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has Germany gained by all the policy of Bismarck and
what would she have gained by the recent policy of
the Prussian militarists? That we should attempt to
SOME of our publicists, their heads turned by our
imitate the criminal follies, the proven criminal follies,
recent military successes, are now as intent on destroying
of our enemies is not only a criminal folly in itself,
the German nation as ever they were upon destroying
but it is evidence of the extent to which Prussia has
Prussian
militarism. To this end, of course, it is
really invaded the minds of some of our own governing
necessary to establish an identity between them, to
classes.
If, in short, we should be led into imitating
affirm and to have it generally believed that the
the policy of Prussia in dealing with the German
German people and Prussian militarism are one and the
people, we may be said to have conquered Prussia
same thing or, at any rate, so closely and inveterately
materially but to have succumbed to Prussianism in
related that in order to crush the one it is necessary
our souls.
to crush the other.
For this purpose, again, the
***
“ Times ” in the most unsatisfactory
form of
The last journal we might have anticipated would
apparently
spontaneous correspondence has been mobilising
fall into the error of confounding Prussian militarism
the reactionary
and superannuated
opinion
of the
with the German people is the “ New Witness ” under
country, ranging through the professions of the law,
the editorship of Mr. G. K. Chesterton.
It is well
the church, medicine and history, all with a view to
known that Mr. Chesterton
in association with Mr.
“ gingering up ” the feeling of the country in favour
Belloc has been for many years attempting to establish
of making an end once and for all of the German
the contrary fact as regards our own country, namely,
nation and people. That the attempt is doomed to
the wide gulf that exists between the English people
failure even as regards the popular feeling in our own
and our political system.
Nay, what is even more
country we are certain; though it is no less certain
extraordinary, if we have been rightly informed of the
that it will not fail until it has done our cause
object of his mission, Mr. G. K. Chesterton has
considerable harm. The character of the English people
recently been addressing meetings in Ireland to protest
is anything but vindictive; nor is it so devoid of
against the association in Ireland of the policy of the
commonsense as suddenly to conjoin in a single infamy
British Government with the attitude towards Ireland
two things which have been clearly distinguished
by
of the British people. What could he have said if
President Wilson-the
Prussian system and the docile
countered in Ireland by the argument he now employs
German people. On the other hand, since the “Times”
against the German people? Whether actually
faced
and its correspondents have the ear of the world, the
by it or not, the reply might have been made to his
impression will go abroad that in the day of our victory
protest, that the Irish people do not recognise any
our leading newspaper is incapable of justice.
distinction between Castle government and the opinion
***
of the English people. We have assented to it, the
The
astounding
fact
emergesfrom the
correspondence Irish might say, and have made ourselves a party to
centuries
of injustice-why,
then,
should
they
that in practically all the cases the model chosen
for our imitation is taken from Prussian history. What
discriminate between Mr. Walter Long and Mr. G. K.
Chesterton,
between
Sir Edward
Carson
and the
did Bismarck do upon such and such an occasion?
What would Prussia do if she were now in our place?
English
people? As a matter of fact, the Irish people
And, more astonishing still, it is presumed as a matter
are far too intelligent ever to fall into this error. Over
and over again their leaders have taken care to insist
of course and without explanation that the English
upon the very distinction which Mr. Chesterton has
people must be impressed by this kind of reasoning.
The very reverse, however should be the case and
been over to Dublin to make. All we are saying is that
Mr. Chesterton who desires this distinction to be made
will, in fact, we believe, be the case. That
Bismarck
for his own country should be no less generous than
did such and such, or that a victorious Prussia would
the Irish and make it on behalf of the German no less
have done such and such are precisely the best reasons
than of the English people,
why we should look to some other model. For what
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Without
acquitting the German people of terrible
guilt, for which they should be and will be punished
even under the most humane conditions of peace, we
confess we have been too much impressed by the past
propaganda
of the “ New Witness ” to hold them
responsible save in a minor degree.
Here in this
country we have what are said to be free institutions;
and we have had the advantage of them for many
Moreover, there is said to be a tradition of
years.
liberty amongst us which upon occasion has exemplified
itself in the execution of kings.
Yet for all that,
and upon no more convincing evidence than that of the
“ New Witness,” the electorate is demonstrated to be
under the control of a caucus which itself is the created
instrument
of a comparatively few wealthy persons.
But if that is the case here, under a Liberal constitution
and with years of traditional Liberalism behind
us, is
it surprising that the servility of the German people
to their Prussian Government is as habitual as it is?
Above all, is it right to assume that the German people
is actually more in love with the Prussian Government
than Mr. Chesterton is with the Government of Mr.
Lloyd George? What is needed in the discussion, if
we are to avoid the besetting sin of our nation, is a
glance at home before condemning wholesale abroad.
Assuredly
our rampageous
home-critics
cannot
have
the double advantage of separating the English people
from its Government and of uniting the German people
and the Prussian Government. One or other of these
two weapons of polemics must be laid down. Either,
that is to say, our cloud of new witnesses must accept
as the indubitable voice of the English people the policy
of the British Government in relation to Ireland (or
to Marconi, etc.), or they must concede to the German
people what they claim for ourselves. And
commonsense,
we believe,
would conclude that
the German
people, are rather less than more responsible for their
rulers than we are for ours.
***
A more dangerous consequence than an additional
evidence of our national platitude is to be feared from
the present propaganda-it
is misunderstanding
with
America.
“It matters little,”
says
the “New
Witness,” “whether the Junkers give way to the Socialists,
despite the insistence of the pacifists that we have no
quarrel with the German people.” And the “Times,”
as we have observed before, is similarly anxious to
confine to pacifists the distinction between the Prussian
is not,
Government and the German people. It
however,the case that the distinction is peculiar to pacifists.
On the whole, in fact, our pacifists have been remarkably
slow in taking up an attitude which we should
have thought might have brought strength
to their
How many times have we appealed in vain
position.
to our pacifists to distinguish, for example, between a
programme of war-aims for the German people and a
programme for the Prussian militarists?
On the other
hand, it is pre-eminently the non- and anti-pacifists,
beginning
with President Wilson, who have consistently
affirmed that they have no quarrel with the
Germanpeople. From his very first message to the very
latest that appeared last week it is obvious that
President Wilson has not only distinguished between
Prussia and Germany, but has made the recognition
and the enlargement of the division between them the
chief object
of
his
policy.
The Washington
correspondentof the “Times” no later than Thursday last
repeated for the hundredth time that the President’s
policy was to drive the wedge deeper between the
Prussianmilitarists and the German people, and that this
was the fixed and unalterable conviction of the American
people. Tu assume, after this, that the distinction
is confined to pacifists is not only dishonest, it is insulting
to President Wilson and America.
It is to write
down our great Allies and the greatest statesman of
our day as either pacifists or fools. It is, moreover, to
play into the hands of the most sordid and stupid of all

