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WE have always deprecated optimism regarding
the
duration of the war if not regarding the final result;
and we find no reason for changing our opinion in the
interview with Sir Douglas Haig which was published
last week. What private reasons the Commlander-inChief of the British forces had for allowing himself to
be interviewed and published we can only guess ; ‘hut
we are fairly certain that the consequences will not
prove to be what he expected.
In the first place,
despite an appearance of conviction, his interview leaves
the mind of the reader with anything but exact notions.
We are to have a military victory this year, but it may
not be followed by peace. ‘There is to be decision but
not conclusion, And, in the second place, the door is
left open even for a complete contradiction of every
forecast contained in Sir Douglas Haig’s remarks; for
we must be ready, he says, to continue the war as long
as may be necessary. We
do not profess
to
understandall the considerations present to Sir Douglas
Haig’s judgment when he accorded his interview to the
representative
of the French “Journal” ; but we are
aware of none that justify it. It used to be unlike the
English to boast what they were about to do; and the
disposition to boast we have, in fact, usually set down
to an apprehension of defeat
And, in the present
instance, it is not only the boasting we object to, but the
weakness of character it seems to imply. Is everything
the nation holds dear to depend upon the cast of such
of a mind? But we will say no more upon the subject.
***
The reaction of such an interview in England is
undoubtedly to persuade people that once more the war is
as good as over, and that there is nothing to be done
but to do nothing and to wait. Wait and see, in fact,
precisely expresses the word that is inevitably produced
by cock-a-hoopism of this kind. But we can only say
that, in any event whatever, the conditions of war are
destined to last not only for the duration of the war
itself, but for a long time afterwards; and hence, that
we cannot be wrong in assuming that the war may
continue
indefinitely. What the objection to ’this
attitude can be we cannot very well make out. Yet it is
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a fact that many journals are promising their readers
not only an early victory, but an early return to the
conditions of peace, exactly as if the latter in their
opinion necessarily followed upon the former. We, on
the contrary, while naturally prepared for victory, and
even for an early peace, cultivate no illusion that either
of these is inevitable in the near future or that either
would at once allow us to return to the conditions
prevailingbefore the war. For a generation at least upon
the most favourable estimates we can form of the
future,
the restoration of pre-war conditions will be
impossible ; and upon even moderately favourable
estimates the nation in our judgment ought to be prepared
to endure the conditions of war for several years after
the war is over.
All this soothing-syrup,
therefore,
appears to us to be as dangerous as we believe it to be
really
unnecessary. Properly informed and addressed
in a manly spirit, the nation, we believe, is quite willing
to face with a good heart any future that can be clearly
regarded as practically certain. But so long as it is fed
with lies and soothed by flattering hopes, the weaker
members of the nation can only be expected to succumb
to apathy, and to be found, when the truth dawns,
unreadyto meet it.
***
For this reason the present Loan may be said to have
been obtained largely by false pretences.
What,
in
fact, has been the main inducement-apart,
of course,
from the rate of interest-held
out to investors but that
this is the Victory Loan, implying, of course, that it is
the last of the great loans? In many of the advertisements
of the Loan, and in many more of the articles
written about it, you will discern the insinuation, if not
the direct statement, that the present Loan is to be our
final effort, the overwhelming exertion of the nation,
and, in effect, the last shot in its locker. That it is, in
any event, the last big Loan or subsidy that will be
necessary,
everybody
with
any intelligence knows
enough to deny. Victory, with or without peace, will
still require another, and, perhaps, another Loan of is
great, if not greater, amount than the present. And
when the occasion arises, what will be the state of mind
of the millions of investors in the present Loan who
have done, as they will think, their last? Will they

not turn round and charge the present managers with
deception?
However that may be, the fact is certain
that the present is neither the last nor the most urgent
of the Loans that will have to be raised before we are
completely out of the wood. And we are only advising
our advisers frankly to say so.
***
Mr. Bonar Law has now explained that when he said
that we could not continue the war indefinitely he only
meant that we could continue it longer than Germany.
The difference is, of course, triffling in a statesman of
to-day; but the lightmindedness
it reveals is nothing
to the superficiality of Mr. Bonar Law's comparison of
our present state with our state after the Napoleonic
wars.
Like any Adelphi associate of a spendthrift who
has just come into fortune, Mr. Bonar Law pleaded
with the nation to open its purse for the present Loan
on the ground that no matter how much we spent we
could well afford it. The national debt, he said, after
the Napoleonic wars was eight hundred millions when
our national income was only two hundred-and
fifty
millions.
Hence, upon a national income of ten times
the amount we could-well afford a debt of ten times the
Napoleonic _amount-a debt, namely, of eight thousand
millions. But is it "really necessary to adduce the
evidence that this is specious reasoning, based on a
comparison
of dissimilar circumstances,
and, therefore,
worthless?
In the first place, we cannot be said to
have so easily afforded the cost of the Napoleonic wars
that a repetition of the trouble of paying it off fills the
nation with any joy. What England suffered during
the period of repayment simply cannot be calculated in
terms of money, but it is enough to say that 'it threw
back the nation for at least half a century.
In the
second place, it must be remembered that for our
income we are in the habit of saving very much less
today than in the period immediately preceding
the
Napoleonic wars; and rightly.
A more widely spread
civilisation demands a more generally costly standard
of living; and it is by no means the case to-day that
the poor are prepared, as they were in Napoleonic days,
to live upon nettles and beech-leaves.
Finally, our
relative position as a nation in the world is very different
from our position a hundred years ago.
Exhausted, poor, debt-ridden as we emerged from the
great wars, we were still relatively
the wealthiest
nation in the world. Temporarily
crippled,
therefore,
though we may have been, we were still more than a
match for our competitors
in the world-market.
But
to-day we shall emerge from the war to find ourselves
bound to compete with nations that, even before the
war, were almost our equals, and that, in consequence
of the war, have become our superiors.
And our
recovery under these circumstances will be more slow and
not by any means sure. The only consolation, in fact,
that we can draw from our present situation is when
we avert our eyes from the past and consider our
present potentialities.
From the very fact that the
nation, as a whole, has become accustomed to luxuries
as well as to necessities, we conclude that we have a
liberal margin for economy outside the text of necessity.
***
If, however, we turn to Mr. Bonar Law's speech for
evidence that he appreciates this pint,
we search in
vain.
Not only is he not prepared to confiscate luxuryincomes, but it is almost with contempt that he receives
on the nation's behalf their voluntary surrender. From
our own and any humane point of view, the donations
Mr. Bonar Law admits to having received as free gifts
towards the cost of the war are every one of them
honourable
deeds worthy
to be ranked
with the
braveries of the war. But Mr. Bonar Law, it will be
seen, like' the "Times" that followed his lead, calmly
classified them among the various means, all presumably
of the same value, for financing the war. Some,

he said, chose to lend at over five per cent. interest on
the best security in the world; others in their wisdom
chose to give. It was all the same, and both parties
were entitled to the same measure of thanks.
We
shall not stop to comment on the unutterable vulgarity
of Mr. Bonar Law's judgment since it is patent, as
well as ineffable. We shall simply remark that sooner
or later the values must be reversed, and that donations,
voluntary or compulsory, must take the place of Loans
at the inflated market-rate.
It is true that at present
only a few persons in Parliament and elsewhere dare
breathe the name of the Conscription
of Wealthamong them, we are glad to see, being Mr. Ramsay
MacDonald,
Mr. Anderson, and Mr. Hogge.
It is
also true that men even like Mr. Shaw pretend that, the
Conscription
of Capital is impossible, though at the
very moment, as an authoritative correspondent in the
Channel Islands informs
us, that form of taxation is
in operation in Guernsey. Necessity, however, is full
of invention, and will find better reasons for conscripting
capital than Mr. Shaw can find against it; and in,
the end we shall have come to it.
***
The assumption is made that in undertaking
an
unlimited submarine campaign in defiance of neutrals
It is a gambler's last
Germany is revealing desperation.
throw, preparatory
to a complete surrender. That it
may be so we hope and we do not deny; but the
distinction ought to be made between an act of desperation
such as Germany's is supposed to be, and acts of
folly such as our own Government is guilty of.
Desperation
presumably is manifested by staking everything
But what can that be called
upon the incalculable.
that stakes everything upon the uncalculated?
In the
case of the submarine campaign Germany cannot know,
and nobody can calculate its effects; and it must needs
be, and therefore is, a throw of the dice to venture
everything upon it. But upon our side of the account
it is a matter of easy calculation that every food-vessel
that is sunk reduces the supply of our food, and that
the longer
the submarine
campaign
continues
the
nearer
we shall be to famine.
Under
these
circumstances,
therefore, our business, unlike Germany's, is
with the calculable.
We know that, in fact, for a
population of our present size, an amount of food which
can be easily estimated is necessary, and that if it is
not imported
from abroad, it must be produced at
home.
The simplicity of the matter is beyond dispute;
and the conclusion to be drawn is that, unless we
gamble with Germany,
we must increase our foodproduction at home at the same rate at which imports
are being diminished, or put ourselves upon rations that
decline in amount with every ship of food sunk. But
is either one or the other of these two courses being
followed?
Neither is ; but, on the other hand, both are
being either neglected, or, worse, mishandled, and in
such a way that, simultaneously with the progress of
the submarine blockade, our home-production
of food
is decreasing while our home-consumption
is increasing.
It is all, of course, nobody's fault, for excuses
nominally
can readily be invented for everybody
responsible. Mr. Prothero, for example, is new to his
job, we must give him time, and the farmers are refractory.
And Lord Devonport is ill.
But excuses of this
kind, however acceptable in a friendly spirit, are not
food; and the fact of the matter is that these gentlemen
would be more patriotic in 'resigning their position
than-in continuing to fail to fill it. Moreover, it is not
the case that the problem before either one of them is
past the wit of man to solve. If we believed that the
methods being pursued
by Mr. Prothero
or Lord
Devonport were the best available, and that, on a fair
survey of the whole field, none more promising could
be adopted, we should be content to see them remain
where they are, as we, are content with the Admiralty
in its present campaign against submarines, Human

beings, we should say, are doing the best that can
reasonable be expected of them. But what is maddening
in the case of the Food-production
and FoodControlauthorities is the conviction that they set off upon
wrong
lines, and are persisting in a false direction
against the judgment of common sense; and, above all,
that they have not the flexibility of mind to change their
course when they must see the error of it. It is a fact,
for instance, better known to Mr. Prothero than to us,
that agriculture during the current year will be more
unproductive than ever before, and for definite reasons
that might have been overcome. It is likewise a fact,
better known to Lord Devonport than to ourselves, that
consumption
is relatively increasing
in consequence,
and not merely in spite of, his recent regulations. Yet
both authorities, it appears, mean to continue in their
present course with every signal against them.
***
The same, with perhaps an emphasis upon it, can
he said of the means adopted by Mr. Neville Chamberlain
for spreading labour over the essential industries.
Before even he was installed in his present office, we
urged that his wisest course was to call upon the
existing organisations
in the essential industries-both
employers
and workmen-to
co-ordinate
their efforts,
to “comb” themselves out, and to call upon the
Government only when they had failed, by their own
economies, to find enough labour for their specified
function.
And we see that, in fact, precisely this
plan has been adopted in Germany in the case of the
boot and clothing industries.
Finding that in these
industries
the demand could be most economically
met (in the matter of labour) by organising the
industries
and pooling their resources, the German Government
called upon the boot and clothing employers to
arrange among themselves,
by a mutual compensation
scheme, which factories should be suspended and
which should. be kept running : with this consequence,
as we anticipate, that the supply of these commodities
will be maintained in Germany even while labour is
perpetually being drawn off from them. Is it impossible
that what has been done in Germany should have been
and still must be impracticable here? Even more favourable
circumstances exist here for the success of the
same methods.
Nothing
is more certain than two,
facts which only require to be grasped to render Mr.
Chamberlain’s
problem easy. In the first place,
commissioned to do their own internal organisation, each
of our essential industries, by pooling their resources
(like the Railways) could save the labour of thousands
of men now superfluous; and, in the second place,
that in the luxury trades and offices there are ample
supplies of men to fill every real vacancy that might
arise.
Upon these two facts Mr. Chamberlain should
have concentrated
his mind until they ran into one
another; and in the result he would have found the’
solution of his problem.
***
It must be admitted, however, that each of the
men we have named is to be pitied as well as criticised.
Everybody who has had experience of taking up a
responsible office under an incompetent general
direction
is aware of the difficulties that present themselves.
There is no large policy laid down within which the
subordinate policy is defined. At the same time every
attempt to carve out a new policy comes into conflict
with partial policies elsewhere being adopted within
the same body. Mr. Prothero, Lord Devonport,
and
Mr. Chamberlain have all, we know, suffered from the
same cause.
Each has been given a nominal and
public responsibility; but none of them has been given
a general
policy within
which their particular
responsibilities
could find an easy definition. This arises from
the fact that the Government itself is without a policy;
and hence that it must trust to luck and their discretion
for the harmonisation
of the various departments

it has created. The matter, however, was simple if
only some economist-statesman
had. been called in at
the outset to advise. For what, in the main, has been
our difficulty? It has been to make a choice,. and,
having chosen, a transition,
between the commercial
economic system that prevailed before the war, and
the real economic system that ought to prevail during
the war. Before the war it is certain that production,
distribution
and exchange were governed wholly by
the ordinary Laws of Supply and Demand; and the
first question that should have been answered upon the
outbreak of war was whether the nation should
continue to depend upon Supply and Demand or adopt
the system of Production for Use. Very pedantic, no
doubt, these distinctions will appear to the popular
Press and even to our “statesmen”;
but for failure
to realise them we now find ourselves in our present
miserable
case. And with only a very little thought
the decision in any event might have been of the utmost
practical
value. Let us suppose, ‘for example; that it
had been definitely decided, after a full view of the
matter, that the Rule of Supply and Demand should
continue in force. There were good reasons for the
decision, and we might even have made it ourselves,
no less willingly than Mr. Strachey. But in that case
our decision imperatively needed a supplement .to
safeguard the nation against the evils of Supply and
Demand in the form of the taxation of income to, an
equitable universal
level. What
could anybody
have
said against the continuance
of profiteering
if, in
fact, all profits were automatically levelled down to
nothing?
Everything else could have remained as it
was before the war; and the only difference
would
have been that profits, hitherto personal, would have
become public. The nation would have become a vast
profit-sharing
community.
Suppose,
on the other
hand, that it had been decided to suspend Supply and
Demand, and to produce (as we do for the Army) for
use only, regardless of Wages and Profit. It would
have been essential to be thorough about it. The Law
of Supply and Demand (as Lord Devonport has
discovered in the matter of potatoes) cannot be suspended
here and admitted there without producing
friction,
and even stoppage of production.
The whole nation
would have had to be put on pay as the Army is, and
rations. would have had to be served out exactly as
they are served out in the Army. The present “policy”
of the Government, however, is a compromise between
opposite
policies. It is this tu-day, it is the other
tomorrow. At one moment Supply and Demand is
suspended in respect of certain commodities;
and at
another national service is introduced into a competitive
system. Lord Devonport and the rest, who are
charged with steering their boats under these
directions,
must often pray, as we do, that they may soon
drift to harbour or sink.
***
The evil that men do lives after them; and Mr.
Asquith is responsible for the opinion upon salaries
just expressed by Mr. Bonar Law, and, again, for the
opinion, still lower down the scale, of Mr. Hodge. “I
think,” said Mr. Bonar Law, “that in time of war, or
any other time, a man who is doing work for the State
should be paid adequately by the State for the work
he is doing.” And he added, in the very words of Mr.
Asquith, that he meant to take his salary and spend it
as he pleased. All this, however, is to assume that
there is no distinction between public and private
service; and, again, that every kind of work for the State
can really be paid for.
Both assumptions
are, of
course, as absurd as. they are proper only to the
thoughtless.
At a time when literally millions
of
citizens are performing work for the State, not only
without adequate payment, but without any payment
whatever, it is in bad taste for a few individuals,
discharging by self-selection a particular service, to claim
for everybody the right to be paid, while only paying

themselves.
One or other alternative is surely wrong.
Either, in fact, everybody performing work for the
State should be adequately paid-in
which event we
should mlultiply the daily cost of the war by about a
hundred ; or nobody whatever should be paid-in which
event we should find ourselves without the services of
such invaluable persons as several that Mr. Bonar Law
could name.
The criterion, therefore, can be neither
of these; it is, on the other hand, independent of both ;
and consists of the need of the function.
What, in
fact, is necessary to the efficient performance of a
particular
function?
Is it ten thousand a year or nothing ?
Either is then the correct amount.
Mr. Bonar Law’s
second assumption is, however, in even worse taste for
a public man.
And it has been repeated with the
expectedcrudity by Mr. Hodge. Flattering ‘Mr. Henderson
at a presentation
on Saturday,
Mr. Hodge could
find no better tribute than to remark that but for Mr.
Henderson Mr. Hodge would never have been Minister
of Labour. And what a service was thereby rendered
the struggling nation. And Mr. Hodge had no better
moral for Labour to draw from it than the reflection
that Labour should learn to pay as highly as Capital
for brains. “A man,”
he said, “who was worth
a year to Capital was worth
a year to Labour.”
But is that really so? Because Mr. Hodge is worth
a year to Capital,
is he proved to have been
worth
a year to Labour?
The little error,
common to Mr. Bonar Law and Mr. Hodge, is that
public service and private profit are comparable, and,
therefore,
competitive. Moreover, that the brains for
the one are necessarily brains for the other. But in
that event the public service should at all costs be
manned by successful business men; and we should
become a plutocracy sans phrase. Our
experience,
however,is that men are usually of public value in proportion
to their public spirit; and that public spirit is
usually incompatible with private success.
***
We cannot refrain from making a note upon Mr.
Hodge’s plans for the future of industry after the war.
These plans, we are sure, will never be carried out ; but
they are interesting as evidence of what an ex-Labour
leader is capable of when jumped into office. The addition of eight hundred labour exchanges to the network
in which Labour is already entangled is only, of course,
the first of the statesmanlike
notions of the first
Minister of Labour. And such a conception, it is clear,
could not possibly have occurred to the pre-existing
bureaucratic mind. Next we find that it is of the
utmost importance that these Labour-receiving
offices
should be situated in front streets where the employers
cannot miss them. They will be so convenient for
employers in search of blacklegs to pop into on their way
to business. The returning troops-such
as returnare likewise to have their feelings on re-entering wageslavery carefully attended to-far
a period, after three
years of service, of no less than seventeen weeks all
told. A month’s pay is to be given them on leaving
the Army to look for an employer; and thereafter a
payment of from ten to twelve shillings a week is to be
guaranteed them for thirteen weeks in the event that
in all that period nobody can be found who is willing to
make a profit out of them. After seventeen weeks,
however, the State, it appears, will wash Mr. Hodge’s
hands of them. If they have found no employment in
that generous length of time, the fault will undoubtedly
be their own; and they must make the best of the
consequences.
Nor need these consequences be very
heavy, according to Mr. Hodge, “if only Labour is
wise” ; and pays, we suppose,
a year for brains.
For “what is good for Capital is ultimately pod for
Labour”;
and since (Capital is going speedily to
recover after the war, Labour must necessarily recover, if
not with it, then ultimately-say,
after seventeen weeks.
.We have frequently deplored the diversion of Labour

