet, how thou didst give thy face
In springtime, cheek and brow and tress!
0 Misery!
Is there any place
,Wherein our hearts find happiness ?
Of all the lasses in the town
They said you had the coldest blood,
And now alone you’re lying down
In four stout planks of beechen wood.
Farewell,
Farewell,

And you are gone like smoke that’s blent
In air above the belfry spire.
Poor soul forlorn, say have you had
A glimpse of the good God on high?
Are you in hell, and are you clad
In flames that from the furnace fly?

Pastiche.

(From

Now all your comeliness is spent
As any shepherd’s burnt-out fire

our frolic gambolling !
0 fairest of our blooms!

No more in the mad dance you’ll spring,
Nor trample on the clumsy grooms!
Your-arm as ivory firm and smooth
Lies shrivelled as a thistle mown,
Your supple throat’s as black, in sooth,
As all the sin that you have known.
Your lips that were as roses red,
And always quick with love’s delight,
May now no more be opened
Your laughing eyes are. Sealed in night.

Does burning sulphur sheathe your
Or mitre made of molten ore?

head,

Speak, speak! and is it true the dead
Die, death on death, for evermore?
If nine days’ fast may win reprieve
From that dark way you’re walking

in,

And for your soul white raiment weave,
Nay, now will I straightway begin.
O’er flood and forest I will fare
With bleeding feet and heart that’s riven,
To Notre Dame de Fourvieres
And pray to her to be forgiven.
Thrice blessed is the hand that stirs
Her rosary of golden beads.
One single holy word of hers
Can wash us pure of evil deeds,
And white as milk. Her nod can slay
The wickedness whereby were lost.
And I will give her on her day
A summer gown, and one for frost
And at the fair I’M buy anon
A windmill for her Jesukin,
with ivory sail’s he’ll blow upon,
And laugh with joy to see them spin.
WILFRID THORLEY
A BALLADE
OF BAFFLED
TOPERS.
Anent man’s inhumanity to man
(Which, as you know, makes countless thousands
mourn)
I sing anew; in sooth, since time began,
Never was such unholy torment borne :
Save meagre thrice a day, are now forsworn
All fruits of ferment and the tendrilled vine,
And amber offspring of the barleycorn,
Since all carouse must end at half-past nine.
Let curses light upon this graceless ban
Which leaves the genial roysterer forlorn :
And out upon this frowning Ramadan
Whereby all revelry is grossly shorn.
The goblet from our nerveless clutch is torn;
Farewell, 0 draught of red (or yellow) wine.
I chant a rhapsody of hate and scorn,
For all carouse must end at half-past nine.
With lips awry and peevish gaze I scan
Swipes, which to quaff I ever had forborne :
Distilled, methinks, from lollipops and bran,
One of the flaccid fluids that adorn
Tables of e’en the dastards who suborn
Their minions to procure this fell design
(In flesh of all good-fellowship a thorn),
That all carouse must end at half-past nine.
ENVOI.
0 G. E;. C,, we leave them to the Norn
Who fob us off with potions meet for kine :
Debased shall be (in Psalmist phrase) their horn,
Since all carouse must end at half-past nine.
P. Selver