the groups of which our own little oligarchy is
composed. Mr. G. K. Chesterton and the Northcliffe
Press are in agreement upon it.
***
President Wilson’s policy stands
in no need of
apology; and we imagine that his forthcoming
reply
to the forthcoming reply of the German Government
will place him beyond the need even of explanation.
At the same time, seeing that there arecertainly people
in this country who interest themselves in
misrepresenting
America,
it
may
be advisable
to re-state
the
objects and methods clearly revealed
in President
Wilson’s recent notes. The presupposition
throughout
is the divisibility of the Prussian militarists and the
German people; and the aim of President Wilson is
to break the bond between them for ever.
How is
that to be done? It is to be done, is President Wilson’s
reply, by breaking the Prussian military machine in
the eyes of all the world; yet at the same time in such
a way that not only the world may see that the day
of militarism is over, but that the German people’s
last lingering doubt of it may be abolished. In other
words, Prussian militarism
is to he destroyed both
in the material and in the spiritual sense; it is to be
removed from the hearts as well as from the
institutionsof the German nation. Rut what is needed to
destroy it in the hearts of men is that in the process
of its destruction only militarism shall be destroyed.
President
Wilson
therefore, aims at preserving
the
German people from the fate of the Prussian system;
and, after showing to it its broken idolatrous master,
to offer the German people the new gods of justice
tempered with mercy. To this end he not only invites
the German people to witness the destruction
of
militarism, but he invites them to co-operate in the new
worship of international
justice.
When freed from
their old idols, they may join with the rest of the,
world in the service of the true religion of humanity.
Sentimental,
no doubt, our little gang of Imperialists.
will call
all this; but the characteristics
of America
are not only “ sentiment ” hut power. We
must
remember that America is non. the leading Ally of the
forces opposed to Prussianism. On the barest grounds
of expediency it behoves us to attach importance to
the policy of President Wilson ; and upon other grounds
the case for President Wilson’s view seems to us
to be unanswerable.
The destruction of the German
people, in any intelligible sense of the word, is as
impossible as it is undesirable. Likewise the assumption
that
its superimposed
Prussian militarism,
once
removed, will necessarily recur is both unhistorical and
contrary to any faith in human nature. It is essential
to destroy Prussian militarism; but it is no less essential
to assume that when it is destroyed
it is really
dead.
To assume the contrary
is to perpetuate
militarism, if not in Germany, in our own country-and
that, perhaps,
is the object of the group that
continues to oppose President Wilson.
***
There can be no doubt that the effect of President
Wilson’s policy is beginning to be seen in Germany.
Little by little, under the double influence of the
militarypressure of Marshal Foch and the democratic
diplomacy of President Wilson the breach between the
Prussian system and the German people is beginning to
widen.
The point at which the final cleavage will be
made, the moment of its finality and the conclusive
evidence of it are, however, still subjects of speculation.
One of our fears is lest, with the free circulation of the
“Times,”
and papers of similar views, in Germany,
the German people may disregard the assurances of
President Wilson and, again giving rein to their fears
of “annihilation”
at the hands of our Northcliffes,
decide to rally for a desperate resistance round the banner
of the pan-Germans.
We are afraid that there are
evidences that this is not a remote possibility.
On the
other hand, Lord Milner has expressed a different kind
of fear altogether, the fear that the German people,