into politics; but we see now that Labour has not yet
gone into politics.
Mr. Hodge was a Labour man;
but, on entering politics, he has ceased to be either.
***
The reply of Mr. Fisher, the new Minister of
Education, to the Trade Union deputation that waited
upon him last week, leaves us wondering whether a
man is to be found who can talk sense in office as well
as out. A deputation, you must understand, had come
before him, consisting presumably of the representatives
of the most backward classes of the communitythe working-classes,
of course-and
had laid certain
demands for an extension
of education before the
proper .authority.
And the proper authority,
being
Mr. Fisher himself, newly in office and fresh from
idealist educationalism, could only find it in himself
to reply that “the Board of Education must not
over-steppublic opinion” in the matter of educational
reforms. The assumption, however, must be made, if
Mr. Fisher was not talking at random, that the public
opinion hostile to an immediate extension of education
was in his view not Labour opinion at all, since
that opinion was there before him, but some other
opinion, which he chose to call public, altogether.
What can it be? Is it perchance Mr. Fisher’s own?
But we need not speculate on the subject ; for the trick
of playing off one definition of public opinion against
another is as old as the pretence of democratic
government.
Always with Government officials it is the same
thing :
the particular
opinion
to
which
they
are listening at the moment is never public opinion
unless it coincides with their own; but on other
occasionsit is somebody else’s opinion. Democracy
yesterday, democracy to-morrow, hut never democracy today.
We should advise Mr. Fisher to surprise the
next Trade Union deputation that actually asks for
more education for its class by giving it all and
more than all it asks for.
The demand for education
anywhere is not so considerable that we can afford to
refuse it because it oversteps public opinion.
***
The Bishop of Oxford, on the other hand, is in
another boat altogether.
Mr. Fisher, we have seen, is
of the opinion that the working-classes are asking for
too much education; but Dr. Gore complains that “the
working classes are determined not to have Christianity
at any price.”
“The democracy,”
he says, “is an
enemy ‘we’ have to contend with.” Strangely
enough,
since dog does not usually eat dog, on the very day on
which the Bishop was complaining
of the peculiar
“godlessness”
of
the working-classes,
a
betterinformed and more impartial writer in the “Times” was
remarking that “a deep distrust of all religion” had
seized upon “many people of all classes. ” Indifference
to religion was not a class phenomenon, but a national
phenomenon; and it was to be found [we supply the
details] as often in Bishops’ palaces as in workmen’s
insanitary
hovels,.
What
can the reason
be of
this novel and menacing
state of things?
Can it
possibly be due to the impression that has got abroad
that the Church and Religion are not absolutely the
same thing; and that some of the clergy (a mere handful,
of course) hold their faith only because, as the
writer in the “Times” unkindly says, “they would
lose their living if they ceased to do so”? Is it that
the Church has lost spiritual caste and is now in
imminent
danger of appearing as one of the recognised
professions
for the comparatively
well-to-do classesand nothing more? We hesitate to reply; and there is
fortunately no necessity to make haste lest we should
be anticipated. The Church is long past danger; and
the remnant of religion is fast deserting it. It was a
revolutionary force at one time that would, as it should,
turn the world upside down. To-day, when revolution
is called for from the very soul of man, the Church
talks, as the Bishop of Oxford does, of reform,
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Affairs.

By S. Verdad.
A WEEK or two ago Said Halim, the Grand Vizier of
‘Turkey, resigned and his place was taken by Talaat
Pasha.
The new Grand Vizier made his first appearance
in the Chamber on Friday last, and in the course
of his speech said:Our enemies have declared their intention of thrusting
us back into the depths of Asia Minor,. turning us out
of Constantinople, and driving us from the Straits. To
these ridiculous threats of our enemies, who took flight
at the Dardanelles as a result of the defeat inflicted on
them by our valiant army, we reply that we shall not
relinquish Constantinople as long as there is a single
Ottoman left.
We shall persevere in this gigantic
struggle in close fraternity of arms with our brave and
victorious allies until we have compelled our enemies to
recognise our right to existence.
***
On the 13th inst. Djavid Bey, the Finance
Minister,
addressed
the Senate and emphasised
the close
relations existing between Turkey and Germany. He
stated that since the outbreak of the war the advances
from Germany and Austria to Turkey amounted
to
repayable
eleven
years
after
the
conclusion of peace.
Apart from this item, Germany
had promised to provide Turkey with funds for
reorganisation after the war; and, added Djavid :If these hopes are realised, if we succeed during the
years following the war in securing for our country
or
million pounds, then, provided that this money
is spent on agriculture, railways, and the building of
roads and factories, Turkey will be able in ten years
to cover her ordinary expenditure and the interest on
the sinking fund, on the national debt, and on the debts
contracted during the war.
***
After which it is not surprising to hear that the
Senate forthwith adopted
a
bill
“authorising
the
Government
to accept from Germany
advances
of
and
to
issue
worth
of
banknotes.”
The banknotes,
went on Djavid Bey,
“were not paper money, but notes which would be
cashed by Germany in gold, and he ,expressed
his
surprise that the value of these notes was ,decreasing
and that the public were offering three pounds paper
for one pound in gold. ” We must clearly recognise
that Talaat’s rhetoric was, so to speak, confirmed in
anticipation
by Djavid’s figures; for even in peace
time the Entente Powers would never have dreamt of
furnishing Turkey
with loans amounting
to nearly
Nor can
eighty millions in two years and a half.
,we disregard the hints in various German papers to
the effect that
Said Halim resigned because
he
,was not favourable
to some kind of proposed
compromisepeace, and that Talaat was appointed to the
post because he was known to be a “firm patriot.’’
We have not now many means of judging how the war
is affecting the internal condition of Turkey; but we
know that the country has been for a long time under
the control of German administrators,
exactly as the
Turkish army has been in charge of German officers.
Further, the Turk
is accustomed
to fighting;
the
irregular, disorganised
life suits him ; and, despite
symptoms of mutiny here and there which have been
reported from time to time even in the enemy papers,
there is. no reason to doubt that the army will go on
obeying the orders of its alien leaders.
It need not
have been so if the pre-war policy of the Entente
Powers towards Turkey had been thought out with a
little mare intelligence,
if the real influence of
Germany’s economic penetration
of Turkey had been
appreciated;
but we can consider
now only the
distressingfacts. Turkey
and Germany are as good as
amalgamated.
According to both the Russian and the
German communiques,
Turkish regiments
have been
observed
at various points. of the eastern front-in
Galicia, in Roumania,
as far north as the Koval

region, and even at Dvinsk. The
conquest
of
Roumaniaand Serbia has opened a way for uninterrupted
traffic to Turkey from the Central Empires.
***
‘Taking these circumstances
into consideration, we
must admit that there appears to be no immediate
likelihood of the authorities at Constantinople wishing
to enter into negotiations for a separate peace unless
very much more, in a military sense, can be done
against
them. I do not mean this to be construed as
the preliminary to a demand for more Englishmen in
the field; for I think we have: put far too many men
into the field already, to the detriment of our essential
industries.
But I do most emphatically mean that it
is high time for our awn authorities to become less
reticent with regard to Russia, and to take steps to
see that in our efforts to safeguard the interests affected
by the Bagdad Railway we are adequately supported
by the Russian Government.
It cannot be held that
disclosures, or even a candid account of the situation,
would be distasteful to our Russian Allies; for the
Government at Petrograd could not be more severely
criticised in the English Press (supposing the. facts
were known) than it has been criticised already in the
Liberal, pro-war, pro-Ally Press
of Petrograd
and
Moscow.
The retention of Constantinople
by Turkey,
or its cession to Russia, is a matter that concerns
Russia and ourselves above all.
There are admittedly
French, Italian, and even American and Greek claims
to be dealt with in Asia Minor, some of them of a
territorial nature ; but the predominant interests there
are directly Russian and British. We aim at cutting
off the Bagdad Railway in order to safeguard our position
in the Persian Gulf, which is still of paramount
importance for the safety of India; and we seek
likewise to safeguard Egypt and the Suez Canal from the
possibility of another Turkish attack across the desert
-which,
by- the way, seems no longer to prove a
terror to advancing armies now that the German
engineer has been at work on the water-supply. In
comparisonwith the vast interests of England and Russia
in this area, those of France and the other countries
I have mentioned are almost insignificant.
If
we
safeguard,our own claims, the other claims are safeguarded
automatically
as well.
***
What have we ourselves done towards this?
Our
forces in Egypt have inflicted at least three decisive
defeats on the Turkish troops drawn from bases in
Palestine;
and our armies on the Suez front are
sufficientlystrong and active to threaten the frontiers of
Palestine
itself. Our expedition in Mesopotamia is as
large an oversea undertaking of the kind as we have
ever made ourselves responsible for, with the single
exception
of the Boer War expedition. Despite
the
surrender at Kut last spring, our armies in
Mesopotamia
have been kept well up to strength,
and the
sanitaryand other services connected with them have been
re-organised.
The result has been that large forces of
Turks have been deflected from the Caucasus and the
Russian front proper, and are still being held.
Generallyspeaking, our non-European expeditions,
once
they were taken seriously, have been well managed.
The British Army has been organised and trained
during the last century precisely for warfare of this kind.
***
So far as Asia Minor is concerned,
And Russia?
the Russian armies have been held back by the
pro-Germanelements at home. The onlooker has the
impression that the Caucasian armies lately under the
command of the Grand Duke Nicholas could easily
sweep the Turks and their German officers from
Erzerumto the sea, if ‘only the efforts of the men in the
field were adequately supported
by the home authorities.
And the onlooker’s impression would be right ;
and it would be applicable to the Riga-Danube front
as well as to the Caucasian front.

Solace from the Past
II.
THREE weeks afterwards some members of the Levant
Company called at the council Board to find out what
had happened, and were blandly asked if their ships
were ready.
Of course they are, was the answer.
We are waiting for your convoy!
Their Lordships
replied that they had at the disposal of the merchants
a squadron of six men-of-war, and for further information
referred them to the Earl of Nottingham.
On being
approached, the Secretary of State was pleased to say
that the French had lately been greatly reinforced in
the Mediterranean,
so that it might be worth the
Company
’s serious consideration whether it would be
prudent to risk such a vast estate with such a small
convoy.
He added that the Government had decided
to dispatch to that sea on the 10th of November a very
large fleet, under the protection of which the Levant
Company
ships might go with greater safety. The
considered this suggestion
at a General Court, and
agreed to wait till November, only it sent a deputation
to the Earl to urge that the escort might really be available
by that date.
The pleasure of the merchants must have equalled
their surprise when, on the 14th of November,
the
Lords of the Admiralty informed them that the escort
was nearly ready, and advised that their ships should
be in the Downs by the 1st of December.
It looked as
if the Government meant business at last, and was so
much in earnest that it did riot even scruple to break
the Sabbath. The merchants were invited to attend a
Cabinet meeting at Kensington on Sunday, the 11th of
December.
To Kensington accordingly
they went, and found
His
Majesty’s
Ministers
deliberating
under
His
Majesty’s
own presidency. The question was put to
them, whether they considered
a convoy of twelve
English and six Dutch men-of-war a sufficient protection
for their fleet. The merchants answered that, if
six or seven third-rates were added, they thought it
would be safer. Whereupon
they were ordered to
withdraw, that the Cabinet might discuss the matter.
After a while they were called in again, and once more
the question was put to them, now in a definite form :
whether they were content to proceed with the escort
of eighteen ships already mentioned.
Seeing that
there was no alternative,
the merchants unanimously
replied that they were content, if a greater force could
not be granted;
and seized the opportunity
to press
again for a speedy departure.
From
that point things moved
with unwonted
rapidity.
Intimation was given for the Company’s
ships to be in the Downs by the 1st of January. They
were in the Downs by the middle of that month. Thence
they sailed, with the first fair wind, for the Spithead,
where they arrived about the 10th of February.
Needlessto say, the Levant Company’s were not the only
ships that had been kept in suspense all this time.
Duringthe year 1692 great fleets belonging to England and
her Allies, had been gathering in our harbours, in the
expectation of a safe conduct to the Mediterranean. All
these vessels now looked eagerly
to the English
Admiralty for the long-deferred signal. The English
Admiralty seemed anxious not to disappoint the hopes
built upon it. On the 17th of February the
Commissioneers,
in reply
to a question
from
the Turkey
merchants,
declared that the escort had orders to set out
with the first fair wind; and, what sounded more
reassuring still, Vice-Admiral Rooke, who had been
appointed to the command of that squadron, was sent
down in great haste.
But all these pleasant appearances proved deceptive.
February passed, and March, and the Mediterranean
squadron was still detained. . . .
The Levant merchants’ patience was exhausted.
In
great bitterness of spirit, they drew up, on the 13th of

April, 1693, and offered “Your Majesty’s Princely
consideration’ ’ a memorial, enumerating
the enormous
losses which they and the nation had sustained through
these unconscionable and inexplicable delays. Nothing,
however, came of this cry. The English men-of-war,
in spite of the, official declarations to the contrary, were
not yet half manned or half provisioned. The Dutch
men-of-war
were still at Amsterdam.
Thus,
week
succeeded week in sickening inaction, until a month
later a member of the! Levant Company, being at the
Earl of Nottingham’s office, was asked by the Secretary
of State to inform his friends that on that very day
(13th of May) several Lords of the Council were going
down to Portsmouth to give orders for the Royal Navy
to sail forthwith, and to take the merchantmen along
with it ; the idea being that the merchantmen should be
convoyed by the whole Navy past Brest-Louis’s
naval
basis on the Atlantic-and
then proceed
on their
voyage as the Admirals would determine in the light of
the intelligence they received about the enemy’s
movements.
And, in fact, on the 30th of May, the whole
armament-70 ships of the line and about 30 frigates and
smaller
vessels,
under
the supreme command
of
Admirals Killigrew and
Sir Ralph Delaval-set
out
from the Isle of Wight, accompanied by some 400
merchantmen-English, Dutch, Danish, Swedish, German’
and Flemish-richly
laden for the markets of Spain,
Italy, and Turkey.
***
It is easy to imagine the sigh of relief with which
the members of the Levant Company bade God-speed
to the expedition, when we consider what those delays
had meant for them.
In the first place, they were
under agreement with the ships in their service to allow
them demurrage at- the rate of nearly
for each
month they lay in harbour. Then there was the cost
of the Embassy at Constantinople which amounted to
at least
a year, besides incidental charges
unavoidable in a country where nothing could be done
without
bakshish.
Normally,
these expenses
were
defrayed by a duty levied upon trade; when trade
ceased, the springs of revenue ran dry, and recourse
had to be had to loans. For
two
years
past
the
Companyhad been forced to meet its obligations in Turkey
with money taken up at an extravagant interest.
‘It
had contracted a debt of over
at from 12 to
18 per cent.
Arid the merchants’ concern about the
state of the goods on which they depended for the
means of discharging that debt. Their
woollen
manufactureshad been laden for many months-some
had
been bought over three years since; and there was
ground for suspecting that hundreds of bales-of cloth
were already in a damaged, if not indeed in a perishing,
condition.
But all’s well that ends well.
The very
delays that had caused’ so much distress might prove in
the end blessings in disguise.
The Turkish market
was hungering for English goods; customers would be
plentiful and not hypercritical ; prices would rule high.
These hopeful speculations, however, were not quite
free from a tinge of fear. War is war. The Grand
Fleet of France was as keen on intercepting
the
argosies of the Allies as the Grand Fleet of the Allies
was on intercepting the argosies
of’ France; and that
hostile fleet, by all accounts, did not seem to be any
the worse for the drubbing it had received the previous
summer.
Louis had made extraordinary
efforts to
several big
repair his losses. He had purchased
merchantmen and converted them into men-of-war ; he had
laid an embargo on all the shipping of his kingdom till
his squadrons were manned ; he had, by showering
promotions, aroused among his officers and sailors a
wonderful spirit of patriotic emulation.
In brief, the
sober denizens of the City of London were far from
sharing the comfortable notion, promulgated by foolish
politicians
and pamphleteers, that in the road of La
Hogue the naval power of France had found its tomb.