LETTERS

TO

THE

EDITOR*

LABOUR REPRESENTATIVES.
Sir,-The quality of the “ Representatives ” of Labour
can be understood by the fustian that shows through.
Mr. T. E. Naylor, secretary of the London Society of
Compositors, writes in the
Daily Chronicle ’’ of January
22.: “The will to win the War is as strong among
the workers as it is among those who have more to lose
than they.” (The italics are mine.)
So this is the sectetary of the London Society of
Compositors!
His masters are not likely to give him
the sack. My advice to him is : Keep it up, lad, and
you’ll get on-perhaps
be a Minister of Labour! Who
knows ?
V. A. PURCELL
***
“THE GUILDSMAN.”
Sir,-It
is only courteous to you and to those who
have seen our new paper to offer a few observations on
the letter of ‘‘ Custos ” in your issue of a fortnight ago,
and on the editorial note appended thereto.
We should first deprecate the extraordinary touchiness
of the writer, and his haste in discovering pettiness and
ingratitude where none exist. We believe that we are
working, however humbly, in the spirit of THE NEW AGE
when we concentrate our attention on discussion and
propaganda and refuse to be interested
in personal
questions raised by differences of temperament
and
outlook.
Our chief interest in the letter of “ Custos ” is derived
from the discovery that the vagaries of the postal system
seem to have deprived the Editor- of THE NEW AGE of
the copy of the first number of the “ Guildsman ” which
was at once posted to him. This omission we regret
and by the same post remedy.
The question of mentioning THE NEW AGE specifically
in the first number may be regarded as one of taste or
accident; but as the Editorial Committee are all fervent
admirers of The NEW AGE, and two of them are
contributorsof recent articles in its columns, the real situation
mould be better represented by comparing the absence
of reference to THE New AGE to the absence of a temple
in the Apocalyptic paradise of St. John. That a thing
which is in the mind of all should be mentioned by
none is a human experience surely too common to be
confused with calculated ingratitude or a conspiracy of
silence such as you seem to be so painfully familiar
with.
If “Custos” will re-read the first number of the
“Guildsman,”
and, as we hope he will, continues to
read the second and future numbers, he will find ‘little
foundation for his fear that it will confine its activities
to a narrowly conceived Trade Union propaganda.
AS the advice on “What to Read”’was an advertisement
received in the ordinary way and paid for at the usual
rates, “ Custos ” will understand that it is no part of
our policy to suggest to advertisers what wares they
shall push in any particular number.
THE EDITORIAL COMMITTEEOF THE.“ GUILDSMAN.”
“LONDON PRIDE.”
sir,--Your correspondent ‘‘ M. G. S.” (whose
controversial
methods
have a remarkable
resemblance
to those
of your other correspondent “R. G.”) is wrong in his
facts and in his inferences. He is wrong in his facts
because he does not want me to mean what I say, but
to mean what he says that I say. I have never
admitted, and I do not admit, ‘to sexual selection in
judgment ”; I do not even know what the phrase means.
I admitted “ an anti-feminine bias,” which, as I showed
in my last letter, had been determined by experience.
I have seen, and suffered, many plays by female authors,
and, like Congreve, “ I confess that I have-never made
any observation of what I apprehend to be true humour
in woman.”
I have no reasonable expectation of
observing it now; and all that my “anti-feminine bias ”
means is that I shall be surprised if I do observe it,
and shall say so. But your correspondent, finding that
the facts do not support his accusation against me, now
contends that they would do so if they were other than
they are : in his own words, ‘‘ What I contend isthat
right or wrong, Mr. Hope would have come to the same

conclusion
from which, in fact, be now admits he
started--samely,
that the woman is to blame.” As I
have not admitted any such fact, I could not possibly
arrive at such a conclusion
If I were a fanatical fool
of a misogynist, the inference might be justified; in that
case, my work would show a consistent praise of the
works of men,, and a consistent depreciation of the works
of women. But it shows nothing of the sort; it shows
usually a more rigorous criticism of male than of female
authors.
Your correspondent’s inference, therefore,
is
not descriptive of my, but of his, methods of judgment.
He began this correspondence by accusing me of being
unjust to Miss Gladys Unger, and. he has offered no
evidence in support of the accusation; he concludes by
accusing me of being a woman (by the same token,
Congreve mas a woman), and he offers no evidence in
support
of that accusation.
In concluding
this
correspondence, I will pay him the compliment of imitation
; I accuse him of being a gentleman, but I have no
evidence to offer in support of that accusation.
JOHN FRANCISHOPE.