once convinced that they have been led astray, may
inaugurate a Bolshevist regime of anarchism and terrorism,
from which Europe and the world would suffer
even more than they have suffered from the collapse of
Russia.
Between these two extremes of possibility,
the task of diplomacy is difficult. we do not wish,
from fear of anarchism in Germany, to refrain from
pushing the German people irrevocably in the direction
of revolution ; but neither do we wish, from fear of
militarism, to create a second Russia in Europe. Who
shall say at this moment how to avoid both conclusions?
For ourselves, however, we believe that Lord Milner's
fears are the less warranted of the two. Bolshevism is
improbable in a nation with as large a middle-class as
Germany possesses.
we
should, therefore,
be
preparedto take the risks with President Wilson of a more
movement Leftwards
in Germany than
unmistakable
To repent our former criterion,
we have yet seen.
when a Government has been formed in Germany
containing no pan-German and all the minority Socialists,
the work of diplomacy will have been done.
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values
There are things useful to man arid these
we may call utilities ; and there are things to which
man may be useful and these are Values. The
confusion in regarding these two sets of things as
identicalis obvious ; but it also results in evil consequences ;
for as surely as values are regarded as utilities or
utilities as values, one or other of two results occurs.
In the first instance, we reduce values to utilities and
begin then to inquire what is the use to us of this or
that value, when, all the while, the proper question
is what use we can be to them. And, in the second
instance, we raise utilities into values and thereby set
ourselves to serve false gods. A fallen god is a value
reduced to a utility ; a false god is a utility raised to a
value
But let us consider where the division between
utilities and values lies. The division is plainly to be
made at the point where man ceases to be an end and
becomes a means : at the point, in fact, when from
being a person to be ministered to he is transformed
into a person to minister unto; from being a master
he becomes a servant.
But where is this point?
Looking for it in the world of things we find it at the
present stage of human history at the point which
divides material existence from ideal or insubstantial
essences.
We may say in general that the things
required to maintain physical existence (in the most
generous
sense)
are
utilities subordinate
and
instrumentalto man. But of the things above this level we
may say that they are not subordinate or instrumental
to man, but, on the contrary, he is instrumental to
them.
Roughly classifying them in the ascending
order of their value they are science, art, philosophy
and religion.
To these values man may be useful;
hut only in a conditional, reciprocal or inverse sense
can they be said to be useful to man. Food, clothing,
shelter, human society, social laws, customs and
institutions are all of them instrumental to man ; and
are properly criticised as being more or less useful to
him, since utility is their sole purpose in relation to
him. Rut science, art, philosophy and religion, while,
of course, " useful " in a certain sense, are only useful
to man precisely in so far as he is useful to them.
What distinguishes
these, values
from utilities
in
general is, from a psychological point of view, the
presence or absence of the quality of disinterestedness.
In relation to utilities it is proper for man to be
interested : since utilities are instrumental to him ; they
are means to man as an end. But in relation to values,
it is proper to man to be disinterested; that is to say,
he must have no personal aim in view in regard to
them.
It is not his own welfare that is his concern
when contemplating
them, but their welfare.
The

difference, it will be seen, is again one of standard.
The standard of utilities is their more or less use to
man : the standard of values is man’s more or less use
to them. The doctrine, though at first sight strange,
is nevertheless
a commonplace.
The world reckons
values and utilities in the way described ; and a man
is regarded as great who preserves the distinction
between utilities and values ; or, in other words, who
knows what to sacrifice to himself and what to sacrifice
him
to.
PUBLIC.
It is not generally realised that in the
transition from private to public life we are passing
from one world into another; and still less that these
two worlds, although they have much in common,
differ in many respects from each other. When in
Rome do as Rome does is a familiar saying. But it is
much more necessary when in public to do the public
thing. How to define the difference between the private
and public worlds is, however, a task of some difficulty.
Nobody has really applied his mind to it; there
is no work written, as yet, upon public as distinct
from private morality, public as distinct from private
form, public in general from private in general. But
we need such a work badly. In the absence of such an
ethica publica, we can only offer fragments
far
consideration.What,
for example, can be made of the
undoubted fact that a man may he privately immoral
and yet be publicly moral-and
vice versa?
It here
appears that a man's public work-by
which is meant
the total impression and effect he produces upon what
we call the public-inay
be judged without regard to
his private life, exactly as it is possible to judge a
man's art without having regard
to his personal
character.
There is no doubt, of course, that there is
an intimate relation for the man himself between his
private and his public life, his personal character and
his artistic work; but this relation is best expressed
by saying that as a rule the less of his personal life
he imports into his public life and work the better.
Public work, in fact, like many other forms of
deliberate self-manifestat ion or self-expression,
is best
when it is most impersonal in the private sense. Hence
the need to judge it by another standard than the
private standard.
From another point of view, the
man who enters public life is like a man who leaves the
audience and goes on the stage. In the former position
--that
of audience-he
has certain
duties
to
perform; that is to say, he must behave in such a way
as to attract no attention to himself and to distract
none from the spectacle before him. But on the stage
his duties become entirely different.
It is then his
function to attract attention to himself within the limits
laid down by his part; or rather, let us say, it is his
business to provide a focus of attention directed to the
play in which he is performing a part. Similarly our
public man, by virtue of his occupation of the public
stage, has the duty of focussing attention
on the
public thing.
He may attract attention
to himself
But only for the purpose of passing it on to the public
thing with whose performance he is concerned. From
this point of view, once more, our criticism of him
must not he the criticism of his private life, but
criticismof his public performance in relation to the public
thing in which he has chosen to play a part. Being
thus an art comparable with any other art-literature,
for-,instance-public
life must be susceptible of rules
and regulations and distinctions of style and matter as
are all the other arts.
Certain rules must be
observed as a condition of practising the public art at all ;
and mastery of the rules must needs be a condition of
great style in the public art. The figure a man cuts
in public life is equivalent to the style in which a writer
writes.
It may be an easy, familiar, pedestrian style;
or it may rise to the grand style ornate or simple.
In every case, however, the criterion is the public
appearance
and not the private personality;
as we
do not inquire (except out of curiosity) what porridge

had John Keats or with how many quills Milton wrote
his Tractate on Education. Finally, we may observe
that the greatest public man is not by any means of
necessity the most popular. The size of his public is
no better criterion of his public value than the
circulationof a writer is an infallible criterion of his literary
value.
Public form or style is, like literary form or
style, a thing for critics to judge. Rut they must in
the former as in the latter judge by the rules of the
art and not by the personal idiosyncrasies of the artist.

On

the Reorganisation of
University
Education.
By M. W. Robieson.