They knew that “the common enemy of Christendom”
was as resourceful as he was unscrupulous ; ‘and
knowing
that, they scanned the gazettes and listened to the
gossip on ’Change with puckered brows.
What they read and heard was not calculated to
diminish their anxiety. On the 1st of June the
"LondonGazette” published the disquieting report that the.
French Fleet had left Brest a full fortnight before ours
had left the Isle of Wight,
and this report was
corroboratedby statements which had already appeared in
several foreign journals.
As the days went by,
rumours about the movements of the enemy’s navy
became more and more alarming.
On the other hand, it
was inconceivable that information which was public
properly ashore should have eluded the admirals afloat ;
and those admirals could be trusted to take their
measures
accordingly.
The forces under their command
were more than a match for the Brest Fleet, which was
said to consist of 70 capital sail, besides bomb-ketches,
fire-ships, and tenders.
Even if that fleet effected a
junction with the Toulon squadron, still the odds, so
far as numbers went, were in our favour ; and, numbers
apart, was it not universally acknowledged that one
English seaman was worth ten French ones?
***
Meanwhile,
the Allied navies
and their precious
charge sailed down the Channel, making such progress
as the wind and the cumbersumeness of the heavilyladen merchantmen
permitted,
neither
seeing
nor
hearing anything of the enemy.
So, in accordance
with the original plan, on the 6th of June, when they
were about fifty leagues off Land’s End, the main body
of the armament, under Killigrew and Delaval, turned
back to guard the waters and coasts of England,
leavingSir George Rooke with his dozen English
ships
and Vice-Admiral Vandergoes
with his half-a-dozen
Dutch ones, to escort the floating magazines on the
rest of their voyage.
The re-appearance
of the Grand Fleet in Tor Bay
turned the anxiety of our merchants and of the general
public into consternation.
All the news that had
reached London since the beginning of the month had
gone to strengthen
the suspicion that the French
admiral’s objective was not the shores of England, but
,England’s
riches afloat. His actual whereabouts was
a matter of surmise; but it was manifest that the two
English admirals in leaving that immense amount of
wealth under the protection of so small a convoy had
taken unwarrantable
risks.
However, nothing
could
be done now to remedy their mistake-nothing
except
send the fastest sailer available to warn Sir George
Rooke of his danger. This was done-as
it appeared
afterwards,
in vain.
On parting company with the
main body of the armament, Rooke had steered
southward,
and, the weather
being favourable,
had made
good headway in the direction of Gibraltar, so that the
warning from home never reached him. Nor did he
see anything in the Atlantic to excite his appehensions.
For ten days the Allies sped along, and they were
beginning
to congratulate
themselves
on having
performed the most dangerous part of their journey with
phenomenal ease, when, on the 16th of June, Sir George
Rooke’s scouts discovered some of the enemy’s units
under Cape St. Vincent. But those units seemed to be
too few to disturb his serenity. The Anglo-Dutch fleet
sailed past the Cape into the Bay of Lagos; and so
cleverly did the French efface themselves that it was
not until the following day that their full strength-80
sail-broke
upon the vision of our voyagers.
It was
now only too plain that Tourville’s fleet from Brest had
been joined by the Toulon fleet under Estrees, and that
the two together had been lying in ambush waiting
for their prey. . . .
Sixteen of the enemy’s ships plied up to the AngloDutch squadron, while the others stood off to sea to
intercept the trading vessels. Seldom
has
brave
commander found himself in a more excruciating situation

than did Sir George Rooke
To fight against such
odds would be tantamount to committing suicide. He
took the only sane course open to him, After signalling
to the small vessels that were near the land to flee
into the neighbouring
ports,
he made off towards
Madeira, followed by his colleague and pursued by the
enemy. Towards evening ten of the French ships
came up with the two hindmost Dutchmen. The
commanders of these-Captains
Schrijver and Vanderpoel
-immediately
tacked in shore, thus drawing the enemy
after them, and put up a most obstinate defence, till
they were overpowered
by numbers.
Their
gallant
self-sacrifice,
assisted by the advent of night, saved
the bulk of the Allied squadron,
and enabled Sir
George Rooke to reach Madeira with only one loss. But
things went very ill with the hapless merchantmen.
Like a flock of frightened geese they had scattered over
the ocean in every direction, seeking shelter wherever
such could be found.
Some fled south to Faro, St.
Lucar, and Cadiz; others north to Corunna and Cork.
Thirty-six fell into the hands of the enemy, 50 perished
under his fire, and four of the Levant ‘Company’s best
ships, which had run under the Rock, on realising the
hopelessness
of escape were sunk by their own crews
in the Mole of Gibraltar.
From Madeira Sir George Rooke dispatched home
H.M.S. “Lark” with the news of his misfortune.
VERAX,
(To be continued.)

Some Considerations
Ideologies.

on Class

I.
THERE has been made, in previous articles, an attempt
to show what are some of the principal elements in any
possible social life which tend against the resolution of
the existing situation otherwise than by means which
would intensify
the prevailing class-domination.
We
have seen that in face of these factors collectivist
schemes,
as currently promulgated,
suffered collapse.
What, then, becomes of the National Guilds scheme
when we have measured the strength of that element to
which we have been constrained specially to attendproperty ?
When the question arises of the possible
establishment
of some desirable state of affairs like social
freedom, and it is seen that it incurs the resistance of
somethinginherent in the nature of things, or particularly
in human nature, it is usual to turn to recorded history.
We look for an example of an institution which has
stood the test of continued existence, but which has yet
embodied some of the main principles which enter into
the project now in contemplation.
This is the resort
of those in especial who see in National Guilds a
solutionof the! antagonisms of capitalistic society. There
was a time, they point out, when a guild organisation
of industry prevailed and flourished. The answer to
our question, then, would be that this was so in a
society in which property was, though in different forms,
or recognised in different ways, as definitely present as
it is to-day, or is likely to be. Thus, even if it were
to be shown that this guild system came to an end
precisely by the development of activities involving a
certainacquisition and use of proprietary rights., it might
not be on that account unreasonable to expect that a
social order,
in which certain of the .characteristic
features of that system are reaffirmed against some of
these later developments, may be possible of
achievement.
But it is understood that, among the means by which
this system could be established, the definite and organ-

ised activity of a class, the proletariat, is essential. As
such an activity it must be selected as against
alternatives.
Thus, the sustained effort required will be limited
by any preference for present alternatives which may
readily occur to such as are members of that class.
Although
more or less unconscious changes are
characteristic of important historical developments, yet for
the thwarting
of such changes the conscious and
deliberateadherence to other ways of a very limited number
of individuals is normally sufficient.
Is there any
reason to suppose that the ‘suggestion
of solitary
economic freedom, strong as is its inhibitory effect even
if its positive possibilities are negligible, is likely to
become weaker concurrently with the development
of
the situation? Is there not the clear probability, when
we consider the multiplicity of difficulties and crises
incident to this development, of its growing stronger?
To these questions an answer has been given whose
facility it would seem to be which has recommended it
to some minds. This is a solution suggested by the
literature of “scientific socialism. ” What
is
the
proletariat? It is the dispossessed, the non-owners, the
people with no stake in the country. But, again, what
is capitalism if it is not a system of society in which a
proletariat
is
continuously
manufactured
and
maintained? Let capitalism prevail for a sufficient time,
and the members of that class will have lost the desire
to own by mere disuse. The tradition
will have
disappeared.
It might be sufficient to reply that in that event the
conditions of freedom have likewise disappeared.
A
class which was defined by its passivity and its mere
lack could not be thought capable of any deliberate
activity at all. But apart from that, it has not been
found possible to imagine an ‘‘economic emancipation
of the proletariat” without taking inclusive account of
the activity of people who simply cannot be defined as
the “have-nots. ” Those, for instance, who advocate
the “guild” solution have only been able to suggest a
feasible method of acquiring the control of industry by
bringing in what they call the “salariat.”*
In fact,
the proletariat has now to be understood to mean the
class of those whose industrial, or generally productive,
activities are carried on without an owner’s interest in
the process.
Their only investment
here is in
themselves.
But here arises the difficulty that among the
individuals connected with such a class there are many
who are of another class than this at the same time;
in whom opposing interests meet. Now it is individuals
that we must take into consideration when it is
a question of organised activity. There is accordingly
as little to be said for neglecting the possible force of
the suggestion
of ownership upon the “salariat”
as
there is much to be said in favour of presuming upon
the absence of such motive in the case of the “poor.”
What, then, can the proletariat be expected to do?
We are now face to face with the whole question of
what have been called class-ideologies.
We are not
done with a class when we have recognised its place in
the economic system. We have certainly not thereby
put ourselves in a position to estimate its relation to
possible social changes. For that we must look to the
social estimations and variations in status of certain
institutions‘ and customs which are historically
correlated
with
the predominance
of various
economic
interests.What, then, is the “ideology” of the proletariat?
Is there any?
The purely negative definition of that class, which
was assumed in the doctrine we examined above,
reveals a neglect of the reality of other aspects of a class
than
its economic basis.
The “scientific socialists”
taught that the key to society was to be found in its
class-structure, and, further, that social classes were to
be distinguished from one another
by reference to
“English

word. In French it means the wage-system.

economic considerations.
Yet, the whole purport of
Marxism, and of those other theories which follow it
on this point, is that the nature of a class is to be
reckoned by the whole civilisation which is bound up
with its economic predominance.
This it will not be
misleading to call its “ideology” if we bear in mind
that by that is meant not a set of first principles clearly
conceived
and deductively applied. to life,
but
somethingwhich is customary and traditional in its operation.
Yet withal, if the general theory is sound, we
should even now be able to attach some positive social
meaning to the emancipation of the proletariat. Unless
we can
find that
the proletariat
“stands
for”
something,we shall have to consider it as merely the collection
of individuals who are not owners of capital. There
will be simply the classes of those who have succeeded
in realising a certain aim in life, and those who, with
exactly the same aim, have failed. This is, indeed, the
common view. In this event no new type of civilisation
is to be imagined. Marxism cannot have it both ways.
If the proletariat is so negative as to have no tendency
to backsliding, or going off on other lines of development
than that prescribed,
that means that there is in
it no power of social development at all.
There are peculiar difficulties in the way of an attempt
to estimate the character of a civilisation based an the
economic emancipation of the proletariat,
or on the
attempt to realise it. In respect to other classes we have
whole epochs of history at our disposal. For it can
now be recognised that it is rather from the civilisation
of an epoch than from the ideas and habits of the
individual representatives
of the interest
therein
prodominant that the real nature of that interest is to be
ascertained.
We are by this time sufficiently familiar with the
fulminations
of the enlightened- against ‘‘middle-class
morality.’’
There is, doubtless, some advance to be
recorded where we discover that fault is found with the
“middle-class’ ’ instead of the “conventional” character
of what is objected to. Only, before we are too
generous, let us take care that there is no confusion ;
for it is readily assumed in views of this type that it
is only “middle-class”
morality that is conventional,
and that other sorts are “creative,” “individual,” “constructive,” “poetical,” and all the rest of the bag of’
tricks.
Be that as it may, there are many people who
cannot find it in them to behave like shopkeepers, and
tell us they wont’s be made to, or (with someselfcontradiction) won’t allow their minds to be formed and
disposed so to do.
Such outpourings of the spirit do no more than reach
the fringe of the question. For we have also, in ‘studying
“middle-class
morality,”
to consider
the position
of the people who deal with shopkeepers, great or small,
those who are employed by them, those who would like
to be successful shopkeepers and can’t, or those who
are unable to see any alternative to a shopkeeping
society.
Few of the enlightened fail to come under
several of these heads, or others similar. But, in truth,
most ideas current about class “moralities”
get no
further than descriptions
of the individual people
reckonedas members of the several classes.
’This is the
weakness of such works, admirable so far as they go,
as Sombart’s “Quintessence
of Capitalism, ” which
aims at giving the history and psychology of the modern
business man.
“ Psychological” explanations
of this
kind can only tell us, in the end, how it is that a given
individual comes to belong to one class rather than
another, or why one man and not another is to be found
in a given class in society. Much the same must be
said of the explanations by heredity of class-distinctions
or of the formation of orders of men, such as are to
be gathered from the writings of Nietzsche, and are
revelled in by authors like George Meredith. But for
an explanation of the foundations of Capitalism as a
social order, it is not sufficient to point to a certain

quality or set of qualities inhering in certain individuals
and simply absent from all others. It is necessary to
understand in all its complex conditions the passivity
of the proletariat, as well as the activity of the capitalist
class.
Why do workmen look on wage-labour
as a
natural
duty? Whence the maximum, “A fair day’s
work for a fair day’s wage”? Why is this the order?
In short, “bourgeois morality” is a system for all or
none. Everyone has his place in it. There is quite
clearly much in it that is not prescribed to capitalists
at all, but to the proletariat.
How often, besides, do
we not hear from people “in the know” about the
extent to which its most sacred precepts are binding only
on the Proletariat, and not at all on captains of industry?
In this Sombart, indeed, sees signs of the breakup of capitalism. The capitalistic spirit seems to be
leaving us when there comes to be a wide deviation of
the standards of the private life of the business man
from those he follows, or latterly makes more and more
a matter of machinery, in his business.
But is this
really a sign of the break-up of capitalism?
Only if
we make capitaiism, in the way suggested, mean the
existence of certain mental states in certain men. Rather
we may be able to see in such a tendency the articulation
of capitalism,
its
systematic
consolidation. Why
should we waste good moral energy by expending it
indiscriminately
all day? In any case, investment is
necessary to capitalism as well as “business,” and there
is no sign of its disappearance.
The idea of the emancipation
of the proletariat
assumes the disappearance of classes in the sense heretofore
considered.
It is the last class to be emancipated.
Thus, there is no whole social order in history to which
we can look for the purpose of finding what might be
the characteristic
features of a social life from which
“profiteering,” or the exploitation of man by man, was
absent as a general principle. It is mainly to conditions
and tendencies
in the present proletarian status,
under which the “salariat” is brought at the same time,
that we must look for such information.
Now, when we consider the views of most of those
who have hitherto professed to see in the proletariat
the salvation of society we find that, stripped of their
revolutionary phraseology,
they amount to little more
*than a hankering in the minds of their authors after a
reversion from capitalistic to feudalistic ideals or social
customs.
They would replace a society whose keynote
is “Time is money” by one whose activities are
characterisedby leisure. Such is the doctrine of the late
M. Lafargue, who repudiates as middle-class the “right
to work,” and insists in contrast upon the proletarian
“right to be idle.” Curiously enough, he adheres to
the “bourgeois” formula of natural rights ! Morris,
perhaps, does not do that, but he would make use of
the hapless proletariat to much the same purpose. All
this is rather imposing upon a class what we think it
ought to stand for, than dealing with things as they
are.
It would, again, be carrying the application of
evolutionary
conceptions to society to the point of absurdity
to expect that those who find in economic classes the
main principle of social development should look to see
in the modern proletariat some sort of preformation of
a social order which might supervene upon the capitalistic.
Nevertheless,
unless
the
negative
definition
assigned to theproletariat in the economic world is to
be carried over into the whole field of its social capacities,
if by its emancipation we are not to mean the mere
negation of social institutions,
like property or the
family, or, in general, the state of affairs given classic
expression in the formula “in society-communism,
in
religion-atheism,
in politics-republicanism,
”
there
must be some means of discovering, from The prevailing
conditions of this class, some hint as to the positive
features of a distinctive social order which that
emancipation,or the process of attempting it, would make
possible.
W. ANDERSON.

The British

Consular Service,

V.
WE have seen how the system of uncontrolled office
allowances results in the under-staffing
of British
Consulates, in aggravating
the unpleasantness
of their
situation, and in lowering the dignity and efficiency of
the Service.
But, in this connection, there has been
at least some recognition of the necessity for reform,
and we are comforted by the knowledge that, when the
existing- Consular furniture has at length been broken
up for firewood, everything purchased for office use
since April, 1914, will remain the property of the
Consulate, and cannot be removed or sold by the outgoing
official, unless he can prove that his purchases after
that date were not made out of his office allowance.
It will not be difficult to make such a claim, inasmuch
as no check whatever has been placed over the
expenditure
in question since the new- order was made.
However, if honesty in these matters suddenly prevails,
British Consulates in existence prior to April, 1914,
will, in the course of a decade, become the absolute
owners of,, possibly, a typewriter-if
a new machine
has by accident ‘been acquired subsequent to the order
-and
a few trifles of less utility. Needless to say,
very little has been purchased subject to the new rule,
and, except in the case of young officers recently
appointed to independent Consulates, the men who have
been misusing public funds for the greater part of a
Since
lifetime are not going to be caught napping.
they do not scruple to falsify the returns of their office
equipment,
and charge the taxpayer
for newspapers
and periodicals which cannot even be borrowed by their
staff, though ostensibly for official use, it is improbable
that they will leave much to their successors.
’The “graft” which they are encouraged to extract
from their office allowance is not the only form of loot
practised by His Majesty’s Consular corps. In every
Consulate there is displayed a table of fees, from which
the public may learn the charges made for the various
services performed.
A Consular fee stamp to the valueof the amount paid is affixed to the document which has
required
attestation, or to the receipt, in the case of
other
services, and no fee can be taken without this’
form of acknowledgment.
The total amount of fees
received must correspond to the value of the fee stamps
issued to each Consulate, subject to certain deductions.
All fees charged under Parts I and II of the Table, that
is, for compulsory services, go direct to the Foreign
Office, but those charged under Parts III and IV go
either wholly, or partly, into the pocket of the senior
Consular officer.
The intention of this differentiation
was excellent, as the fees under Parts III and IV are
mainly, for extra and voluntary services. such as
translations,attendance to ships, or other business, outside
the office, or during hours when the Consulate is
closed.
In short, the retention of all, or a part, of
these fees is a payment for overtime, designed to
compensate for the inconvenience and labour involved by
the discharge of emergency duties.
In practice, this arrangement has fostered one of the
most scandalous abuses in the Civil Service, the sweating
of Consular employes by officials anxious
to
augmenttheir income, not in their own spare time, but in
the spare time of their staff. The
evil
is most
prevalentin seaports, where the nature of a Consul’s
business lends itself to a demand for the services
specified
under Parts III and IV of the Table of Consular
Fees.
Every British ship which remains more than
forty-eight hours in a foreign port must deposit its
articles and register at the British Consulate, and must
pay off or sign on men in the presence of a Consular
officer, whose chief function in any port is to represent
the Board of Trade, and to administer the laws imposed
by the Merchant Shipping Acts. The chief source OF
revenue to the Consular Service are the fees payable

for services performed in accordance with the provisions
of these Acts, and Consuls are naturally desirous of
getting as large a “rake off” as possible within the
limitations of the regulations.
They remain within the
law, but succeed in deflecting public revenue,
and
grossly exploiting
both the salaried
and unsalaried
officers under their jurisdiction.
It will be simpler to
illustrate their methods by actual example than by a
general and theoretic statement of the facilities for evil
conferred upon them.
Obviously, the first step is to arrange that as much
business as can be transacted outside the Consulate
shall be done after, if not during, office hours, preferably
the former.
In shipping
work
this
is easily
acoomplished by a tacit or definite understanding with
the person who supplies seamen for British ships.
When the latter are commissioned by a captain to
procure twenty or thirty men to complete or make up a
crew, they proceed to make a tour of the various
boarding houses, saloons, and seamen’s resorts, until
they have made up the requisite number of men. When
satisfied that the material will be forthcoming, they
inform the captain that the men will be ready the
morning
his ship is to sail, and that all he has to do is to
give orders for one of the Vice-Consuls to be on board
to sign them on. This ceremony usually takes place
at daylight, so that the vessels may lose no time on the
journey, and the Consul, glad to pocket the ten
shillingsper hour allowed for such attendance, orders one
of the staff to be on board .at whatever time the
“shipping master,” or pimp, expects to have the men
assembled.
He never inquires why the men are not
engaged the night before the vessel sails, nor does he
order them to he brought to the Consulate the previous
afternoon, so that they may sign on the articles during
the regular hours of the office. If they do sign on
beforehand,
his good friend the pimp declares they
cannot come to the Consulate, and somebody must
attend to them on board, so a man who has been busy
in the office all day is compelled to devote the evening
to earning extra fees for the Consul, who does not give
a penny of the money to the person who actually does
the work.
One Consul-General,
in a very busy port, used to
make from
to
a year out of fees so earned.
But he was an expert in the art of grafting. The ViceConsul, who looked after the shipping, used frequently
to be engaged on “outside work” for several days in
succession, during which time the other Vice-Consul
had to carry on single-handed the numerous duties of
the office, while the Consul-General sat in his private
room calculating the revenue he would receive from the
extra fees.
The “shipping master”
was saved the
trouble of performing the service for which he is
exorbitantly paid, namely, procuring and delivering the
men, for, by signing them on board as the ship is about
to leave, he is saved the trouble and responsibility of
seeing that they join the ship at the appointed time, and
present themselves in a condition of fitness to discharge
their duties. By bringing them on board at daybreak
he is sure they cannot desert, and that they will be
fairly sober. Thus, everybody’s convenience is suited :
the Consul gets his graft, the pimp gets his money for
doing nothing, and the only sufferers are the owners,
who have to foot an enormous and unnecessary account
for Consular expenses, and the official who does the
work, at the expense of his rest, his health, and the
efficiency of the Consular Service. The mere fact of
his having been on duty from 4 a.m. is not deemed
sufficient to relieve him of the duty of attending at the
Consulate during the day, should he be free of ‘‘outside
work’’ at any time while the office is open.
In the
instance referred to, the Vice-Consul often worked literally
from daybreak
to sunset.
Once a Consul has found it profitable to encourage
the belief, that his staff can be called upon to work
overtime, irrespective
of emergencies
and cases of