Memoranda.
(From last week’s NEW AGE.)
Fixed maximum prices are the beginning and not the
end of reconstruction.
What has never been lacking is right ideas, but only
the appreciation of them.
During the last quarter of a century or so, the
outstanding feature of world-economics has been the relative
increase of industry at the cost of the relative decline
of agriculture.
No more popular or respected Government could be
created than one which should compel money to do its
duty, as men have done theirs.--“ Notes of the Week.”
The programme of the National Guilds is followed
everywhere, and is everywhere considered. Men use the
idea for all it is worth, and they use it more and more,
although it is as much as their place is worth tomention
THE NEW AGE in connection with it--as yet.-H. BELLOC.
New ideas and new methods are not at a standstill
‘because the Fabian leaders have stopped thinking.
Were it possible to maintain the high standard of
moral duty and act industrially as we have nationally
during the War, then the New Age would have dawned,
making possible the solution of our industrial problems.
Retaliation is no remedy.-CHARLES . HOBSON.
-.-).----c
In the Old Testament, God is the God of Power; in
the New, He is the Cod of Love. In the Old Testament,
God’s in His heaven, and all, therefore, is right with the
world; but in the new Testament, God is within every
one of us, and, therefore, all is right with all of us.
My conception of ‘( the whole error of Humanism ” is
that it substituted for the love of man the glory of man!
The true corrective and true alternative of the Renaissance is not objectivism but Christianity.-R.
H. C.
Imagination
has two sides : there is sympathetic
imagination
and selfish imagination.
The latter
is
manifested in Ireland particularly in two ways : dreaminess
(nothing matters !) and chauvinism
(only Ireland
matters !).
To rehabilitate herself as a nation, Ireland must abandon
the pretence of being the fairy queen of the United
Kingdom,
and
become
its
dairy queen.-C.
E.
BECHHOFER.
----cc-c
In the attempt to become scientific, spiritism has lost
what poetry it had; it does not speak of the immortality
of the soul, but of the survival of human personality.A. E. R.
Not Quantity. is the true alternative to Quality but,
Cheapness
The next industrial revolution must be preceded by
a renaissance
of taste.--“ National Guildsmen.”

PRESS

CUTTINGS.

The Party System existed by hoodwinking the people.
The system of Secret Party Funds is open to (these)
abuses. They might be used by the enemies of the
country in order to betray it; they are certainly used to
force upon the nation representatives
who do not
represent.
For years the Party Machines have worked to prevent
constituencies thinking
for themselves
and have
preventedhonest men from being elected.
We must get back a Parliament which is independent.
The first step should be the abolition of great funds
secretly collected and administered.
We suggest that
the funds be investigated and audited by a strong
Commission.
An Honour is a receipt given by the Party Caucus for
a Party bribe. If Judas had lived in the present epoch
he would have been made a Baronet or a Privy
Councillor
at least, or even a Peer of the Realm.
There must be an end macle of two things : Secret
Party Funds and the sale of public honours. They are
both detested by all honest men.
An enquiry should be held; flagrant offenders should
be exposed to the contempt of the public.--“ The Morning
Post.”
Two suggestions may here be made for dealing with
our war debt as substitutes for the simple process of
trying, by means of Income-tax, Customs, and Excise
to rake, year by year, a revenue adequate to meet the
burden of interest in addition to Civil, Military, and
Naval charges. The first is by the imposition of a high
inheritance
tax, which should be applied solely to the
extinction of debt. It is possible that fifty millions
might be raised every year in this way, with the result
that, in the course of a generation, more than half of
the new war debt would be extingushed
This
expedient has the advantage of simplicity. On the other
hand, the procedure is slow, and in the years when
relief is most needed relief will be least felt. There is
also the danger that capital, which is a nervous thing,
would somehow shrink away and elude the officials of
the Inland Revenue.
The second plan is more novel and ambitious.
Sir
Robert Giffen and others have attempted to estimate the
value in pounds sterling of all the wealth possessed by
the inhabitants of the United Kingdom in houses, land,
and property of all kinds, whether fixed or movable,
including foreign and colonial securities.
Obviously,
these estimates are only approximate, and they vary
considerably. There is no possibility of ascertaining
how far the present market value of such things as
agricultural
land, country mansions, or pictures would
fall if an attempt were made to sell them in unusual
quantities at any given time.
But, for the sake of
lucidity, let us assume that the total wealth and capital
possessed by the inhabitants of the United Kingdom
may be assessed at twenty thousand millions sterling,
as against an aggregate income in normal times of
perhaps
s
one-eighth-A;~,50o,ooo,ooo. It will be remembered
that before the war the German Government made a
capital levy rather than borrow money for military
preparations. Why then, say the ingenious authors of
this proposal, should not a capital levy be imposed for
the purpose of clearing away the war debt? If the
propertyholders of the country are worth twenty thousand
millions, then a flat rate of IO per cent. on all would
produce two thousand millions, which would remove
from the shoulders of the taxpayer a debt charge of more
than one hundred millions sterling annually.
A flat
rate which called upon a man who possessed Lroo to
deliver up AIO, and a man who possessed a million to deliver up
might seem hard upon the small
man. But if the proceeds were used partly to abolish
the sugar duties and reduce the tea duties, as well as
to mitigate the severity of the income-tax, the small
man would have every reason to be thankful for the
capital levy. Probably a graduated scale would be
introduced, so as to yield an average of IO per cent. The
difficulty is, of course, that a great deal of property