THE existing relations
of the Universities
to the
State on the one hand and to other educational
organisationson the other are neither uniform nor well
defined. Since they have come into existence at different
periods over a range of seven hundred years, the conceptions
of public education which they have been intended
to fulfil have diverged even more than their internal
structures. Oxford and Cambridge and Trinity College,
Dublin, stand apart by themselves ; the University of
Glasgow, founded by a Bull of Pope Nicholas the
Fifth, still bears some traces of its mediaeval origin;
for an explanation of the peculiarities of the newer
Irish
Universities, reference must be made to certain
stormy religious controversies
which are,
at least,
not new; while most of the modern English
Universities
betray their later birth in being overweighted
with technology.
In a city the sociological student
can show that the successive stages of its history are
in some sense still present. In the same way, the
constitution of a University is a complex built up out
of adaptations to varying needs, compact, no doubt,
of forces which in some fashion work together, but
which have never been seen as a whole and seldom
considered together
in the light of a comprehensive
conception
of education, much less of the life of the
community as a plastic whole. The measure in which
this is true of a single University gives us some clue
to the extent to which it holds of the system of higher
education.
Some attempt
to discuss
the place
of the
Universitiesin a reconstructed educational system is
increasingly necessary. About details there will be
endlessvariety of opinion only partly to be unified by
discussion.
But by the same process we may hope
to reach some sort of agreement on principles. I shall
begin by stating those which seem most fundamental.
I. No good reason seems to exist for a separation
between higher non-technical education and secondary
education different from that between primary
and
secondary. On purely educational grounds no separate
authority
is necessary,
though
convenience
of
administration may make it advisable. The educational
process is a whole; as a single social function it should
be in charge of an authority which is also single.
II Education being a definite specialised function in
the life of the community, responsibility for it should
be entrusted to those whose profession it is; in other
words, to an educational guild, which should include
all those regularly engaged in imparting " civic "
education, and should possess a monopoly.
III The State, the organised association
which
expresses the spirit of the community, is immediately
concerned in education, because through it is developed
the civic spirit which it should embody. Hence it is
entitled
to permanent
direct representation
on the
educational
guild.
The general lines of educational
policy must be laid down by the State alone and
embodied in legislation and the guild charter, which
is the warrant entrusting the guild with responsibility
for the functions it enumerates, subject to the
fulfilment
of the conditions it lays down. As
regards

particular questions, the State may have a voice through
its representatives
on the various governing
bodies
of the guild.
IV. The Universities, being the institutions
which
provide facilities
for higher non-technical education,
must be parts or organs of the guild, and subject to
its control.
V. The most important line of divergence between
types of education is that which divides general or
humanistic
or civic education,
which develops
the
capacities of the souls of men and fits them to be
citizens of no mean city, from technical education
which equips them for a trade. That for all men both
are necessary is obvious, and need' not be argued
further.
But that they cannot both be adequately
cared for by the same authority seems no less clear.
I assume, therefore, that technical education will be
an affair of the appropriate industry, taking the place
of apprenticeship
in the ancient craft. The business
of the University, on the other hand, is to train men:
if professional training enters into it at all, it must
be in a secondary fashion. And I propose to discuss
later the adjustments demanded by these ideas.
A University, then, may be expected to perform the,
following
functions :(a) To be a centre for non-technical higher education
within its own area, accepting full responsibility for
it, subject to the general control of the State end of
the educational guild of which it is a part.
(b) To grant degrees, etc., as evidence of a certain
minimum level of attainment.
(c) To be a centre for research, obliged to give to
those capable of it full opportunities and facilities.
(d) To be a depository of knowledge at the call of
the community, especially on politics, administration,
and social life.
Assuming that these are the functions
to be
performed, we may set down in outline the form of
administration which seems most suitable to a University.
It is not possible to do this without making use
of some political principles, but what they are should
be pretty obvious.
(1) Like any other guild or part thereof, a University
should enjoy a high degree of autonomy. Within
the limits of its charter, in fact, it should have perfect
freedom.
In this respect it would resemble a chartered
body to-day.
But it would be on a considerably
greater scale; its charter would be subject to periodical
revision by Parliament; and it would be exclusive,
as having a monopoly.
(2) As at present, it should control the conditions
of entrance into itself, both for students and for its
members.
This privilege may be expected to become
of less importance as the balance of forces in society
alters, accompanied with the disappearance of the noneducational
forces
which at present constantly
tend
to lower the various entrance standards to professions.
(3) The vital concern of the State with education
makes it a civil, not an industrial,
guild, and
representation on the governing bodies of Universities of
the central and local authorities follows as a matter
o f course.
(4) The adjustment
of the relations
of the
educational
guild and of the University to other guilds may
be brought about by interchange of representatives
on
governing bodies, together with an extension of the
system
of advisory committees.
A good enough
existing example of the former of these principles may
be found in the relation of the Universities to the
General
Medical Council.
Though
the latter body
has no legal representatives
on a University,
it
controls in practice the work of the Faculty of Medicine.
No one feels this type of inter-control to be a burden;
because it rests on mutual discussion.
Most of the following argument will be concerned
with the provincial Universities, as it seems plain that
a reorganisation
of University education must take