absolute necessity, the business of the Consulate tends
increasingly to come under the provisions of Parts III
and IV of the Table of Consular Fees. Not only “shipping
masters,”
to whose advantage it is, but all sorts
of people having regular dealings with the Consul fall
in, voluntarily or involuntarily,
with his profiteering
system.
People who might have been taught to call
during office hours for the transaction of their affairs,
develop the habit of telephoning at the last moment to
announce that they will be coming to the Consulate,
which must be kept open for their convenience.
As the
Consul receives five shillings for every half-hour his
staff remains, though he may leave punctually, he is far
from discouraging
such visitors. A parallel would. be
the case of a bank whose manager let it be understood
that no attention need be paid to the official hours’, as
customers had only to send a message to have the place
kept open indefinitely. Consular officials who observe
the punctual closing of doors in our banks and other
public institutions, and see their colleagues in the Home
Service leaving regularly after the day’s work which
they have been chartered
to perform, must wonder
what has become of the immemorial privileges which
are rightly guaranteed to Civil Servants in exchange
for certain curtailments
of liberty and ambition. The
Consular Service knows none
of the traditional
advantages of Government employment.
Apart from those whose laziness, carelessness,
or
interest enables them to benefit by this disorganisation,
there are people who submit through ignorance. Like
so many others, they are ignorant of the nature of
Consularwork and are not in a position to judge whether
it is being done as it should be. If they see on a
Consular receipt that a charge has been made under
Part IV, they have no means of knowing exactly when
fees of that class are payable, and even if they are
sufficiently curious to read the Table of Fees, they may
assume that these payments are made to the official
who undertakes the extra duty, and are a recognised
part of his emoluments.
For example,
a firm of
brokers, whose experience of the Consular Service was
by no means limited, submitted for years to an abuse
of the extra fee system, in circumstances
that seem
incredible.
It was the duty of this firm to get certain
papers certified by the Consul as soon as goods in
which they were interested had been loaded on a ship.
The loading usually was completed late in the evening,
after the Consulate was closed, and regularly before
closing time they notified the Consul that they would be
bringing documents for his signature.
From the hour
the Consulate closed until he signed the papers, the
Consul charged
these people the
fee of ten
shillings per hour for “attendance,” and, knowing that his
signature would not be required until several hours
after closing time, he (proceeded to his residence in the
country, about an hour’s journey from the city. One
of his Vice-Consuls would then sit in the Consulate
waiting for the arrival
of the papers, which were
then taken to the Consul, although the Vice-Consul’s
signature was equally valid.
The train service was
very intermittent,
and often three hours would elapse
between the time the papers were received from and
returned to their owners. This period, plus whatever
number of hours the Vice-Consul had to wait in the
Consulate, was charged to the firm, who seemed quite
unaware that no fee could be levied for time lost
through the failure of the Consul to be present in his
office when his services were required.
In addition to the gross injustice of this premium
upon sweating, there are many reasons why the
retentionof fees should not be permitted.
Even were a
portion of the fee received by the official who has
earned it, the system is a bad one. It is not possible
to check such fees, as nobody can decide whether a
case really necessitates attention after office hours,
except those financially interested in proving that it does,
or rather did, for the matter could not be passed upon

by a disinterested authority until long after the event.
A Consul who has one or more members of his staff out
half the day, or all day, earning profits, must deplete
by so many his already under-manned office. In the
average Consulate, where there are at best two ViceConsuls capable of attending to the wants of the public,
the absence of one throws far too much work upon the
In fact, as often as not, he will be forced to
other.
work all day without food, there being nobody to
relieve him at lunch time. If, on the other hand, there
is not a rush of work in the Consulate itself, it is
ridiculous for one Vice-Consul to be sitting idle and
bored, while his colleague is signing on crews or
performing other duties which might just as well be done
in the office. They would be, if the Consul did not
find it more lucrative to exploit his employe. If the
crew which is being signed on by a Vice-Consul on
board the ship were brought to the Consulate, the fees
chargeable would all go to the Foreign Office.
By
the other method the Consul gains so much for the
time occupied in getting to and from the vessel, as well
as for the time on board, where there is often a, wait
of several hours, while men are being collected.
That this particular form of graft is an abuse of
well-intentioned but unintelligent regulations
is evident
from the fact that there is no proportion between the
gross fees levied and the portion retained by the Consul.
At New Orleans,
for instance,
out of some
gross fees, A546 were retained, while at New York
only A42 went to the Consul-General out of a fee total
of
This significant fact was mentioned at the
Royal Commission on the Civil Service in 1914, and
demonstrates how slight is the relation between the
business of a port and what is ostensibly a charge for
extra work. The Consular profiteers could never
adequately express their amazement at the innocence of
their New York colleague, who deliberately reduced
outside work to the minimum actually contemplated
by the regulations. It is a serious reflection that
questionsso vitally important to the welfare of the Consular
Service as a whole, and so profoundly affecting its
personnel, should be left to the impulse of men utterly
devoid of any spirit of public or national service.
GEORGEBERKELEY.

The Value

of Nationality.

By Ramiro de Maeztu.
WE have shown the essential arguments
of the
Teutonic theory of nationalities. We call the “Teutonic
theory” that of Dr. Spann, because it coincides with
the official point of view of the Central Empires in the
present discussion on the reorganisation of Europe. The
arguments of this theory are four in number :(I) The nation is a community in respect of cultural
products
(science,
philosophy,
religion,
art,
and
morality); a community in which there are active and
passive members.
(2) The nation is a gradual concept, both in extent
and concept.
(3) The value of every nation is that of its cultural
products.
(4) Corollary : the right of nations to be recognised
is measured by the value of their cultural products.
We have already seen that the fallacy of this theory
must be sought in its first and fundamental affirmation.
The nation is not a community of cultural products but
a community in an historical situation.
A nation is
born when, in the course of history, the individuals of
one collectivity feel themselves to be politically solidary
as opposed to others. Where there is a group of
individualswho prefer autonomous government to government
from outside, there is a nation. Well,
the
principleof nationality says that every group which aspires
to political autonomy has a right to it.
Such was the proclamation
of Mazzini, the great

apostle
of nationalities.
And the recognition of the
principle of nationality in the Allies’ Declaration does
not mean, and cannot mean, anything else.
I should mention that the manner in which Mazzini,
formulates his principle does not seem to me accurate.
I do not believe that a nation has a subjective right to
govern itself; for I do not believe in subjective rights,
either those of men, those of authority, or those of
nations.
But the principle of nationality may be formulated
in this other way : “It is the duty of all men and
of all States to respect the wish of a group of men who
desire to govern themselves autonomously. “
Formulated
in this way, autonomy ceases to be a subjective
right.
It is an act of will which must be respected by
other wills in so far as it does not contradict the natural
or rational principles of legislation.
But, while the Allies’ Declaration
affirms the
principle of nationality for the peoples ofEurope-Italians,
French, Poles, Czechs, Slavs, Slovaks, etc.-it
denies
it to the Turks, asking for their expulsion from Europe
and the liberation of the peoples-the Armenians,
the
Arabs, and the Syrians-who
suffer under their yoke.
We have here an apparent contradiction, which is not
solved, and cannot be solved, in the Allies’ Declaration.
For this Declaration is not a treatise on the principle
of nationalities, but merely a memorandum
of the
objects aimed at by one group of belligerents in the
war.
This contradiction need not vex the public, for the
public knows very well that the Czechs and the
Roumanians and the Slavs and the Italians
and the
French behave in their political life in a very different
style from the Turks,
who never hear themselves
spoken of in the world except by way of protest against
their atrocities. Hence, no arguments are required to
convince the public that the respect of European nations
should be confined to one another and not extended to
the Turks.
And the ground for the Allies’ demand that the
Turks should be expelled from Europe is none other
than their continual violation of the most elementary
principles
of civilisation.
When
the Young Turks
came on the scene in 1908 the world cherished the hope
that the massacres of Christians in the Turkish Empire
would cease.
The hope was disappointed.
The worst
Sultans of Turkey never spilt more Christian blood
than the members of the Committee of Union and
Progress.
We may prove this one of these days by
documentary
evidence. What interests us now is the
problem
of principles,
in view of the apparent
contradictionin the Allies’ Declaration.
If European
nationalities
must be respected, why not Turkish nationality
also ?
The answer is not difficult. It is not a question of
destroying Turkish nationality,
but of preventing
the
Turkish
State from butchering Christians.
It is the
Turkish State which has become a negative value, that
is to say, a positively evil value. For that reason it
must be reduced.
This distinction between nation and State solves in
a satisfactory manner the apparent contradiction. The
principle of nationality says, in effect, that the will of
any nation which wishes to form itself into a State
must be respected. What it does not say is that we
must respect the sovereignty of every State, even when
such sovereignty is exercised to the scandal of
civilisation.
And, while a nation is merely a potential value,
deserving of respect simply because it is a potential
value, a State, on the other hand, is an active value
and must be judged by its acts. A nation is like a
child.
A child is of no actual value, for it neither
produces nor preserves value--and in my opinion it is
absurd to speak of the “rights” of a child-but,
as it
is a potential value, in so far as it may, later on,
produce or preserve values, it ought not to be
destroyed; it is a crime to destroy it. In the same way,

it is a crime to destroy a nation; not because it is an
actual value, but because it is a potential value.
But when a nation realises its aspiration of forming
itself into a State it actualises its potentialities ; and the
State must then be judged by its works. Are they in
harmony with the principles of civilisation? Then the
State deserves respect. Are its works not in harmony
with the principles of civilisation? Then it does not.
The German theory judges the value of nationalities
without having previously respected them. This is as
absurd as if I planted my two feet on the back of a
man’s neck as he lay on the ground and asked him :
“What are you doing there,‘ underneath
my feet?
Why, instead of complaining, do you not set yourself
to produce a science, a philosophy,
a religion,
a
morality or an art that I can admire?”
The first thing to be done with nations is to respect
them.
Once they are respected, that is to say, once
they have been placed in a position enabling them to
exercise their function in the concert of peoples, once
they have become States,, then their potential value is
transformed into an actual value, and they must be
judged by their acts. A nation which is not a State
cannot be judged by its acts, for it does not act as
a nation.
Only its individuals act in it.
But when
the nation has become a State its potential value has
turned into actual value, which must be respected if it
is positive and not respected if it is negative, as in the
case of Turkey.
But even if the Turkish State is broken up at the
end of the war, then: should be no question of destroying
Turkish nationality; for a nation should in no case
be deliberately destroyed.
In the case of a colony
peopled by a backward race, the mother-country must
seek to civilise it. What it must not do is to destroy
its nationality, if such exists. To use force in order
to denationalise a people, as has been done by Germany
in the case of the Poles of the Province of Posen, is
to commit one of the gravest sins of history.
It is possible that in the process of civilising a
backwardrace it may develop a desire to identify itself with
the civilising race.
In such an event no one could
object to the growth of the civilising race. But it is
also possible that in the process of being civilised the
backward race may develop a consciousness of nationality
distinct from that of the civilising race. In this
case the nationality must be respected.
Every nationality is a potential value, and, as such,
intangible and sacred.

An Industrial Symposium.
Conducted by Huntly Carter,
WITH a view to pooling the practical wisdom of the
nation upon the main, problems of the after-war period,
THE NEW AGE is submitting the two following questions
to representative public men and women :(I) What in your opinion will be the. industrial
situation after the war as regards (a) Labour, (b)
Capital, (c) the Nation as a single commercial
entity ?
(2) What in your view is the best policy to be pursued
by (a) Labour, (b) Capital, (c) the State?
(44) MR. W. LIONELHICHENS.
(Chairman of Messrs. Cammell Laird & Co., Ltd.)
There are few problems more interesting to speculate
upon than the industrial situation after the War; none
where prophecy is more dangerous.
For one cannot
deduce that the inexorable logic of events will’ bring
this or that consequence% in its train, because we live
in an age of violent upheaval, when old landmarks are
vanishing, and the one certain fact is that things can
never be the same again. The next few years after the

War will be pregnant with great opportunities for good
or for evil; the tide will be at the flood, and will carry
us on to the black rocks of destruction if the crew
mutiny, or to the calm waters of concord if each man
‘learns to fulfil his appointed function as a member of
the ship’s company. An impartial student of the
industrial situation before the War, and even during the
earlier part of the War, would probably have favoured
the hypothesis of shipwreck. “For,” he would have
argued, “ the mass of the people are wholly indifferent,,
and refuse to face the great industrial issue, just as
they‘ and their leaders refused to face the Irish issue
and the European issue.
They prefer to be carried
down the swift stream of time, and to reflect, with a
philosophic or lethargic shrug of the shoulders, that
us,
there is bound to be trouble one day. ‘Let
however,
wait and see.’ ’’
That way lies ruin, for the first essential is that all
parties should desire,, should have the will, to bring
about a fair settlement.
But does the will exist now?
I believe it may be answered that the War has
worked that miracle; that there is now a firm
determinationon the part of the leaders of Labour and of
the employers to face and overcome the difficulties with
which the problem is beset; and, what is of even more
importance, it is clear that public opinion has been
aroused, and has decreed that matters shall not be
allowed to drift. For nothing is more significant than
the prominence which is given to the industrial problem
in the columns of the Press; it is no longer debated
merely
by
a
few enthusiasts-it
has touched the
imagination of the masses. And herein lies our chief
hope that a solution will be found.
But one must not be carried away too far and forget
that there can be no cut and dried solution of the
problem, that no panacea will ever be found, as the
enthusiasts of every new “ism ” are apt to. believe.
It is important, in fact, to remember that the road must
wind up hill all the way, even to the very end; that
progress must be patient and continuous, “ like the stars,
without haste, without rest.”
For the problem
concerns the relation of ever-changing values of ‘infinite
complexity ;
hence
constant
adjustments,
with,
consequent
possibilities of friction, are inevitable. The
principles of justice are eternal, but it needs just men to
apply them in particular cases, and unless there is
mutual trust and confidence on either side, we are really
no nearer to a solution:
I have said that the first essential is that all parties
should have the desire to bring about a fair settlement.
The second, I would suggest, is that Labour and Capital
should trust each other. Do they? While I think it is
true to say that the leaders on either side have earned
the respect and the confidence of those on the other,
I should maintain that, speaking generally, Labour and.
Capital still regard each other with open suspicion, if
not animosity.
And the Governments of recent years
have done little to allay, but much to engender, these
suspicions.
Briefly put, the attitude of Labour appears
to be that the richer classes have no real understandingof their responsibilities. Vast masses of the population,
it is urged, are poorly housed, poorly clad, underfed,
and under-educated, while the few are clothed in purple
and fine linen and fare sumptuously every day. This,
they say, is the result of the system inaugurated by
the industrial revolution
and of the unrestricted
workingof the laws of political economy-the rich man’s
science.
The richer classes are held responsible for
having created these conditions, and are credited with
the desire to perpetuate them. At the present moment
there is a widespread suspicion among the working
classes that employers are trying to secure military
powers for themselves, under the guise of national
service, in order that they may dragoon their employees
into the condition of Prussian slaves. This suspicion
is altogether without solid foundation, but that it should
be widely believed is eloquent of the state of mind of
the working classes, and a reminder, too, that class
suspicions might spell national disaster.
Employers, on the other hand, are apt to talk of the
sullen faces of the workmen, their. lack of pride in their
work, their idleness, their trade restrictions,
their
deliberate limitation of output, of the ignorant selfishness

which leads them to act as if wages should bear no
relation to the value of the work produced, the utter
indifference of many pieceworkers to good time-keeping
so long as they earn sufficient for their own needs.
Esprit de corps, they say-a sense of loyalty to the firm
that employs them-is considered bad form by the men,
and a maximum wage with a minimum output tends
more and more to become the workman’s shibboleth.
Who shall say that either side is entirely wrong-or
entirely
right? How can we reasonably expect to find
contentment
and
lofty
ideals amongst
uneducated
people condemned to live in squalid surroundings ?
Surely something of the root of the matter must lie
here, and we must expect to reap what we have sown.
Unless we have the common honesty to admit that these
conditions are a disgrace to a civilised country-to any
country with a real belief in a moral code-and unless
we have the courage to apply the remedy, cost what it
may, we must expect, having sown the wind, to reap
the whirlwind.
Similarly, how can workmen
reasonably
expect good wages if they do not give good work
in return?
For wages are not paid out of some
inexhaustible treasure-house of the rich; they are the
fruits of industry, and depend entirely on production.
If everyone had
a year, and determined to do
no work, but live on his income, the world would swim
in wealth, but sink in its own tears.
It is, in fact,
abundantly clear that, unless each side is prepared
honestly to face its own shortcomings and to show by
its actions that it means to deal justly by the other,
the existing suspicions will never be allayed, and we
shall drift into the state that always befalls a house
divided against itself..
The urgent need of the day is for statesmanship in
industry. There has been a tendency in the past for
the bigger employers to become too much immersed in
their immediate concerns and to neglect the wider
problems of industry ; both employers and employed
have tended to take too narrow a view of the problem.
The third essential, therefore, that I would postulate
is that both employers and employed should
be
efficiently organised in order that industrial problems
may receive a broader and
more statesmanlike
consideration.In many ways Labour is more efficiently
organised than Capital, but there are indications of a
fatal defect in some Labour organisations, which, if not
corrected, will prove their undoing.
I refer to the
tendency on the part of the rank and file to refuse
powers to their leaders, and to throw over the
agreementsthat they have negotiated. It is not characteristic
of democracy, but of mob rule, that every
agreementshould be subject to ratification by a plebiscite,
for collective bargaining and even collective negotiation
becomes impossible unless the representatives on each
side are endowed with authority.
Employers, on the other hand, have paid too little
attention in the past to the problems of trade organisation.
The engineering industry, for example, is a
conspicuousinstance of bad organisation. Associations
of
all sorts and kinds exist within its borders, but they
appear to have been scattered as from a pepper-pot, for
they have no ordered relation to each other or to the
industry as a whole. In fact, the engineering industry
resembles a country that has not advanced beyond the
tribal system, which makes it an easy prey to outside
competition and a source of weakness at home. There
should, I submit, be one Employers’ Federation for the
industry as a whole, including shipbuilding,
to deal
with the broader aspects of the Labour problem in
relation to the whole industry. The interpretation of the
general policy and of matters of detail should be dealt
with by separate committees for the different branches
of the industry, but each committee should be
representedon and in close touch with the central body.
Important, however, as Labour problems are, there are
many other questions which affect the engineering
industry as a whole, and I believe that a Central Engineering
Council is needed which would be composed of
representatives
from the Employers’ Labour Federation
and the various trade associations dealing with the
special aspects of the engineering- industry.
This
Central Council would deal with the broader questions
of trade policy which to-day are seriously neglected-