is neither liquid nor capable of being rapidly liquidated.
Still, in most cases, the difficulty would be got over by
resort to mortgages or by giving owners of particular
classes of property a number of years in which to pay
their levy by instalments.
If we take the case of a
millionaire who has A;200,000 in the funds, the
transaction
is simplicity itself.
He hands over
A;IOO,OOO
worth of War Loan or Treasury Bills, andthe Chancellor
of the Exchequer puts them into the fire.
The
man whose property is entirely in agricultural land,
and whose income consists of rents, would hand over,
say;
acres, which the Government could, if it liked,
sell in lots, and so the levy might be the means of
recreating a large class of peasant proprietors, and thereby
increasing enormously our rural population and our home
supplies of food.--“ Lucellum ” in the ‘I Nation.”
People will lay down their lives and their sons’ lives
willingly; but it appears to need urgent appeals to get
them to lay down their money, with absolute security
at. 554 per cent. The loan, we are told by the Prime
Minister and Mr. Bonar Law, has been made “attractive
”
We confess to a feeling of shame that it is necessaryto make
loans “attractive”
before they
will be
taken up by a people which has sent five millions and
more of its sons to fight its battles for it. If money is
needed to shorten the War, and to save valuable lives,
the Empire, and civilisation, as Mr. Lloyd George
indicated
in his speech, then, for God’s sake, let the
Chancellor
of the Exchequer take it by taxation or by compulsory
loans.-“
The
Athenaeum.”
If, then, new systems of joint action are to be devised,
they must be worked in a spirit of full acceptance of
Trade Unionism, and of the fact that on many questions
the interests of the employers and employed are not
the same.
If co-operation is to be secured in those
spheres in which interests coincide, employers must be
prepared . to grant to the Trade Unions, both through
works committees in the workshops and to joint
committees in the districts and nationally, a real share in
industrial
management. If the employers and the State
rise to large conceptions of policy after the war, all may
be well; if not, the war is likely to be followed by an
industrial conflict at home which will be none the better
for any of the parties concerned because, in the circumstances, it will seem to be inevitable. The demand of
Labour for a share in industrial control is a real
demand, only rationalised and made definite by social
philosophers such as the advocates of national guilds,
and statesmen and employers will do well to accept its
reality, and devise means of satisfying it, at least for
a time.--“ Manchester Guardian. ”
There is much that is very attractive
in Guild
Socialism; but the time has not yet come when any of
our national industries could in the best interests
of the community be entrusted to the control of the
workers, even if such control were checked by the
communityas a whole. How far distant this time is
depends very largely upon how rapidly developments take
place in our educational system.
When one or two
generations of the working classes have had the
advantage of a free elementary and secondary education
up to the age of eighteen, and equal opportunities with
other classes of entering the Universities, the ideals of
the Guild Socialists may be much nearer realisation.
H. H. FURNISS, M.A., Introduction to “ The Industrial
Outlook.” (Chatto & Windus. 3s. 6d. net.)