these as its basis. To do this is not to overlook the
unique position occupied by Oxford and Cambridge
and Trinity College, Dublin, or the value of a great
deal in their tradition. What their place ought to be
I shall discuss at a later stage. Some explanation of
the organisation
of the provincial Universities
is
required before considering in what respects it is
defective, in view of the general principles we have laid
down, and along what lines it may be corrected.
Like practically all public institution; in Britain, the
constitutions of provincial Universities
are based
on
the principle of a fundamental and deep-seated
distinction
of function
and status between the professional
staff and the governing body. Though
this division
holds in all cases, it is hardly possible to adopt short
titles for the two, owing to the variations in their
designations. Some divergence is also to be found in
respect of their legal powers.*
The rule, however,
obtains that in the governing body resides the personality of the University, for and on behalf of which it
acts; while to the body of professors are allocated all
matters which may be regarded as purely "academic"
-the adjustment
of courses,
the maintenance
of
college discipline, the guidance
of research,
the
supervisionof the actual work of teaching, the appointment
of assistants
and demonstrators,
and
so
on.
Financial questions are almost entirely reserved to the
governing body, which possesses also very large powers
with regard to those things which are mainly in charge
of the professional body. Courses, for example, generally
require to be approved by it, after the academic
authorities have drawn up and passed them. In most
Universities,
in fact, nothing
whatever
that
the
professional bodies do is not subject to revision by the
governing body.
Occasionally,
matters
of discipline
are entirely reserved to the former; but experience
shows that the peculiar legal powers of the governing
bodies render it difficult to safeguard even this right.
The significance of this is the persistence of the
difficultywhich has always been felt in separating off
purely academic questions from matter ; of general
University policy. As will appear, I should propose to
deal with it by throwing the whole burden on the
academic body, inferring from it, in fact, that no such
separation can really be made.
Of the subordinate bodies in University administration
it seems hardly necessary
to say anything. The
Faculties are in the main committees of the academic
body, though certain members of the staff below the
grade of professor may have a statutory right to belong
to them. In some Universities, again, the whole question
of courses
is separated
from other academic
subjects and handed over to another professional body
whose relations with the governing body are immediate.
But these are matters of detail. Similarly, as regards
office arrangements,
sometimes
of great importance,
where there is great variation of practice. The vital
principle is that the direction
of the University
is
everywhere in the hands of a body which is
predominantly
non-academic.
That such an arrangement will seem normal to most
people is only to be expected. The analogy of industry
supports it. The practice of ether educational authorities
follows very similar lines. Associations
commonly
supposed to be very democratic, like
consumers’
cooperative stores, exhibit the principle in an exaggerated
form.
If we pass over the cheap reasoning
of the
business man who sees merely a parallel to his own
position
as regards
his employees,
and try to
understand
what is the real case which can be made out for
it, we find that it comes to something like this.
A
University,
it is argued,
is a public institution,
supportedlargely out of public money. Very
varied
interestsare involved in its working.
It touches local life
at a number of points, and these should all be
* v, note to p. 4.

representedon it,* so that it may be controlled in the
interests of the community, which must direct what is to
be taught, guide the allocation of the funds to the
different departments,
and look after the adjustment
of the competing claims which are inseparable from a
complex
institution. After all, the primary function of
a University is to instruct students, who-or
their
parents-are
entitled to say what they desire to have
taught in it. The business of specialised staffs is to
teach, to do research, to supply detailed information,
and to guide the higher powers.
Within
their own
field, nobody interferes with them.
The governing
body leaves them alone, provided that they do their
work, reserving,
of course, to itself the power of
hearing appeals and acting in the light of the evidence
from any party which considers itself aggrieved. Men
of commonsense, in fact, must control the expert, who
is: a notorious fool outside his own borders.
Public
control of a public institution is the watchword.
And
support for this view is found in the fact that the
Government has never gone so far in the direction of
determining what is to be taught in Universities, as it
has in the case of more elementary education. That
has been left to the wisdom of the governing bodies on
the spot, to determine it in relation to local conditions.
They are representatives of the central government, and
the basis of their power is the same in principle.
'Though this system is not so bad as the immediate
direction of a Government department,
as used partly
to be the case in Ireland, it is, nevertheless, highly
unsatisfactory.
A divided responsibility bring: with it
a constant possibility
of conflicting interests, and is
followed by an equally constant necessity for conciliating
non-academic
views
or postponing
indefinitely
much-needed
reforms.
I ought to say as explicitly as
possible that the personal factor enters hardly at
all
into this question, as it does familiarly into that of a
local elementary
education authority,
where
the
membersare frequently openly antagonistic to the whole
cause of education and petty personal likes and dislikes
determine their policy. In a University, on the other
hand, you are dealing with educated men on both
sides : non-academic members of governing bodies are
often men of great attainments
and experience and
genuine enthusiasm €or higher education : while party
or merely personal questions are usually marked by
their absence.
The constant friction which is a
familiarfeature of provincial college life cannot be got rid
of or even much mitigated by any revision of the
system of election, because it is not due merely to the
wrong men being there. At bottom it depends on an
antagonism between two principles or dominant ideas,
each represented by a group. Both are real and both
are vital. A satisfactory educational
system requires
their adjustment, as does also the social life of which
they are a part. The failure of existing arrangements
is an elementary consequence of trying to make one
do the work of the other-an attempt which (so far as it
has clear grounds) arises from a mistaken social theory.
To correct it is not merely to set free the energies of
professional people to do that work which is peculiarly
their own; it is also to excuse various worthy people
from the unpleasant task of deciding questions for the
solution of which they are not really qualified.
Since the central idea underlying National Guilds
may be taken to be the extension to industry and other
social functions of the notion of a chartered corporation
which (for reasons which any historian
could
explain) is present in a modified form in public institutions
like Universities ; and since from another aspect
it may be regarded as the introduction into industry
of the type of status and responsibilities which at
presentpartly belong to professional bodies, which are to
that extent free from the wage-system, the general line
* V. note to p. 6,