such as questions affecting foreign or imperial trade,
research, or the education of apprentices.
But there are many industrial questions which affect
more than one industry,
and there are clearly
important functions to be performed by the recently
formed Federation of British Industries as a federation,
of associations. There is, it appears to me, a tendency
for this body to confound its functions as an inter-trade
federation with those of an individual trade association,
and this tendency, if not checked, may lead to disaster
which would be regretted by all those who recognise
the possibilities that lie before this federation and
admire the foresight of those who initiated, the movement.
This, in outline, appears to be the type of industrial
organisation needed on the employers’ side, and it is.
important that Labour should be organised on broadly
similar lines, in order that there may be the closest
co-operation between Capital and Labour at every stage.
For I would suggest that the fourth essential to a
solutionof the industrial problem is that there should be
the closest relations between the organisation
of
employersand employed. It is not enough that their
representatives should meet to settle disputes after they
have arisen.
They should have meetings at regular
intervals to discuss together all questions
of trade
policy and learn to understand each others’ point of
view. Indeed, they should be able to formulate a joint
programme of industrial reform based on a practical experience
that is denied as a rule to politicians. Questions,
such as foreign and imperial trade relations, housing,
unemployment,
a minimum wage, education, restriction
of output, bad time-keeping, might well find a solutionwhere all seems dark toeday-if the united: efforts of both
sides were directed to one common goal.
Herein, I
venture to think, will be found the true solution of the
demand that Labour should be given a voice in the
management of industry.
It has been suggested that
Labour should be represented as such on boards of
directors and have a direct voice in controlling the
management of individual firms. I am far from saying
that there are not many Trade Union leaders who would
be a valuable addition to any board of directors, but
they must be there in virtue of some special business
qualification-not
because they represent
the
boilermakers, the joiners, the /engineers, the foremen, or .the
clerical staff. The representative principle, in fact, is
as inapplicable to the direction, of a business as it is to
the Army Council, and it is important that the
misleading analogy of representative government should
not be allowed to confuse the issue, and, like an ignis
fatuus, draw us on to the morass.
Given the four essentials that I have put forward, I
believe the Statesmanship of industry will prove equal
to the task of formulating a constructive policy to which
both Labour and Capital can subscribe. At the same
time, although I believe that, as a result of the War,
these four essentials are within our grasp, if we will
but stretch out our hands to pluck the fruit, it would
be visionary to suppose that employers and employed
will always be able to compose their differences.
Possibly even such complete accord, if attainable, could
only be achieved at the expense of the consumer, who
is the third party to all the transactions of industry.
The State must therefore hold a watching brief, and, I
submit; must, as in all other walks of social life, be
prepared to settle such differences as Labour and Capital
cannot adjust for themselves.
For, after all, the
function of the Government of a State is to maintain
the true balance between conflicting interests, not to
follow slavishly the dictates of the majority, however
paradoxical this may sound in its application to a
democracy; and it is to the Government, as representing
the principle that reason and order must prevail over
violence and anarchy, that our supreme allegiance is
due. I admit that the opposition to State intervention
is strong, and, to secure cheerful acceptance, it would
appear to be necessary to add a fifth essential-that the
existing distrust of politicians by both Labour and
Capital should be removed. It would be outside the
scope of this discussion to develop the point; none the
less, it is of far-reaching importance, for it is by reason
of this distrust that powerful sections of the community
attempt to justify their attitude in setting the law at
defiance and negotiating separate agreements with the
Government.
This road leads to anarchy.

Towards National

Guilds.

THE present paragraph
is worth more than usual
consideration, since it concerns personal liberty.
The
experience of sincere Liberals during the war has been
of an unbroken series of bitter disappointments.
Every
right that had apparently been won by the individual
has been ruthlessly invaded and conquered by the State
until, in the end, the audacious doctrine was advanced
that, as against the State, the individual has no right
whatever.
The disappointment at the discovery of the
power of the State was only enhanced by the realisation
that not even a good fight could be put up by the
individual for his liberties. Everywhere he turned he
found only forces either in league with his enemy, or
themselves
disarmed. The Press abandoned him, the
Church left him in thelurch, the Chapels were helpless,
the Law aided and abetted the State, his own Trade
Unions were between the dog and the wolf, his private
friends were in the same peril as himself, and even
wealth could not save him. But to see their protege
(for the solitary individual is the ewe lamb of the
Liberal and Radical groups) done to death while they
remained helpless spectators was a terrible experience
for sincere Liberals, who, in fact, have been driven to
don their thinking-caps for the first time since the days
of Mill. How comes it, they ask, that the individual
in these democratic days is so powerless against the
State?
Why is it that every barrier we counted upon
has proved unable to defend our darling against the
bureaucracy?
The question
is still being asked in
Radical circles, and is still without a clear reply. But
the reply is to band, and has, in fact, been knocking at
their doors. Let us ask a question. Why is it that all
the defences of the individual-the
Press, the Church,
the Trade Unions, etc.-went
down like ninepins before
the first demands of the State? Surely it was because
not one of these bodies had an existence independent
of the State. Each was, as it were, a mere county in
the British State, and not a sovereign dominion in any
degree.
But this suggests the answer which we said
was knocking for admission at the Radical gate. The
only possible defence of the individual against the State
is membership of a body of equal sovereignty with the
State-a
National Guild, for example. Can it be
supposed that a National Guild charged with a national
function would tamely submit its members to the
absolutecontrol of the bureaucracy which itself consists
only of Guilds? Against the Civil Guilds of the State,
which are now, in the absence of any other kind of
Guild, easily paramount, Radicals
must
create
Industrialand Professional Guilds, national in scope and
responsible in power and function. Only by Caesar can
Caesar be restored to a constitutional monarch.
We
anticipate, when the Radicals
have completed their
thinking, their accession to the ranks of National
Guildsmen.
***
It is a mistake to suggest that we seriously object to
the purchase by the capitalist classes of Labour leaders.
A Labour leader who can be bought by any means
whatever is a source of weakness to us, whether he is
nominally on our side or against us. Thus, when Mr.
Hodge assures us that he has the confidence of the
employers and the “Times” calls him “the right man
‘in the right place”-we smile at the transparency of the
deception, and feel well rid of a man who has finished
with Labour. What, however, is a little less amusing
is the reflection that is cast upon the intelligence of our
employing
classes. For we wish to think well of them.
But how is it possible, since they can persuade
themselves
to believe that a Mr. Hodge may be useful to
them?
In buying him, on the contrary, they have obtained less than nothing of the substance of the Labour
movement.
He is a mere throw-out.
And when
something
serious arises in the affairs of Capital and Labour,
and Mr. Hodge is expected by hi5 new masters to

deliver the goods, he will find himself crying in the
wilderness with none of the rank and file to heed him.
***
Mr. Massingham recently detected in the writing of
the Trade Union articles in the “Times” the hand of
Mr. Webb. Later on, however, when he realised that the
writer was objecting to the restoration of Trade Union
rules, he concluded that it was some sinister person at
work-and,
hence, could not be Mr. Webb.
In any
event, nevertheless,
the thing is a fact: the Trade
Union regulations suspended during the war have died
of it, and nobody can bring them to life again. There
are thus only three courses to pursue.
One is to
abandon them and to ask nothing in exchange for them.
This will probably be the Labour Ministers’ way with
their motto of Give everything and Get nothing. The
second way is the way recommended by Mr. Massingham
which is to spend the next ten years in begging
the clock to put its hands back; and this way, undoubtedly,
will be followed by a good many conservative
Trade
Unionists. The third way-and
our way-is
to
admit frankly that the old rules have gone for good,
but to see that the Trade Unions receive the equivalent
of them with interest. What is needed is a Council of
Equity to determine the economic value of the
abandonedrules, and to award the Unions the equivalent In
the form of new privileges.
***
“At
meetings
between
workmen’s
representatives
and employers at Newcastle yesterday, reductions in
wages consequent upon the reduced selling price of coal
were agreed to.”
Thus
the “Observer”
and other
journals a few weeks ago. The event, however, ought
not to be dismissed in a line or two without reflection;
for surely we have here one of the thousand examples
of the fairmindedness
of the working-classes.
Were
they the monsters of Fleet Street invention, how easily
might they not have seized the opportunity to insist
upon retaining their rate of wages in view of the
increasing shortage of labour and the intensified demand
for coal. Yet we are told, as if it were a matter of
course, that the reduction was agreed to. We wish
our readers would file this paragraph
for reference.
Fleet Street would be dumb before it.
***
It is very often objected that a system of National
Guilds would fail to supply a sufficient motive for
maximum
production; in short, that under such a system we
should
all grow idle and uninventive.
While,
of
course, we are aware that in meeting this objection we
are fighting “with shadows-since
the real objection is
not this, but the dislike of the wealthy to share their
present privileges-we
can reply so easily that we
cannot resist the temptation.
Our reply falls into two
parts : an analysis-simple
as A B C-of the motives
at present depended upon for maximum production ;
and, in the second place, a statement of the motive on
which we depend for the success of National Guildswhich also shall be as simple as shelling peas. Very
well, then-as
to the present motives. It is obvious,
is it not, that the two main motives of modern production
are Greed and Fear : the Greed of Profits and the
Fear of Starvation.
The former is the driving-power
of the capitalist classes, who, long after their real needs
are satisfied, continue to pile up wealth for the
satisfactionof their lusts. And the latter is the drivingpower
of the proletariat,
who,
if they do not
work, are liable to find themselves
with nothing
to eat.
Greed
and Fear,
we repeat,
are the
mainspring
of modern industry;
and we wish our
economists
joy in the delusion that these forces
are actually the most potent in the world. Now, as to
the motive of National Guilds--we anticipate a laugh
from the people who find Greed and Fear in every way
satisfying to their souls. Nevertheless,
we shall state
it with the utmost simplicity : the motive we rely upon
is Duty, just Duty! Oh, but do not run away, Mr.

Strachey, and denounce us as Utopians for imagining
that Duty can be a substitute for Greed and Fear. We
are Englishmen to whom the word Duty is not
altogetheruninspiring; and we have seen the Army. But
that is not all the story. The English, we believe, have
the most .elevated and spirited, the most manly and
delicate sense of Duty that any nation in history was
ever possessed with; and its more familiar name is
Playing the Game. The idea of Playing the Game is,
we know, the most magical trumpet-call of the English
soul.
It will arouse them when nothing else in the
world will. Our plan is simply to base our industry
upon this motive of Playing the Game, and to require
our guildsmen to play at industry as they play at war
or cricket. The battle of Waterloo, we are told, was
won upon English playing-fields. National
Guildsmen
assume that the same motive of good cricket will win
for the nation any economic battle conducted under the
rules of Sport or Manly Duty.
Now you may laugh,
Mr. Strachey !
NATIONALGUILDSMEN.

English Writers and the Jews.
A CURSORY glance at works of fiction written in this
country reveals in what a large degree they abound with
Jewish characters. But, also, one is immediately struck
by the fact that they are nearly all bad characters.
If an author is in search of a villain of a deep dye who
could be checkmated by his hero towards the end of
the book he finds a Lazarus Levy or Jacob Isaacstein
close at hand extremely suitable for the purpose.
He
has but to endow the Jew with an unlimited quantity
of cash and vice:, and can rest assured that few readers
will quarrel with him over the figure he has depicted.
Even’ many Jews will not raise any dispute.
It is
remarkable
how
the
Hebrews
have
become
accustomedto being painted black, and, in many cases,
they believe that they actually are as black as they are
painted.
But though the Jew may acquiesce in being
maligned, the wicked Jew of English fiction with his
Machiavellian
schemes is not at all a reliable portrait.
Writers always cast him in the same mould Marlowe
produced the model, and the Jew of the novelist is a
prototype
of Barrabas.
It must be remembered that when Shakespeare drew
Shylock, who, everything considered,
is a harassed,
persecuted
Jew, willing to risk the ducats so dear to
him in order to have his revenge upon the Christian
who spurns him and spits at him, there were no Jews
in England; King John had extracted from them their
teeth and their money, and drove them out of the
country.
Not until Cromwell was Protector were they
re-admitted.
How was it possible for Shakespeare to
give a faithful picture of the Jews, if, as is extremely
probable, he had never seen a single Israelite?
Undoubtedly, in writing “The Merchant of Venice,” he
relied upon his imagination.
True, .his imagination
hardly ever failed him. But the tradition and the
prejudice of the mediaeval times guided his imagination
in conceiving Shylock. And this hoary belief that the
Jew is a monster prompts modern writers to malign the
Jew. But when Jew prejudice comes in at the door
fairness flies out of the window.
To counteract the impression created by the works
of non-Jewish authors, and, in a certain measure, to
spread propaganda against anti-Semitism,
a school of
Jewish authors has sprung up.
These authors have
gone to the opposite extreme. Christians
may write
of the Jew with passionate hate; Jews write with
passionate love, and the race, as depicted by them, is not
a race of sinners but of saints. All mention of money-

lending and desire of gain is taboo.
The kinsmen of
these Jewish authors are all liberal, benevolent, and
possess all the qualities that are fine and commendable.
In a word, the intention of the writers is to obtain
admiration and sympathy for the Jews, although, at the
outset, the idea they had in mind may have been merely
to give an accurate description of Jewry.
But they
could not resist the temptation to flatter the Jews when
everybody else was traducing them. Mr.
Israel
Zangwill
is the recognised chief of this school.
As is known, neither the Jewish writers, with the
pardonable zeal on behalf of their brethren, nor the far
greater number of Gentile writers, have come within
miles of the real Jew. There has been no delving
farther than the surface. The soul of the Jew has not
been probed.
With the Jewish question there has been
no grappling.
The Jewish tragedy, the dispersion, has
have
left writers unmoved. The varied Hebrew types
not been studied.
The hock-nosed Jewish financier,
of
whom there are more in novels than in actual life, are
not in the least representative
of Jewry.
Even the
hook-nose itself is not a Jewish peculiarity. Statistics,
gathered in recent years, to expose this fallacy, show
that only twelve per cent. of the Jews have curved
noses.
But many writers, who are aware
of this,
would sooner consent to write of an American who is
poor than of a Jew with a flat nose.
It is lamentable that the Jew is not studied more
assiduously
by English writers. We get little indication
in their works that they are at all attracted by the
psychology of a wonderful race. The Jewish problem
is passed over as uninteresting to the reading public,
whereas Jewish transgressors
are written about with
relish.
The overwhelming
mass
of Jewry
is
disregarded.
Only that fraction of the race which spends
its exile In the Occident
is considered,
and then
consideredonly perfunctorily.
Not much attention is paid
to those features of Jewish life which distinguish the
Chosen People from the rest of mankind; principally
the Jewish religion and certain Jewish customs which
are glaring anachronisms.
Neither
do we perceive
that the writers comprehend the Jews’ traits
which
embody the artfulness of the Orient alloyed with the
methodical commercial shrewdness of the West ; their
striving to live in Rome, and do as Rome does, but not
in the Roman mariner.
And, if writers could only
realise it, what a comic situation arises when people
with such temperaments
try to mingle with races
possessingdifferent ideals and aims. A race which should,
by its singularity, inspire works of art, is instrumental
in merely giving ideas for puerile noveIs. To write of
the Jew with veracity it is essential to depart from
convention.Mr. Shaw has done this, and, as a ‘result, in
the ”Doctor’s Dilemma,”
we have an undistorted
pictureof a cultured Jew.
The unexplored field of Jewish life is vast. In
Englanditself the greater part of the Jewish population is
composed of immigrants of whose inner life we know
next to nothing. We have read little concerning these
toiling, wan folk, suffering, rejoicing, praying, hoping,
aspiring, all in their own peculiar way. The turmoil
of the Ghetto is unobserved by the Englishman. Would
that a Dickens or a Dostoieffsky, or-I
must add-a
Caradoc Evans, informed the outer world of the stream
of events in Jewry. The Jewish Lear, who goes with
sorrow to the grave, a tragic figure saddened by the
sight of his offspring wildly endeavouring to become
assimilated ; the modern Jessica captivated
by the
glamour outside the Ghetto. The younger generation
pushing itself where it is looked upon with aversion;
these are but a few of the phases of Jewish life which
stand out in relief.
The writer who will have the
courage to deal with these phases frankly and without
prejudice will be hailed as an audacious artist. For
such a writer we are waiting. The great Jewish novel
J. BULVAR SCHWARTZ.
is yet to be written.

Oriental

Encounters.

By MarmadukePickthall.
II.-A
MOUNTAIN
GARRISON.
THE long day’s ride was uneventful, but not so the
night.
I spent it in a village of the mountains at a
very curious hostelry,. kept by a fat native Christian,
named Elias, who laid claim, upon the signboard, to
furnish food and lodging “alafranga”-that
is, in the
European
manner. There was one large guestroom,
and an adjoining bedroom of the same dimensions, for
some thirty travellers.
I had to find a stable for my
horse elsewhere.
A dining-table was provided, and we
sat on chairs around it ; but the food was nowise
European,and the cooking was degraded Greek. A knife,
fork and spoon were laid for every guest, but several
cast these on the floor and used their fingers. In the
long bedroom were a dozen beds on bedsteads.
By
offering a trifle extra I secured one to my self. In others
An elderly
there were two, three, even four together.
Armenian gentleman, who had a wife with him, stood
guard with pistols over her all night.
He was so
foolish as
to threaten
loudly anyone who dared
approach
her. After he had done so several times a
man arose from the bed next to mine and strolling to
him seized him by the throat.
“O man,” he chided. “Art thou mad or what, thus
to arouse our passions by thy talk of women?
Be
silent, or we honest men here present will wring thy
thou
neck and take thy woman from thee. Dost
understand?” He shook that jealous husband as a dog
shakes a rat.
“Be silent, hearest thou? Men wish to sleep.”
“Said I not well, O brother?” said the monitor, to
me, as he got back to bed.
“By Allah, well,’’ was my reply. The jealous one
was silent ‘after that.
But there were other noises
Some men still lingered in the guestroom, playing cards.
The host, devoted to things European, had a musicalbox-it
was happily before the day of gramophoneswhich the card-players kept going all night long. I had
a touch of fever. There were insects.
Sleep was
hopeless.
I rose while it was yet night, went out
without
paying, since the host was nowhere to be seen, and
in some danger from the fierce attacks of pariah dogs
found out the vault in which my horse was stabled.
Ten minutes later I was clear of the village, riding
along a mountain-side but dimly visible beneath the
stars.
The path descended to a deep ravine, and rose
again, up, up, interminably.
At length, upon- the
summit of a ridge, I felt the dawn.
The mountaintops were whitened like the crests of waves, while all
the clefts and hollows remained full of night. Behind
me, in the east, there was a long white streak making
the mountain outlines bleak and keen.
The stars
looked strange; a fresh breeze fanned my cheek and
rustled in the grass and shrubs.
Before me, on an
isolated bluff, appeared my destination, a large village,
square-built like a fortress.
Its buildings presently
took on a wild-rose blush, which deepened to the red
of fire-a splendid sight against a dark blue sky, still
full of stars. A window flashed up there. The sun had
risen.
Some English people, when informed of my intention
to buy a man out of the Army, had pronounced it madness.
I did not know the people of the land as they
did.
I should be pillaged, brought to destitution,
perhaps
murdered. They, who had lived in the country
twenty, thirty, years, were better qualified to judge
than I was. For peace and quiet, I pretended
acquiescence
and my purpose thus acquired a taste of stealth.
It was with the feelings of a kind of truant that I had
set out at length without a word to anyone, and with
the same adventurous feelings that I now drew near
to Karameyn. Two soldiers, basking in the sunshine
on a dustheap, sprang up at my approach. One was the
man I sought, the rogue Rashid They led me to their

captain’s house-a
modest dwelling, consisting
of a
single room, with hardly any furniture.
A score of
soldiers followed after us.
The Captain-Hasan
Agha-an
old man, with face
scarred and heavy white moustache, was in full uniform,
and, as I entered, was engaged in putting on a pair of
cotton gloves. He was one of the old “alaili” ’Turkish
officers-those
whose
whole knowledge
of their
businesswas derived from service in the regiment or alai,
instead of from instruction at a military school; and his
manner towards the men had nothing of the martinet.
He addressed them as “my children,” with affection;
and they, though quite respectful, conversed freely in
his presence. Hasan Agha paid me many compliments,
and repeatedly inquired after my health. He would
not hear about my business till I had had breakfast.
Luncheon had been arranged for me, he said, but that
could not be ready for some hours. Would I be so
kind as to excuse a makeshift?
Even as he spoke, a
soldier entered with a tray on which were slabs of Arab
bread, a pitcher of sour milk, and heaps of grapes.
Another soldier began pounding
coffee,
while yet
another blew upon the charcoal in a brazier.
I refused
to eat unless my host ate with me, which he did only
after much polite resistance. After the meal, we sat
and talked, the soldiers joining in the conversation.
They told me of old wars and deeds of valour. Hasan
Agha was, it seemed, a famous fighter; and the men
did all they could to make him tell me of his battles.
They brought an old man in out of the town to see me
because he had fought in the Crimean war, and knew
the English. Before it grew too hot, they took me out
to see the barracks and a ramshackle old fieldpiece
which they seemed to idolise. Then followed luncheon
with its long array of Arab dishes, of which the soldiers
had their share eventually. Rashid
assured
me
afterwardsthat all the food on this occasion had been
"borrowed.”
That was in Abdul Hamid’s golden days.
After luncheon, there was coffee with more compliments;
and then at last we got to business.
A public writer was brought in.
He wrote out a
receipt for me, and also the discharge Rashid required.
Hasan Agha stamped both documents with an official’
seal, and handed them to me, who gave him in exchange
the money.,
“Bismillah,!”
he exclaimed. “I call all here to
witnessthat Rashid the son of Ali, called the Fair, is free
henceforth to go what way he chooses.”
To me he said : “Rashid is a good lad, and you will
find him useful. The chief fault I have found in him is
this : that, when obeying orders, he is apt to think, and
so invent a method of his own, not always good. Also,
he is too susceptible to female charms, a failing which
has placed him in some strange positions.”
The last remark evoked much laughter, relating,
evidently, to some standing
joke unknown to me.
Rashid looked rather sheepish. Hasan
Agha turned
to him, and said :“My son, praise Allah for thy great good fortune in
finding favour in the sight of one so noble and benevolent
as our beloved guest, who is henceforth thy master.
Remember, he is not as I am-one who has been what
thou art, and so knows the tricks. Serve him freely
with thy mind and soul and conscience, not waiting for
commands as in the Army. Come hither, O my son,
grasp hands with me. I say, may God be with thee
now and always! Forget not all the good instruction
of thy soldier days. Be sure that we shall pray for thy
good master and for thee.”
The old man’s eyes were wet, so were Rashid’s, so
were the eyes of all the soldiers squatting round.
Rashid dismissed, went off to change his uniform
for an old suit of mine which I had brought for him,
while Hasan Agha, talking of him as a father might,
explained to me his character and little failings.
At last, I took my leave. Rashid was waiting in my
cast-off clothes, a new fez of civilian shape-upon his

head.
He held my stirrup, and then jumped on to a
raw-boned beast which had been “borrowed” for him
by his friends, so he informed me. It might be worth
my while to buy it for him, he suggested later-the
price was only eight pounds Turk. The whole garrison
escorted us to the last houses, where they stood a long
while, waving their farewells. Two hours later on the
mountain-ridge, beyond the wady, we turned to look
our last on Karameyn.
It stood amid the flames of
sunset like a castle of the clouds.
We returned, then, to the “alafranga” hostelry; but
Rashid, having heard the story of my sleepless night,
would not allow me to put up there. I paid my debt
to the proprietor, and then-he found for me an empty
house to which he brought a mattress and a coverlet, a
lot of cushions, a brazier, and the things required for
making coffee, also a tray of supper-all
of them
borrowedfrom the neighbouring houses. ‘I might be
pillaged, brought to destitution, and eventually murdered
by him, as my friends had warned me. At least, the
operation promised to be comfortable.

We Moderns.
By Edward Moore.
THE OLD GODS. Perhaps there is too much made of
anthropomorphism.
Man’s
first
gods
were
not
“human” gods; they were stars, animals, plants, and
the like. It was not until he became an artist that he
made gods after his own form : Anthropomorphism
is
just an artistic convention ! For gods are in their
context
superhuman.
There has never been a man
like Jehovah or Zeus or Odin. The essential thing in
them is that they embody an ideal, a fiction, adumbrating
something
more than Man. Religion is poetry in
the grand style, and, as poetry, must have its conventions.
The OLD POETS. In primitive times the poet was far
more both of an inventor and a liar than he is at present.
For many centuries the lies of the poets have been
innocent lies, a convention merely, and to be recognised
as such before “aesthetic” enjoyment can begin. But
the lies the old poets told were believed literally-as
they were meant to be! Yes, the poet at the beginning
was just a liar, a great liar. How else, if he had
not deceived Man, could he have peopled the heavens
with Man’s deities? And as the father of whole families
of gods, he has done more to decide the fate of
Humanity
than
all
the philosophers,
heroes
and
martyrs.
These are only his servants, who explain,
war or die for his fictions. And not merely error, as
Nietzsche held, but lying has from the earliest times
been the most potent factor of progress. But not all
lying; only the lies told out of great love have been
creative and life-giving. Art, imagination,
prophecy,
hallucination, ecstasy, vision-all
these were united in
the first poets, the true creators.
The only modern who has dared to be a poet through
and through, that is, a liar in the noble and tragic
sense, is the author of the Superman.
In Nietzsche,
again, after centuries of divine trying, the poet has
appeared in his great role of a creator of gods, a figure
beside whom the “poet” seems like nothing more than
the page boy of the Muse.
THE FALL OF MAN. In very early times Man must
have had a deep sense of the tragicality of existence :
life was then so full of pain ; death, as a rule, so sudden
and unforeseen, and the world generally so beset with
terrors.
The few who were fortunate enough to escape
violent death had yet to toil incessantly to retain a
footing on this unkind star. Life would, accordingly,
appear to them in the most sombre tones and colours.
And it was to explain this human misfortune, and not
sin at all, that the whole fable of Adam and Eve and the
Fall was invented. The doctrine of Original Sin was
simply an interpretation which was afterwards read into

the story, an interpretation,
perhaps, as arbitrary as
the orthodox interpretation of the Song of Songs.
How would the fable arise? Well, a primitive poet
one day in a fit of melancholy made the whole thing up.
Out of his misery, his desires created for him an
imaginary state, its opposite, the Garden of Eden. But
this state being created, the problem arose, How did
Man fall from it? And the Tree was brought in. But
to the naive, untheological poet, this tree had nothing
to do with metaphysics, or with sin, the child of
metaphysics.
It was simply a magical tree, and if Man ate
of the fruit of it, something terrible would happen; to
him.
The Fall of Man was a mystery to the poet,
which he did not rationalise or theologise.
Wlell, Man
succumbed to curiosity, and pain and misfortune befell
the human race.
But we must not assume in the
modern manner that with the eating of the fruit Early
Man associated
any idea of guilt.
Rather
the
contrary; he regarded the act simply as ,unfortunate, just
as at the present day we regard as unfortunate the
foolish princess in some fairy tale. So the Fall was
not to him a crime, branding all mankind with a
metaphysical
stigma.
That conception came much later, when the conscience had become deeper, more subtle and more
neurotic ; when individualism had been introduced into
morality.
And at that time, too, the ideal of the
Redeemer became vitiated.
Early Man, if he did
envisage a Redeemer, enivisaged him as one who would
set him back in the Garden of Eden again, in the literal,
terrestrial Garder, of Eden, be it understood : theology
had not yet been etherealised.
And this Redeemer
would redeem all men : the distinction of the individual
came afterwards.
It was not until later, too, that this
ideal was “interpreted,”
and, as a concession to the
conscience, salvation was made a conditional thing :
the reward of those who were successful in a competition
in credulity, in which the first prize went to the
most simple,
most stupid.
The “guilt’:
now
implicatedin the Fall was not purged away from all men by
the Redeemer, but only from such as would “accept”
it. And, lastly, with the passing of Jesus, the redemption
was still further de-actualised.
It was found that
acceptance of the Redeemer did not reinstate Man in
an earthly Garden : paradise was, therefore, drawn on
the invisible wires of theology into the inaccessible
heavens.
Salvation lay at the other side of the grave,
and there it was safe from assault.
Nevertheless, what our primitive poet meant by the
Fall and the Redemption
was probably something
entirely
different. The Fall to him was the fall into
misfortune, not into sin : the Redemption to him was
the redemption from misfortune, not from sin. And
his Redeemer would be, therefore-whom
? Perhaps
it is impossible for us to imagine the nature of such a
being.
This is not an interpretation,
but an attempted
explanation of the story of the Fall.
INTERPRETATIONS. How inexhaustible is myth ! In
the story of the Fall is a meaning for every age and
every creed.
The interpretation
called Original
Sin
is only one of a thousand, and not the greatest. Let
us dip our bucket into the well.
The tree of the knowledge of good and evil-that
was the tree of morality!
And morality was then the
original
sin? And through it Man lost his innocence?
The antithesis of morality and innocence is as old as
the world. And if we are to capture innocence again,
if the world is to become aesthetically acceptable to us,
we must dispense more and more with morality and
limit its domain. This, one desperate glance into the
depths of the myth tells us. Instinct is upheld in it
against isolated reason and exterior law. Detached,
“abstract”
Reason brought
sin into the world, but
Instinct, which is fundamentally Love, Creation, Will
to Power, is forever innocent, beyond good and evil.

It was when Reason, no longer the sagacity of
Instinct, no longer the eyes of Love, became its opponent
and oppressor, that morality arose and Man fell.
Or, to take another shot, granted we read Original
Sin in the Fall, must we not read there, also the way
to get rid of it? If by Original Sin Man fell, then by
renouncing it let him arise again. But how renounce
it? What ! Cannot Man renounce a metaphor?
Man is ruled by
Yet how powerful is metaphor!
metaphor.
The gods were nothing
but that, some
sublime, some terrible, some lovely, all metaphors,
Jehovah, Moloch, Apollo, Eros. Life is now stained
through and through with metaphor.
And there are
further transfigurations
still possible ! Yet we would
not destroy the beauty already starring Life’s skies,
the lovely hues lent by Aphrodite, and Artemis, and
Dionysos, or the sublime colours of Jehovah and Thor.
But the heavy disfiguring blot tarnishing
all, Love,
Innocence, Ecstasy, Wrath, that we would altogether
extirpate and annul. Original Sin we would cut off as
a disfigurement and disease of Life.
Or, again, may not the myth be an attempt to glorify
Man and to clothe him with a sad splendour?
And
not Original Sin, but Original Innocence is the true
reading of the fable? Its raison d’etre is the Garden
of Eden, not the Fall? To glorify Humanity at its
The
fall
from
source it set there a Superman.
innocence-that was the fall from the Superman into Man.
And how, then, is Man to be redeemed? By the return
of the Superman!
Let that .be our reading of the
myth !
THE USE OF MYTH. In the early world myth was
used to dignify Man by idealising his origin. Hence
forward it must be used to dignify him by idealising
his goal.. That is the task of the poets and artists.
BEFORETHE FALL. Innocence is the morality of the
instincts.
Original Sin-that
was war upon the
instincts, morality
become abstract,
separate,
selfcentred, accusing and tyrannical. This self-consciousness of morality, this disruption in the nature of Man,
was the Fall.
BEYONDORIGINALSIN. How far is Man still from
his goal!
How sexual, foul in word and thought,
naively hedonistic ! How little of spirit is in him !
How clumsily his mind struggles
in the darkness!
How far he is still from his goal !-This is a cry which
the believer
in Original
Sin cannot understand,
because he accepts all this imperfection as inevitable, as
the baleful heritage of Man, from which he cannot
escape.
The feeling of pure joy in life, the feeling that Life
is a sacrament-that
also is forever denied to the
believer in Original Sin. For Life is not a sacrament,
but a sin to him, of which joy itself is only an aggravation.
THE ETERNAL BLUESTOCKING.The bluestocking
is
as old as mankind. Her original was Eve, the first
dabbler in moral philosophy.
ONCE MORE. The belief in Original Sin-that
was
itself Man’s original sin.
THIS GREATER
LATTER
DAY.
Methought I heard a politician sing
A song of England’s glory, subtly wrought
Of Freedom, Empire, Parliament, and King,
And the great Dead that for these causes fought.
And then I saw the shades of mighty men
Rise up like fog, and clench their teeth in rage;
Old Cromwell clutched his sword, Milton his pen
To spit this person of a latter age.
Yet on the little politician sang
Through a long lifetime. When he joined the dead,
E’en while the sounds of England’s mourning rang
Musical, wailing o’er the poor man’s head,
The shadows rent him, sword and word and fang,
And cast his tatters in the sulphur-bed!
OSWALD H. HARLAND.

Reconstruction

and

Ancient

Greece.
By Huntly Carter.
THERE are reconstructionists
set on realising the small
self-subsisting
State who believe that we might do
worse than ask early Greece for an outline of structure
and policy capable of being extended into large practice.
Early Greece surely provides the best example
of natural outline of structure and policy carried into
practice by people who seem to emerge from the soil
for the purpose.
It certainly offers the oldest and
best story of a nation naturally arising from a
condition of comparative
absence, of property-wealth
(using property
in the strict sense of economic
necessitiesto which money value has been attached), to
great affluence, indeed
to that over-propertied
and
profiteering condition which invariably conducts nations
to decline.
This groundwork of a complete economic State is
not considered in Mr. A. E. Zimmern’s interpretative
study
of “The
Greek Commonwealth”
(Oxford
Mr. Zimmern
has
no
University
Press). Although
particular liking for the occupational (in the sense of
industrial) side of mankind, being, like Ruskin, absorbed
with the moral, yet his reconstruction
of social,
politicaland economic Greece is by far the best at our
disposal
as
yet.
He
has reconstructed
Greece
according to a model which is very fashionable with
the new regionalist, and, beyond this, according to a
concept of Empire which it is thought will presently
hold up Commonwealth
as the re-shaping
idea for
European
nations. This raises the book to considerable
immediate
importance. The fact that it is written
to the regionalist model (and written remarkably well)
explains why the first step in the building of the small
isolated economic State is omitted. The new regionalist
is largely concerned with what he terms “human
geography,”
and begins
his observations
with
geographicalorigins. He follows closely the line of Le
Play, who was the father of this Earth system. He
was the first to plough the Earth for men. And he
found the ground indeed fit with human grain. “Let
it alone,” he appears to say, “and it will proceed to
throw forth human particles from itself, like the sun
casts forth planets. Some of the particles are suited
to green fields, others to hill-tops, others to potter
among reeds, while others are equipped to build birds’
nests, which, inhabited by a nightingale or two, may
be trusted to provide them with eternal song and
soup.” Reasonably, it may be assumed that all human
beings thrown off in this way possess the fundamental
economic condition of good living.
Each has the
ability to measure values by energy in such a way
that he can secure an adequate subsistence without
being led to beg, borrow or steal from his neighbour
-or labour in any vineyard not his own. The regionalist
does not stop to consider this question of early and
extreme individualism;
nor does Mr. Zimmern.
He
begins nearer democracy.
He rears a framework of
Greek structure and policy to which I think he might,
if he liked, apply the title of Earth, Greece,
Heaven
and Hell.
It is a very good framework indeed. Here
it is :
“Greek civilisation, ” Mr. Zimmern wisely observes,
“differs from our own both in its material environment

and in its feeling and ideas. Our method will be to
deal first with the main features of that environment;
next with the political institutions which the Greeks
established within it; next with their means of
livelihood,
that is, with their ‘economics’
or housekeeping;
and lastly with the conflict which arose,
as it has
arisen in many modern civilised communities, between
the driving necessities of economic development and
the accepted institutions and ideals of national
lifea conflict which brought inward unhappiness
and
outward disaster upon the foremost Greek community at
the very height of her greatness. ”
This is followed by a plunge into economic biology,
whence emerges the (Greek himself. It is fascinating to
watch the latter expanding
in ever-widening
circles
under the influence of environment. First, he puts on
individual characteristics, then group characteristics as he
embraces the family and fellowship,
then expands
nationally under public sentiment and opinion, and
thereafter adds State accretions, as magistrate, priest,
and whatever is necessary to make him appear a fullfledged administrative
and ministering angel. Possibly,
we can show nothing like him. Our own cast-iron official
is rather of the ascidian order than the Greek. It
seems that the environment was one which the Greek
was fitted by certain powers of organisation and insight
to put to a peculiar use. “No two races use the same
environment
alike. The scenery of Greece did not alter
between Homer and the Latin conquest of
Constantinople."
Yet the Frankish invaders made a far different
affair of Greece. The particular expansion the Greek
undergoes in the hands of Mr. Zimmern is indicated in
this passage : “When the Greeks entered Greece in
numerous separate detachments
during
the second
millennium before Christ, they were what we should call
savages.
By the time when Pericles delivered
his
Funeral Speech their foremost communities were, in
most essential respects, more civilised than ourselves.
Can we form any idea of how this change came about?
The best way of doing so is to watch closely the
development, not of their art and literature, or of their
inventions and sciences, but of their political
institutions
and the ideas associated with them. For by 431
the City-state, and the statesmen and ‘men of action’
who lived the political life, had so drawn the ‘men of
words’ and the artists, Sophocles and Aristophanes,
Pheidias
and
Mnesicles,
into their services,
that
Pericles can speak of their works, which we regard as
models for all time, as though they were the mere
ornamentsand superfluities of political greatness. ”
How
does this compare with the “dirty business” of politics
to-day?
Then “the poet was swallowed up in the
citizen.”To-day there are no citizens to be swallowed
up.
This fact makes the present-day realisation of
even the shadow of the Greek City-state very difficult
indeed.
For the great corner-stone of sentiment is
lacking in us. Some of us know what that sentiment
was.
‘‘The greatest legacy,”
Mr. Zimmern remarks,
“which the Greeks have left to the after-world is their
City-State
patriotism. The City-state was the centre
and inspiration of all their most characteristic
achievements,
culminating
in the great outpouring
of literature
and art, and practical energy, of great men and great
deeds, in fifth-century, Athens. The world has seen
nothing comparable to it either before or since.” But
though we have nothing like the emotions and affections
which kindled and were kindled and fed by this
glorious City-State-glorious,
in spite of its element of
slavery-yet it must be admitted that some, at least, of
the modern nations-England
and France, for example
-stand on the threshold of a State of the kind. With
some understanding
of how the Greek State was
attained, and how it is likely to differ from a modern
State, unique characteristics might be recaptured here
and there.