of argument by which the monopoly of labour-power
which is the guild and the partnership of the guilds
and the State is defended may he expected- to involve
our present conclusion. For our purposes, however, a
different line of approach will be much more effective.
We may proceed by trying to discover what function
the non-professional governing bodies of Universities
now perform which could not equally well be entrusted
wholly to their professional colleagues. It may be
observed that this is not really a separate line of argument.
It should turn out to yield in respect of a
department of education the same principles which (it is
asserted) hold as regards our economic system as a
whole.
In the first place, it may be argued, non-academic
bodies decide general questions of University
policy
on grounds of commonsense. The assumption here is
plainly that there are certain questions of general policy
which can be separated off from academic ones. To
this I reply that they are extraordinarily
hard to
detect. In fact, I do not believe they can be shown to
exist apart from
(a) genuinely academic questionslike the curriculum for a degree,
and (b) large
questions of educational policy, in which the interests
of the rest of the teaching authority and of the
community are involved
The non-academic governing
bodies can hardly claim specially to be entitled to
decide the first.
And in claiming to represent the
second they have shifted their ground, and adopted
the second line of defence. The first line as a whole,
however,
suggests, if it does not contain, a peculiarly vicious
fallacy, the evil effects of which are more obviously
implied in education before the University stage.
It
is that the work of the teacher is purely routine and
largely
mechanical. This deplorable
idea follows
inevitably from a system which boasts that the real
responsibility for education is entrusted under it to laymen, in the belief that teachers cannot be allowed to
take genuine decisions. The business man, sitting on
the local education authority, who engages a teacher
thinks of him as he would of a cIerk [not a Confidential
clerk) and pays him accordingly the wages of a scavenger.
That this whole conception
of education
is
tragically
wrong most of us recognise, if we are decent men.
But it is at least as certain that the principle upon
which the organisation
of our education proceeds
implies it at every point and is the greatest obstacle to
the appreciation
of educational
ideas and their
translation
intopractice.
The function of the governing bodies, it may be
contended in the second place, is to represent the public
interest on the Universities.
This argument
is often
confused with the first. If we distinguish them, it
appears to be that the community is vitally interested in
the efficiency of Universities. and in their relation to
educational policy as a whole. This contention
is
emphatically true, and it is provided for in guild theory
by the representation
of the State on the central
educational authority and on such local bodies and
institutions as seems necessary.
But this is a very
different thing from the practically complete
government
of Universities
by representatives
who may be
supposed to be acting in the public interests.
The
common interest in higher education seems, when we
analyse it, to have two elements. The State must be
satisfied that the provisions
of the charter
are
observed, which implies that a reasonable degree of
efficiency is attained.
Secondly, ordinary University and
educational administration
must bring the educational
guild into direct touch with other guilds especially the
civil guilds, Naturally,
the State representatives
will
act as liaison officers. But-and
this observation
is
fundamental-neither
by the education
guild nor by
the civil guilds-nor by these two jointly can wide
questions
of public policy be settled, but only by Parliament
and the State.

The questions now left are really technical questions ;
arid the real and permanent function which nonacademic bodies perform proves on examination to be
a rapidly vanishing quantity.
The third line of defence is familiar, and is not
withoutfoundation. With respect to Universities it is that
the ;ion-academic members of governing bodies
represent
the local interests.
The constitutions
of most of
the modern English Universities can be explained only
by supposing that this assumption is valid; no other
reason can be given for the fact that the ultimate
authority nominally rests in a huge Court of Governors
while the executive power belongs to a Council. We
require, in any case, to ask why the local interests
should be represented, and whether the just representation
of them involves
the possession
of the powers
which those, whose defence it is that they stand for
them, actually have. Two elements are included, and
both of them are of some importance.
In the first
place, some members are appointed to represent local
institutions like hospitals, whose relation to Universities
is very close. It is an example of the principle of
interchangeof members to which we have already referred,
and no remark need be made on it except that, since its
purpose is not control but co-ordination, one member
is enough. The relation of the local University to the
local administrative bodies is covered by this principle.
But, secondly, the adaptation
of the activities of the
University to local needs is an argument we have heard
even more frequently. Under present conditions it is
apt to result chiefly in attempts to make the University
do the work of a technical college; and in itself I should
argue that it is either a myth, or can be met by the
institution of an advisory committee.
The principle
upon which my whole argument procceds is that the
producer, the craftsman, the professional expert, must
possess in his own hands the control over the conditions
particular and general of his work ; and this application
of it seems essential, and is, besides, justified on its
merits.
But an advisory committee may have a definite
part to play if its function be clearly defined, and it is
not merely expected to talk at large. Then there is a
reason for its existence, which may occasionally
be
sufficient.
Even under existing conditions, an advisory
committee brings the University into touch with certain
sections of public opinion. In an educational guild,
ordinary provision would naturally be made within the
guild itself. But for some matters the principle might
still be found useful. To advise on public feeling and
the common attitude ; to express general views and
bring to light unsuspected needs---these
are the
functions
of such a body. About, for example. a particular
public
examination, there will always be suspicions,
which rest on surmise. With the ready provision of
information the suspicion will die a natural death, even
if the surmise gets the length of expression.
Incidentally,
such a committee may disseminate among its own
constituents
on account of the considered attitude of
the University.
Most of the existing authorities of
our Universities could do good work in charge of
advisory committees.
Only our extraordinary
'prejudice
in favour of local control keeps them where they are.
A fourth set of arguments is quite commonly used
A body of men who are not experts, it is said, are
required to settle disputed questions on which there is
disagreement
in the academic bodies, having all the
facts before them, they decide without bias.
This
argument appears to me quite aggressively false, and I
shall try to show why. (I) It rests on a common error
about the settlement of disputes.
No doubt, in any
such organisation there must be a body which is sovereign
in
the
legal
sense. Being the final body to be,
consulted, its decision is final; but why it should
consist of non-academic people simply does not appear.
(To be concluded.)

Recreations

in Criticism.