Views

and Reviews.

THE
LAST
OF
THE
PEMMICANS.
IT is impossible to write a life of Herbert Spencer : he
never lived.
Books were published which bore his
name; but they were not lively books, and cannot,
therefore, prove the existence of a lively author.
Besides, in such a case as this, we have the authority of
Byron for refusing to ‘accept the design argument.
Byron’s hypothesis of the identity of “ Junius” is stated
in “The Vision of Judgment.”
’Tis that what Junius we are wont to call
Was really, truly, nobody at all.
I don’t see wherefore letters should not be
Written without hands, since we daily view
Them written without heads; and books, we see,
Are filled as well without the latter too.
But if this be too extreme an inference, we can always
fall back upon Blake. The Synthetic Philosophy was
an attempt to state the whole process of evolution in
one generalisation;
and “the man who generalises is
an idiot, ” said Blake, with disastrous consequences to
the judgment of his own intelligence. According
to
Blake, then, Herbert Spencer was an idiot; according
to Byron, be was a nonentity; according to Mr. Hugh
Elliott,” he was a “Maker of the Nineteenth Century,’’
which is a Rhadamanthine
phrase of condemnation.
Need I say that he was adored by the intellectuals of
Russia?
He hac! none of Hamlet’s diffidence in setting the
world right; at the age of twenty, he wrote to his
father: “I was thinking the other day that I should
like to make public some of my ideas upon the state of
the world and religion, together with a few remarks
on education. ”
He was perfectly equipped
for the
task; he had boundless confidence, no training,
and
work. Only
neither desire nor aptitude for research
once, Mr. Elliott tells us, did he ever undertake a
practical
investigation, and that was a study of the circulation
of the sap ,in plants. He had the good fortune,
when a young man, to read in Von Baer that the
embryonic development of animals is always from the
homogeneous
to the heterogeneous. “It obsessed him ;
he went about applying it all round; every kind of
change around him presented itself as a progress from
homogeneity to heterogeneity ; this mode of
development
appeared
to be illustrated
in
every
class
of
natural phenomenon.
Gradually
the law grew.
Development was not only from the homogeneous to the
heterogeneous;
it was from the simple to the complex ;
from the incoherent to the coherent ; from the indefinite
to the definite, and so on. Spencer was a mono-ideist;
the same idea revolved incessantly in his brain, gathering
to itself every sort of cognate doctrine, until at last
it seemed to fill the whole universe. And here, again,
it must be remarked what a fortunate coincidence it was
that a raw and unlearned youth should have seized by
chance the one doctrine which his subsequent research
showed to be the fundamental law of universal change.
The marvel is that his immature opinions should so
very rarely have failed to be supported- and established
by subsequent induction.”
He got as much out of the universe as he put into it ;
his statement of the law of evolution : “Evolution is an
integration
of matter and concomitant dissipation
of
motion; during which the matter passes from a
relatively indefinite, incoherent homogeneity
to
a
relatively definite, coherent heterogeneity ; and during
which the retained motion undergoes
a parallel
transformation”; was the pea that he carried in his shoe
throughout
his pilgrimage.
It is to be regretted that
Herbert Spencer did not write, and, therefore,
Mr.
Elliott does not quote, the following translation of one
* “ Herbert
6s. net.)

Spencer.”

By Hugh Elliott.

(Constable.

of the earlier versions of the law of evolution : “Evolution
is a change from a nohowish, untalkaboutable
allalikeness to a somehowish and in-general
talkaboutable,
not-all-alikeness,
by continuous
sometkingelseifications
and sticktogetherations.”
But
Spencer
only
swore once in his life, and he never joked; and the
learned Indians and Japanese probably recognised
a
kindred spirit,.
He invented many things; notably a binding-pin for
loose music, a fishing-rod joint, an invalid bed, a new
escapement
for watches,
improvements
in planing
machinery, in dressing artificial flies. He also tried to
make a flying machine, but the greatest of all his
inventions was The Unknowable, ‘which Huxley said
was written with a capital initial for the same reason
that grenadiers were supplied with busbies, to make
them appear more formidable than they were by nature.
Spencer knew a lot about The Unknowable, enough to
fill a hundred pages; it was a First Cause, it was
Absolute,it was Infinite, and, as it was incapable of being
related to anything that was known, it might be
supposedthat nobody need bother about it. But Spencer
insisted that it was the function of religion to contemplate
this “ultimate mystery. ” It was perhaps a proof of
Spencer’s utilitarian genius that he could find a use for
religion by setting it to watch The Unknowable, but
a little of Huxley’s modesty would have taught him to
avoid the absurdity.
“I do not very much care to
speak of anything as ‘unknowable.’ What I am sure
about is that there are many topics about which I know
nothing ; and which, so far as Ican see, are out of the
reach of my faculties. But whether these things are
knowable by any one else is exactly one of those matters
which is beyond my knowledge, though I may have a
tolerably strong opinion as to the probabilities of the
case. Relatively to myself, I am quite sure that the
region of uncertainty-the
nebulous country in which
words play the part of realities-is
far more extensive
than I could wish.”
The fact is that Spencer, like all a priori thinkers,
was a very vain man ; he held the mirror up to Spencer,
and called the reflection Nature.
His “ghost theory”
of the origin of religion is a striking example of this;
Mr. Elliott truly says of Spencer’s primitive men that
“he depicts them rather as miniature Spencers, and
their mythology as a miniature Synthetic Philosophy. ”
In other words, in the beginning was Herbert Spencer ;
he was so eminently reasonable, and so incapable of
emotion (he never even fell in love), that he reversed
the order of evolution, and asserted that, first, reason,
next, instinct, and, last, reflex action appeared.
It
was reason, season everywhere,
except
in .The
Unknowable, and that was a postulate; and he put his
“Principles”
even in his titles. ‘The .universe was, to
him, a nice, compact theorem, that existed for no other
purpose but his proof of it by reasoning.
Mr. Elliott
wisely concludes his chapter on “Evolution” with the
words : “The future must decide whether Spencer has
presented a true and genuinely .significant account of
evolution in the universe. Up to now it can only be
said that the discovery, if genuine, has proved sterile.
It has led to no progress in any branch of science; it
is, indeed, too uncertain a hypothesis to argue from.
Yet it is undeniably interesting, and may represent not
only a truth, but a profound one. It is not discredited
by Spencer’s failure to prove it, nor by the lightness of
some of his arguments.
It was his character
to
producehis doctrine in a form of finality, well rounded and
established for ever on the most secure basis. But it
is not in the nature of things that such a theory should
be indubitably established by all the laws of physics
and logic the moment it was discovered.”
It may not
have been in Nature, but it was in Herbert Spencer;
and we read him now, if at all, for his facts, and
relegate his theories to The Unknowable,
A. E. R.

Reviews.
Colour
and its Applications.
(Constable.
16s.)

By

M.

Luckiesh.

This is the most important book on the scientific
application of colour that has appeared since Chevreul’s
work on the subject of the harmony and contrast of
colour.
The two books have a resemblance.
Both
aim to place the subject of colour treatment upon a
definitescientific ground, and each is the result of several
years’ laboratory research work, and demands to be
studied, not merely read. They differ according to the
experience of their authors.
As we know, Chevreul
discovered a new law-the law of simultaneous contrast
of colour which altered the whole conception of the
application of colour to painting.
M. Luckiesh is not
so fortunate.
He, however, goes beyond Chevreul in
conclusions, which are based upon data derived, from a
very substantial body of one hundred authorities from
Plato to Lord Rayleigh, much of which, arising from
discoveries and inventions, was not available to Chevreul.
Indeed, he tells us quite plainly that recent colour
research has vastly extended since the great Frenchman
died, leaving in the hands of the scientist ample proof
that colour resides, first of all, in light, and is to be
sought and studied therein. As though to; confirm this
statement he has made his book, and its diagrams the
outcome
of
facts
on
light-that
is,
light
conceived
as
absolute
colour-observed,
defined,
described, and thereafter generalised
in statements
of colour.
Moreover,
he
has produced
it
on
the assumption
that
we are entering
upon
a
colour age for the first time in our history, in
which there will be a very wide and intelligent application
of colour
indeed. Our present ‘knowledge of the
subject is, however, very limited, and we desire
someoneto tell us about the power that lays at hand. M.
Luckiesh, accordingly, exhibits this power in a possible
way.
And we gather that though colour is anxious for
high flights, it has yet to add some inches to its wings.
For one thing, it is not definitely related to the emotions.
“The experimental work has not yet been done which
should form a basis for expression
and arousing
emotion by means of colours.”
This is stated in a
chapter on mobile colour, wherein the author advances
the view that certain recent attempts to relate colour
to sound in what is termed “colour music” are
superficialonly. Both Rimington’s scale and Scriabine’s
code of colour relation were apparently
‘‘chosen
arbitrarily,” and in spite of the scientific fact that the ear
is an “analytic instrument”
and
the
eye
a
"synthetic” one.
Thus, while the ear devotes itself to
breaking up sound, the eye is desirous of accepting the
colour equivalent, as a whole. Of course, a confusion
between the senses is the result. The point deserves
closest consideration, seeing that it affects the whole
question of colour “atmosphere”
in the theatre. It is
little use dressing an emotional scene in colour equivalents,
if the colours themselves
do not match
the
emotions.
Imagine what might happen if Mr. G. B.
Shaw expressed a crimson motive, and the spectator
received a pea-green me. Mr. Shaw might suggest an
escape by way of his celebrated receipt, “the real
thing.”
But it seems that realism would help as little
to achieve Mr. Shaw’s emotional effect as the
imaginative
use ofcolour. M. Luckiesh is careful to glance
at the question whether Nature suggests colour music,
and assumes that Nature colour might be persuaded to
yield a corresponding colour sound
if squeezed
and
squandered
for the purpose. Elsewhere, however, he
appears to dismiss- the possibility of realism in forms
of art. Considering “The Effect of Environment
on
Colour,” he points out that ‘‘a deep red object
illuminated by direct sunlight is painted orange-red by the
artist.”
The fact is, the smallest difference of light so
affects colour, that though a realistic effect may be ob-

tained, it cannot possibly be maintained, and, therefore,
transmitted, except under the precise conditions
by
which it was obtained. “It is a fundamental principle
that, excepting
in special cases,
a coloured fabric
cannot appear the same under two different illuminants. ”
Apply this law to theatre “decoration,” and a world of
absurdities
appears. And one is forced to a consideration
of the use of coloured light as a means of getting
rid of it. Turning to the short chapter on “Colour
Effects for the Stage,” one is reminded that the world
of colour absurdities is no nearer extinction than the
device
of disappearing
scenery.
Backgrounds
are
painted to receive coloured lights, by the action of which
certain colours disappear
and others leap out.
Thus,
“rays of light, swift and noiseless,” are being used,
“to take the place of cumbersome methods of sceneshifting. ” If this is moving towards simplification, it
does not take us away from the aforesaid emotional
objection.
Still, the volume leads one to believe that
light as colour is imaginatively emerging from realistic
obscurity, and, therefore, it is fitted for the new age.
When
the
Wicked Man-.
By
Guy
Thorne.
(Allen and Unwin. 6s.)
When the wicked man turneth
away from his,
wickedness that he hath committed, Mr. Guy Thorne
writes a novel about him.
Of course, he lived in
Paris, where the poets drink absinthe and brandy
mixed, write vers macabre, and die in the bosom of
Holy Church; Paris, where even the cookery is
immoral, and the purveyor of “Aux Produits du Midi” is
a souteneuse. He was a very wicked man, whose salon
was decorated with the picture of a harlot, whose
income was derived from beer, and was spent in gratifying
the lusts of the body. Women?
Oh. swarms of
women, painted, scented, jaded hussies, perhaps
insanitary, certainly precious, and very expensive. But
he longed for purity, to rejuvenate himself with the
fresh vigour of a maiden, to experience love. He took
her to Greece, and of what happened in the sanctuary
of Athena, it is impossible for Mr. Thorne to speak.
Let it suffice that his hero “thought that he cursed and
rejected the God of his youth with a loud sound, and
that as he did so there came a chord of music as the
Ancient Ones rose from their deep in answer to his
The Ancient Ones at last made him desert
’homage.”
his Rosamira and join the Army’; and in England he
met the love of his life. But she happened to overhear
the story of his career of iniquity, and, in a frenzy,
drowned herself. He went to Westminster Cathedral,
but God would not allow him to pray; and he joined
the French Staff with the determination
of finding
death in battle. By devious ways he was led at last
to revenge a case of sacrilege, “to fight for God,” as
he put it. He was wounded, of course; and at death’s
door, he remembered, let us hope, the French play,
“The Sacrament
of Judas,”
for he plagiarised
it
shamelessly
by confessing his seduction of Rosamira to her
brother.
But at the touch of the Holy Oil, he took a
turn for the better; Mr. Thorne even refers to the
epistle of St. James and the experience of a nurse at
the London Hospital to make the miracle credible. He
recovered, he became a good Catholic and the great
friend of Rosamira’s brother, he tried to save Rosamira
from a life of sin in revue, but she scorned him and
married a peer’s son; so he took lodgings in Victoria
Street, and spent all his beer-money in the service of
the Church.
Britain’s Awakening.
By
A.
O.
Richardson.
(Paliner, Newbould. 2s. 6d. net.)
Poor sleepy Britain ! King George and the Poet
Laureate have been at her, too, nudging her ribs; and
did not Mr. Joseph Chamberlain tell us also that we
were sleeping away our export trade? Going, going,
gone; and Mr. Richardson tells us why. English firms
would not deliver the goods until the money was

deposited in London.
That was why our exports
decreased from next to nothing to nothing; we never had
an export trade worth talking about, and now we have
lost it. “All because of doing things a little mare or
less," all because of “Wait
and See.’” We have
waited and sawn (we hope that this is the correct
grammar)
until we have become a nation of waiters
who see and are sawn-or
is it see-sawn?
Now we
have to resurrect all our proverbs, all our cliches, all
our wise saws and spurious instances, and bring our
ships into harbour, and toil ever upwards and onwards.
Excelsior ! Helen Keller ! Cecil Rhodes ! NapoleonBuonaparte
or Northcliffe ! Abraham Lincoln !
Elephant and Castle ! Dombey and Son ! And so on.
’Tis not in mortals to command success, but we’ll do
more-quote Maeterlinck’s “Life of the Bee. ” How
doth the busy bee delight to bark and bite. On these
lines, Mr. Richardson has written a very entertaining
volume.
We are particularly pleased with a quotation
from Abraham Lincoln : “Inasmuch
as most good
things are produced by labour, it follows that all such
things of right belong to those whose labour has
produced them. ” Mr. Richardson infers from this that
“profit-sharing systems must be extended, labour given
a bigger share of its earnings.”
Also there must be
more love in industry, not between men and women,
but between directors and directed.
The directors
must dine at the same table as the workers, and must
eat all the fat. The workers must get back to the land,
back to the sea, back to the air, everywhere-but
they
must get back. What we have to do is to find out
what is wrong, and to remedy it, not to-morrow or
some other day, but now, at once. We are reminded
of Mrs. Browning, who was so displeased with Robert’s
appearance when he shaved his beard that she
commanded him to “grow it again-at
once.”
Mr.
Richardson
demonstrates that the secret of success is
work; he begins with “Labor omnia vincit,” and ends
with ’Thomas Alva Edison. All the great men have
said the same : Work ! Napoleon worked, Helen Keller
worked, Haydon the painter worked, everybody who
ever was anybody worked;
did not even the great
martyr
of humanity, Jesus Christ, say : ‘‘My Father
worketh hitherto, ’and I work.” What is life? Work !
What is work?
Life ! Therefore, work, ’work, work,
keep on working.
Do not sleep: we waste too much
time in sleep ; do not eat ; we waste too much health as
well as time in eating; do not drink, it is-a waste of
money; do not get married, do not sleep in a bed, be
like Edison and throw an overcoat over some drainpipes and sleep on them.
Save money, trot about,
hustle, do things ; don’t become studious ; “the native
hue of resolution is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of
thought. ” Only one thing counts-success
; only one
means
to success exists-work.
Work without hope
of reward, not for wages but for love ; work for work’s
sake,
never stop work.
Henry
Ford !
Colonel
Goethals ! Captain Scott ! Cecil Rhodes ! Gambetta !
The Duke of Wellington
! de Maupassant
! Sarah
Bernhardt! Lord Strathcona ! They all worked not for the
sake of reward, but for the love of work, and see what
they made out of it! But “men of the rolling stone
type usually lack method, staying-power,
and driving
force, and though they start well and travel fast for a
time they seldom bring their ships into port.” When
a rolling stone tries to bring a ship into port, Britain
will be broad awake and staring.
In

Far North-East
Siberia.
Translated
by L. Edwards
(Macmillan. 8s. 6d. net.)

By I. W. Shklovsky.
and
Z. Shklovsky.

This is a record of travels among a people who “at
the end of the nineteenth century were living the life of
troglodyte;, knowing nothing of bread, obliged to do
without salt, obtaining fire by the primitive method of
friction, not knowing the use of soap, having no linen,

and wearing their fur clothing upon their naked skins.”
To them, the Russian conquest of Siberia has meant
two things, small-pox and syphilis ; “and the entire
disappearance of human beings from the district is only a
matter of dime.” To them the “haillaks, ” or criminal
exiles, are an additional burden, but principally in the
Takutsk district; and if we add vodka, “specially
prepared with leaf-tobacco and copperas,” the list of
benefits conferred
by Russian conquest
upon these
people is complete. Of their habits, their folklore, M.
Shklovsky gives an interesting account, the Chooktchi
are particularly interesting, and of their carvings and
drawings there are many reproductions in this book.
It was not until M. Shklovsky returned to the comparative
civilisation of Takutsk that he discovered the uses
of a revolver, or the necessity of barred doors; and it
was with something like regret that he turned his back
on the barbarians.
Pilot, and Other Stories.
By Harry Plunket Greene.
(Macmillan. 6s. net.)
Pilot was a wonderful retriever dog, with a marked
disrespect for the Game Laws. If he retrieved for his
master, he killed for himself; and Mr. Greene recounts
some of his exploits.
Children have little sense of
property, and these stories will not assist its development.
There is a charming story about a little boy and
the Leprechaun, while “the Pariah,” the bad boy of the
famiIy, manifests an elaborate ingenuity of bedevilment
in the warfare with his elders. “Blue-bells” is only fit
for girls; but “Iron-Blue”
is worthy of Izaak Walton,
and the illustrations are the mental pictures that all
fishermen see before they put their catches upon the
scales.
The concluding story, “The Birthday,” is the
most convincing nightmare story we have read for a
long time; and if boys can be terrified by awful
consequences,it should have prevented many from over-eating
during the Christmas holiday. But we incline to the
opinion that most boys will try the experiment in the
hope of obtaining as thrilling a nightmare
as Mr.
Greene describes. “Terror has its inspiration as well
as competition,”
said Disraeli ; and to experience
anythingapproximating to Mr. Greene’s conception, most
healthy boys would empty the larder.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR.
VOTES FOR WOMEN.
Sir,-Those opposed to women’s suffrage will welcome
the warning in “ Notes of the Week” that the subject
is in danger of being flooded by sentimentality.
(One
certainly cannot help anticipating with a shudder the
name of Nurse Cavell when the controversy is reopened
after the war.) But without wishing to appear ungrateful,
I cannot help saying that arguments such as the
following are bound to weaken our cause.
“If the wife votes on the opposite side from her
husband,their votes cancel one another, and each party is
disfranchised for the particular election.
If, on the
other hand, she votes with her husband, as between
himselfand his single fellow-workmen, he exercises two
votes to their one. In short, the vote of the wife creates
injustice whichever way it is cast.”
The writer gives this as “an example of the kind of
reasoning to which we are driven,” and expects that it
will be “ brushed aside as thin and pedantic.” May I
suggest that all anti-suffragists are not driven to this
kind of reasoning, which I, for one, would like to brush
aside as false and unfair?
Let us regard the first case from the standpoint of the
wife of a Liberal voter.
While she is actually
disfranchised, her husband is able to add one vote to the
Liberal candidate at each election; but suppose she is
given a vote, and uses it in opposition to her husband.
His vote is cancelled; so is hers; but it is wrong to say
that each party is thereby disfranchised, for by the very
exercise of her franchise the wife has, in effect, taken
from the Liberal candidate a vote which, but for her
enfranchisement, he would have received.
Wherein lies the injustice ?

Now take the case where both parties vote the same
way. It is argued that, ‘‘ as between the husband and
his single fellow-workmen, he exercises two votes to
their one. ’’ The wife herself is disregarded entirely.
Her vote only is considered, and-considered not as an
expression of her own desires, but merely as a mechanical
attribute of her husband’s.
It may or may not be unjust for a marries woman to
vote at all, but why is it specifically unjust for a wife
to vote either with or in opposition to her husband’s
T. R. COXON.
single fellow-workmen ?
***
Sir,-Although
few subjects
offer a wider scope
for
discussion
than
women’s
suffrage,
there
is
one aspect
of it I should like to raise in
connection with your “ Notes,” and especially with the
following passage occurring therein :-“
.
.
.
Everybodywho employs his common sense knows that the
enfranchisement of women, implying their identity with
men, is a profound mistake, being based, as it is, upon
a lie against nature. . . .”
The weight of the sentence is, no doubt, to be found
in the italicised words, but I venture to ask whether
the enfranchisement of women, if based on their
fundamentaldifference in every sense, would also be a
profoundmistake, especially as it would be based inthat
case on one of Nature’s great truths.
Just here seems to me to lie one of the greatest
argumentsin favour of women’s suffrage, that man cannot
sound the necessities of that part of the government
which necessarily affects the feminine part of domestic
and, lately, of industrial life.
Although it seems absurd that a man’s vote might be
cancelled or duplicated by his wife, the amount of actual
absurdity surely depends’ on the reasons prompting the
vote. What would it matter if the wife annulled or
duplicated her husband’s vote
if her reasons
were
domestic, whereas his were economic ?
Finally a word of reproof to you, Mr. Editor, who so
rightly keep before our eyes the picture of the analogy
between the finance of the family and that of the State.
Surely the most natural State would be that where
fathers and mothers judged together about those allimportant questions of domestic economics, education,
finance, etc.
Also, in that case there would be no talk of equality
of the sexes, man’s superiority,
or any further
comparisonon the ground of soul, mind, or body.
In one way, however, I dare to make a comparison,
although it is only a personal assertion which it is not
possible to- prove.
Man will always slightly get the
better of woman through his greater independence.
V. D. H.
***
Sir,-I should be glad if you would allow me to make
a few comments on your recent remarks about women’s
suffrage.
Though entirely agreeing with you that “a year or
two of emergency service ” is not a reason for awarding
women the vote, and though assenting to the broad
principle of differentiation between the sexes, yet I see
nothing
in these conclusions
for barring
women’s
enfranchisement.
In saying that the vote. is “ confined
to men as a particular responsibility which men alone
should shoulder, ” you are assuming that participation
in political affairs is a purely masculine function. Now,
the only criteria for settling what is masculine and what
feminine are nature and civilisation-the
former decides
the physique and the. characteristics based on it, and
the latter shows the progress of our race and the functions
of its members. There is no law of nature delegating
the right of voting to the man, or preventing the woman
from exercising her judgment in that way.
On the
other hand, the standards that have been, and gradually
are being, fixed by civilisation, do not forbid women’s
suffrage. Humanity,, as a whole, is well able to take
care of itself, and does not continue to experiment in
a direction that has been proved to be detrimental to
progress.
And the many States which have adopted
votes for women have found it very far from being “a
profound
mistake.”
Even if, as I am willing to grant, past conditions
have made it undesirable, inadvisable, or impossible for

women to exercise political functions, yet now both
women’s sphere of activity and the sphere of legislation
have changed and considerably widened. Women are
now far more than of yore engaged in politics and
social “ questions,” to the great advantage of both
themselvesand social conditions; laws enter many areas
hitherto untouched, some of them particularly women’s
areas. It would be a contradiction of progress to insist
on ‘‘ the maintenance of the present position.” That
the enfranchisement of women implies,
as you say,
“their identity with men,” is a mistaken idea. What.
it would imply is that women were as much concerned
as men in the welfare and good government of the State ;
and surely there can be differentiation of interest here
as elsewhere. The woman’s point of view and help are
now needed in addition to the man’s; though these
points of view and help expressed through voting can
effect less than by other means. The vote is, both for
men and women, ‘a much over-rated privilege and
responsibility, and its proportional value is lower than
most suffragists suppose.
With regard to the married woman’s vote, if she votes
on the opposite side to her husband, in the aggregate
her vote no more cancels his than does that of any other
man or woman voting with her. But in the majority of
cases she would vote as her husband does; and their
household would, quite rightly, be represented by two
votes. Which should have the greater deciding power
in the State-a single man or a married couple usually
with children? Is there any doubt as to the answer?
We cannot judge these questions now from the 19th
century
standards. On the eve of a reconstructed
Empire, all. available energies and resources are needed in
all spheres, and among these must be included, even if
it is a minor factor, the woman’s vote.
E. M. WHITE.
***
THE PRESS OF TO-DAY.
Sir,-Nothing
more analytic of the whole policy of
official publicists and the Official Press has been written
than Mr. Belloc’s recent articles in THE NEW AGE. I
feel, however, that much more can still be said about
the influence of the Free Press upon the minds of the
younger journalists and artists of the Official Press, One
rarely meets a journalist who is ignorant of the existence
and purpose of THE NEW AGE. Letters
by young
journalists on the London papers have appeared in your
correspondence.
Are not these journalistic readers of
the Free Press in a large measure the medium of the
transfer of a Free Press word like “profiteer ” to the
general use of the public? If words are thus passing
into public use, so must the ideas of the Free Press be
likewise winning their way. The influence of the NEW
AGE is found in the most unexpected places. No letterwriter ever did you better service than“Press-Cuttings”
with his eagle eye for NEW AGE cuts in the Official
Press. They were a social study in themselves, and
have been missed by many readers recently. A few
weeks ago, for instance, a writer in “ London Opinion ”
made special reference to the influence of THE NEW AGE.
The Free Press is always discovering new talent. Far
more so than the Official Press, because that Press wants
names rather than literature.
THE NEW AGE need not
advertise its contents, like the “ English Review.” Your
readers do not buy the journal because of any particular
tit-bit or boom, but for the entire paper. A new name
is as good as an old favourite. This Free Press willingness
to give the new man a place in the ranks of its
contributors has been a vast gain to English thought.
Many of these men pass on to the Official Press. Look
at the lists of your past contributors for proof of this
fact. These carry with them the spur of the New Press
and its influence even in their more servile after-days.
One other reason for the influence of the Free Press
is seen in the large proportion of articles written for
that Press which afterwards appear in book form. The
quality of the writing in the Free Press is bound to give
it a progressive history. It would be an interesting
experiment to take the last five years of THE NEW AGE
and the “ Spectator ” and compare the number of articles
now reproduced in book form. I think the Free Press
would win in the comparison.
It may seem sometimes to the worker on the Free
Press that he is always ignored and disregarded. Time
is slowly proving it to be otherwise. In a great spiritual

revolution it is not always wise to be digging up the
soil to see if the tree is taking root.
The word
“ profiteer
tells its own story. That story may well
give courage and hope to the men of the Free Press.
H. G. OYSTON.
***
*
NEWSPAPER POSTERS.
Sir,-Strange
devices continue
to appear upon the
“ Banners of Public Opinion.” The following are of
some interest :Government’s Bad Example.
Government Funk Holes.
Bomb in the Funk Holes.
Man and Woman Muddle.
Still No News.
Food.
Eighteen More Ships Down.
Blockaded.
Food Hogs.
Hungry Fat Men.
Talk and See.
Even Colder Still.
Of what political significance is the last?
Is the
constructor feeling hungry ?
S. H. RUDD.
***
SIR JOHN COCKBURN AS IDEALIST.
Sir,--Sir
John Cockburn, when I used to meet him,
was an Idealist and, I think, a Socialist.
Now he advocates a tariff for( I) Preference within the Empire.
(2) Most favoured nation treatment of ‘Allies.
(3) A special tariff for neutrals.
(4) With additional duty for enemy countries.
With (I) and (2) I have no quarrel, but upon what
grounds are neutrals, who have preferred peace to war,
to be penalised by a higher tariff?
As for (4) this from Sir John makes the future almost
hopeless. The present enemy is always to be an enemy.
What an ideal!
ALFREDHICKS.

Memoranda.
(From last week’s NEW AGE.)
What Mr. Chamberlain proposes to do with the doctors
and the clergy is exactly what we have suggested he
should do for Labour in general, namely, put the
responsibility on the existing organisations.
The House of Commons is no longer the servant of
the nation, discharging the function of controlling the
Executive; but it has become the servant of the Executive
in controlling the nation.-“ Notes of the Week.’’
Nations are formed by history and not by philosophy.
-RAMIRO DE MAEZTU.
It may well be that, instead of the last industry to
form a Guild, agriculture may be the first.-BERNARD
GILBERT.
To those who find all truth in the past, the modernist
who seeks new truth in the present will always appear
as an enemy and a blasphemer.
Reverence for truth implies and demands irreverence
for error.
The Jews made out a strong case for Jesus’ blasphemy,
because they judged Him not by conscience but by what
tradition had taught them to expect.-THE REV. CAVENDISH
Moxon.
Christian love is a unique passion, differing
from every other mode of mutual attraction.-R.

in kind
H. C.

It is a profound mistake to attempt to play melodrama
naturally.-JoHN
FRANCIS HOPE.
Luxury is the leakage in the grand system of economic
production.
An economic system works well only when the
demands made upon it by spenders are right demands.
The object of restricting open competition in the market
is to keep up prices on behalf of privileged competitors.
The division of labour is designed to bring perfection
to bear upon every part of production.--“ Notes on
Economic
Terms.

PRESS Cuttings.
And yet the difficulties are appalling,
To infuse a
spirit of revolution into our millions of moderately
contentedwage-slaves, blind as they are to the fact of the
inferiority of their present social status, would seem a
hopeless and impossible task.
Of our total proletariat
population
even
to-day
the majority
are outside
organised labour altogether.
The organised minority
no doubt are drawn from the most intelligent classes,
but even of these by far the greater number regard their
particular society as a form of insurance against
sickness and unemployment, while the smaller militant
section has never got beyond the idea of fighting for
higher wages or resisting capitalistic encroachment on
their standard of living It is only again in this small
militant section that we find a microscopic nucleus of
individuals who realise that Trade Unionism at its best
is only a palliative, and a failing palliative at that, for
our social miseries, and who understand that it is not
the abuse of our present economic system that we are
up against, but that the system itself (the Wages System
whereby labour power is bought and sold as a mere
commodity) is fundamentally immoral
and inhuman,
and must be smashed for good and all if any permanent
improvement is. to be gained for the multitude of men.E. BROOM in “ The Shop Assistant.”
Upon a business world faced with great uncertainties
and readjustments,
and struggling
back
to normal
health, the burden will fall with paralysing effect. For
though a large proportion of the taxation which must
fall on business profits, rents, and interest may be
returned by the State to its debtors in the shape of
interest, the waste of this process, combined with the
uncertainties of incidence, will exercise a most disturbing
influence on reviving trade. Nor is the financial and
economic situation brightened by considering the direct
effects of the prodigious borrowing which last week
reached its climax in what is officially described as the
Victory Loan. If that expression means that it will
“ see us through ” upon the monetary side, it is
definitely untrue.
Even if the ‘( Times ” is somewhat
pessimistic in its statement that 560 millions of the new
money of the loan will be wanted to cover the net deficit
in the current financial year, it is evident that the whole
of the available sum, however large it turns out to be,
mill not suffice to foot the national bill, even if the war
end this summer.--“ The Nation.”
Employers
propose,
as their programme
of
reconstruction,a shameless repudiation, not only of specific
pledges, but also of the whole course of social organisation
for the past half-century, and a reversion to the
extreme rigour of the game of anarchical individual
competition--always
protecting
private
property--and
the abandonment of the labourer to just whatever
conditions of existence the strategic position of the
capitalistmay enable him to impose. We want to say, very
seriously-not
to the Employers’ Parliamentary Council,
which we know to be beyond our arguments, but to
every responsible captain of industry throughout
the
Kingdom-that if this is to be the mind of the employer,
this country is coming face to face with the longest,
fiercest, and most widespread industrial strife that it
has ever, in its darkest moments, imagined. Such a
policy as is here outlined amounts to a declaration of
war, not only on the Trade Union Movement with its
4,000,000 of members and its
of accumulated
funds, but also on the whole wage-earning class, whom
it seeks to throw back to the condition of the “ hungry
’forties.”
To propose what will everywhere
be
remembered
as the “ Great Betrayal’’ of a refusal to restore
the Trade Union conditions that the workmen patriotically
laid aside, without any offer to the Trade Unions
of something that they will accept as at least an equivalentcoupling
this
Great
Betrayal,
indeed,
with
explicit proposals to put down strikes by law, repeal the
protective sections of the Factory, Mines, and Merchant

Shipping Acts, and stop all remedial action by the
municipalities-amounts
to
such
a political
absurdity,
at a moment when the electoral franchise is about to
be more effectively democratised than even the Chartists
expected, that we may seem to be hardly warranted in
discussing
it. The
officials
of the Employers’
ParliamentaryCouncil are fully conscious, though those who
support them by subscriptions may not be, of their
powerlessness to influence either the House of Commons
or the Cabinet to any drastic reaction in Parliamentary
legislation. What is serious, however, is that, so far
as Trade Unionism is concerned, and the reorganisation
of the conditions of the factory, the report of the
Employers’Parliamentary Council does, we regret to say,
put definitely into words what a very large number of
employers are vaguely feeling. They have no present
intention of fulfilling, in their factories, their written
pledges to restore the practices and conditions that
prevailed before the war. What is worse, they show no
sign of thinking out in detail any appropriate
equivalent,
of equal value to the workman and to his Trade
Union, which they could offer as an alternative for the
honourable fulfilment of their undertakings.--“The
New
Statesman. ”
I affirm it as my conviction that class laws placing
Capital above Labour are more dangerous in the
Republic at this hour than chattel slavery in the days of
its haughtiest supremacy. Labour is prior to and above
Capital,
and deserves
much higher consideration.-ABRAHAM LINCOLN.
Among the new developments which have come about
as a result of the war, to me by far the most interesting
is the demand which is everywhere being made that
commodities sold to the public shall bear a fixed price,
for I am persuaded that it marks the turning point in
our economic history, inasmuch as it promises to
transformthe relations of men to each other from the
commercialto the communal.
In a recent article contributed to THE NEW AGE I
drew attention to the significance of this new development
to the extent that it might fairly be recognised as
the first step towards the re-creation of the Guilds,
showing how the whole range of Guild regulations are
from one point of view necessitated by the desire to
maintain fixed prices. To fix prices it is necessary to
uphold a standard of quality, and, as such a standard
cannot be defined finally in the terms of law, it becomes
necessary to organise Guilds, a consensus of opinion
among the masters of which becomes the final court of
appeal.
But fixed prices have other blessings in store for us.
As the system becomes more widely applied, we shall
find ourselves in a position to deal in a practical way
with the problem of unearned increment.
It is the
weapon which will enable us to secure a more equitable
distribution of the wealth of the’ community. Consider
for a moment what has happened hitherto.
If the
workers increase their wages by striking, or the -Government
decides to tax profits, as it recently
did, the
capitalist finds himself in a position to recuperate
himselfby raising the price of his commodities to the public ;
but, if prices were fixed, this would no longer
be
possible.
A tax upon profits would be in practice what it
pretends to be in theory. It would take away from the
capitalist some of his ill-gotten gains.-A.
J. PENTY.