By Edward Moore.
If “ le style est l’homme,” it follows that the- writer,
more than other men, is marked down as the victim
of the psychologists.
Granted
of course, that he
possesses a style! And even if he has none, there is
still something to be learnt ! The man of action,
however,is less easy to read : lie can disguise himself in
his works. For we judge him by the accomplished
deed; and the deed tells us far less of the man than
the doing. The object of action may be chosen
deliberately to mislead us, and a man’s works may be
his best disguise so long as they are not literary works.
In literature, on the other hand, the execution is of
as much concern as the result : the style is carried
forward, as it were; it is part of the finished work.
Thus, even if in what he says the writer tries to
deceive us, in the glance and the gesture the truth will
be uttered. Suppose he hides himself behind a posethere is always the choice of the pose to reveal him.
For why precisely this pose? His partiality,
at any
rate, is displayed; that he wishes to he takes for
something.
We already know much about a man,
however,when we know what he would desire to appear.
A pose is simply an ideal: in itself it may be a thing
insincere, but it has arisen out of sincerity. Yes, it is
clear there is no escape for the writer; he cannot lieat any rate, about himself.
The less there is of content in a work-the more it
is mere expression and style, the better the writer is
known to us. We are more intimate with the novelist
than with the historian, and with the poet than either.
But the musician we know best of all. With the most
intimate intuitions of the composers we are familiar,
although we are ignorant, it is true, of their opinions.
And not even if they were to invent a new languageit has been done-could
they disguise themselves ; it
would be simply another medium through which to
“ give themselves away. ” Of course, this is not to
say that the composers express only themselves ; that
would be a dangerous deduction.
Pose is simply a form of expression; it is the great
poseurs that we know best. How much more familiar
we arc with the liars-take
Sterne, for instance--than
with the austere, truthful spirits like Marcus Aurelius
or Newman !
In nothing was Sterne more himself
than in his affectation; his pose was the essential part
of him. He was all style : strictly speaking, there was
no subject matter in his works at all. Yes, his very
subject matter was ” style ” : in every word he wrote
he expressed Sterne
Style expresses
the involuntary
element
in the
genius of a writer
To proclaim your tenets is a
voluntary confession ; to proclaim them in your own
way is also an involuntary confession.
In the subject
matter you identify yourself with others, for there
must be some among your audience who agree with
you ; but in the style, without knowing it, without
wishing it, you distinguish,
you define your very
nature, and show wherein you differ from everyone
else. It is in this, however, that the true subtlety, the
meaning of a writer often resides.
Le style est
l’esprit.
He possesses
a style, but he is withoutstyleconfessit, you are thinking of Mr. H. G. Wells ! But
why of him in particular?--the difficulty would be to
find among living writers half-a-dozen to whom this
description does not apply. Ours is an age of individualities.
Well, to be individuaI is not enough ;
individualityin itself is neither good nor bad : one must be
individual
with strength,
clarity
and good
taste.
Lacking
these
otic may possess idiosyncrasies
or
mannerism,hut not style.
The novels of Dostoyevsky are unpleasant because
they are subjective and the subject is sick.
While
reading them we have not only to contemplate the

diseased, but we must exist. within their skins. If an
artist portrays the unhealthy, however, we are entitled
to ask that he should be objective. Decency requires
it.
The style is the man, the style is the nation-perhaps
also, the style is the universe!
If the universe were
judged by a literary standard, what conclusion would
we come to about its author?
Le style est le Dieu?
But the difficulty here is that we have not even learnt
the language-and
that most of the volumes, in any
case, are missing !
From Stendhal the admirable lesson may be learnt :
have something worth saying and say it, and you will
be interesting. So long as you occupy our minds with
matters definite and real we cannot he bored. On the
other hand what wearies
us is language without
thought, where we flounder in a bog of words, with
nothing of which we can catch hold. In this connection,
how great really must have been the genius of
Carlyle!
In spite of the fact that all his life he simply
did not know what he wanted to say, he held his
readers, overcame their disgust
and weariness,
and
even made disciples. It was a triumph of style. What
interests us in Carlyle is his striving, the dramatic
struggle which he carried on with his material.
He
never conquered it arid he never surrendered to it.
Mr. Wells is the complete representative of his age
on the intellectual side ; he has been everything-Socialist, Eugenist, Radical, Tory,
but never himself.
There is nothing fundamental that can be predicated
of him ; he is change in itself, change minus even
direction.
Mr. Wells is a sphinx who, if the answer
to his riddle were read to him, would riot know it !
In writing of love the modern realistic school have
this striking defect, that their conception of
it is
neither romantically
beautiful
nor philosophically
profound.But until one has discovered a profound
conception of love, one has not the right to deny the
romantic
conception. The realists, horn-ever, fail both
as artists and as thinkers.
For some conception of
love they are bound to have as we shall see. Lacking
the artist’s illusion and the thinker’s profundity, they
arc left as intelligent men with one other possible
attitude-that
of men of the world.
It is their
attitude.Note the manner in which they all write of
woman. they pride themselves far more upon knowing
the mysteries of woman’s toilette
than on divining
those of her heart. To be ignorant of psychology is to
them of course a drawback, but to know nothing of
millinery is fatal. Where they fail a last time,
however,is as simple men of the world. For where a
real member of the species, natural and unspoiled,
would be at least entertaining,
they write with, oh,
such solemnity and precision !
In two words, the
modern realists arc men of the world made bores by
a little art-men of the world, that is to say, without
a sense of humour.
Carlyle loved greatness,
but he was not himself.
great--it
is questionable whether he even understood
the great or desired to do so. Take up any of his
books and you will find, instead of a rational attempt
to learn from great men or even to apprize them, a
simple, occult act of worship. “ Might is Right ” was
in Carlyle’s mouth nothing more than his devout
sycophancy towards his gods. Nietzsche’s attitude to
great men differed in this way : during his life he was
the disciple of two-Schopenhauer
and Wagner.
But
a disciple is already in potential equality with his
master. Nietzsche, in his apprenticeship, was perfectly
rational and perfectly self-respecting ; he submitted
that he might learn. Carlyle’s attitude, on the other
hand, was the unintelligent, mystical attitude of the
mob to its idols; that and nothing more; it came
dangerously near journalism.
From the pessimism
of Schopenhauer
to the
decadenceof Baudelaire there was only a step. Baudelaire
was a practical Schopenhauer ; the latter saw that joy

was transient,
the former knew it by experience.
Alas !
Baudelaire had the greater courage.
How often we assume that because a work is
amusing-because
it is surface, it speaks only to the
surface!
But that is an error.
mozart in his music
distilled what is divine in careless gaiety.
He was
far from the mighty passions, the sublime sorrows;
yet he reached the soul. We are wrong in thinking
that only the profound and the sublime possess the
keys of the soul: the most fragile, ephemeral things,
if they have perfection, will reach it.

Drama,
By John Francis Hope.
THE continued success of the plays now being
performed is becoming embarrassing ; the only play that
shows signs of wear and tear is “ Damaged Goods,”
and by the time that this article appears it will have
been removed
from
the Court
’Theatre, Chelsea,
where “ Twelfth Night ” is now in rehearsal.
After
the appeal to sexual purity, the attack on Puritanism ;
after
Brieux, Shakespeare.
The
cinematograph
vanishes from the Scala and drama re-invades with a
spy-play, I believe ; but only-on the fringes of the magic
circle is there any sign of movement.
To reach the
Scala we have to cross Oxford Street; and of those
who have done so, no memory remains. Perhaps
they
have fallen into ‘‘ The Better ’Ole.”
The Court
Theatre, Chelsea, is a train-ride away; but Mr. Fagan
advertises it as “ London’s most accessible theatre, ”
as one might say that Liverpool or Portsmouth was
London’s most accessible port.
Across the bridge,
Shakespeare meets his Waterloo at the Old Vic; but
I imagine that he will meet his Sedan when Miss Iris
Hoey
and Miss Madge Titheradge
give their
performance of selected scenes from his works. It was
all very well for Bernhardt
to play Maeterlinck’s
Pelleas,
or Rostand’s
L’Aiglon ; but Shakespeare
should be made of sterner stuff, and Miss Titheradge’s
Lear, or Hamlet, or even Romeo, should be as funny
as was her “ Puss in Boots,” or whatever it was she
played in pantomime. The equality of the sexes does
not abolish their diversity ; and Miss Madge Titheradge
as Lear does not return the compliment of the late
Fred Emery as “ Mrs. May.”
But as far away as Manchester is (near Archangel,
is it not?) the verdict is delivered.
The Manchester
Playgoers’ Club says, in its Annual Report, that “ the
stage has lost the impetus of a ‘ movement,’ and is
That
is
not
a
now purely an amusement.”
condemnation,
but a description; and I doubt the validity of
the implicit criticism of the phrase. For that “ movement"
whose impetus has failed was not a dramatic
movement; it was an attempt to make drama do the
work of various other means of expression. The “social
question drama ” to which the writer refers is as
good an example as any other. Social questions are
matters
for public discussion,
and finally
for
legislation; they are matters of fact that need practical
treatment,
and every chairman
of debate does his
utmost to eliminate personalities from the discussion.
But the drama can deal satisfactorily
with nothing
else but personalities ; even if the discussion-play does
not end with a note of interrogation, it
cannot
concludewith a resolution, and all that has happened is
that a grievance has been aired in the least suitable
place for it. At its best, at its most dramatic, it can
only show us a hard case; but as hard cases make
bad law, it has served no good social purpose by
doing so. Social questions need, above all, detailed
deliberation,
which the drama, labouring under the
necessity of presenting a man and not an argument,
cannot give; and there is no more reason why the
stage should give publicity to social than to, say,
mathematical
or grammatical
questions.
If drama is
to be an art at all, it must be creative, not critical;

and every artistic creation is a criticism of reality,
because it springs from and reveals a different order
of reality.
I share with Mr. Boyd the opinion that Synge was
the most considerable dramatic writer of this century
in English-speaking countries ; and in his hands drama
became an art again, an art that “ did nothing,” that
had no relation to daily life except that of revealing
its possibilities of spiritual excellence. Christy
Mahon
is not ‘‘ real ”; the Irish regard him as a libel; but
that he ought to be real no one doubts when watching
the play. The moral judgment is as inapplicable to
him as to Falstaff, and there are as many “ social
questions ” embodied in him as in that “ sweat beef ”;
but we should have to describe them in other than
dramatic terms to reveaI them as such.
There is a
story extant of a magistrate who went to see Malibran
in opera, in one scene of which she had to rush across
a ruined bridge.
At this point the magistrate arose
and called the attention of everybody to the fact that,
in his opinion, the bridge was unsafe. These laments
over the decline of the social question drama imply, I
think,
a similarly pedestrian
mind;
and when
Manchestertells us that “ the dearth of ideas . . . is felt
greatly in London,” we can only smile. It is true that
we can obtain no ideas from current plays on, say,
the reform of the divorce laws, or the economic
independence of women, or the right to strike, and the
rest of them; but why should we expect them from
the drama?
Such social questions
are the material
of the leader-writer
and the politician, and to them
they may be left.
I am by no means sure that the other complaint
is valid; it is true, as the writer declares, that “ for
those who look for a drama reflecting the catastrophic
conflict of ideals which we summarily call ‘ The War,’
the past season has been particularly barren.”
But
these people are exactly the same as those who want
the “ social question drama,” and their assumption is
the same, that it is the business of the theatre to give
publicity to the matters that interest them,
It is a
curious
fact that the greatest war
in history,
concomitant with the most wide-spread activity of the
theatre, has produced no play worthy of the name;
on the contrary,
the theatrical
success
has been
achieved by practically ignoring the war. But it is
wrong,
I think, to assume that the occasion of the
utmost political activity
is necessarily
a source of
artistic inspiration ; and certainly the mental condition
of England throughout
the war has been such that
any dramatisation of it would have been a staging of
truisms.
In one sense, this is not a war, but a
judgmentand execution of sentence; the million men who
rushed to the colours in the first month went to
punish,not to combat, and to that conception of the war
the mind of England has steadily adhered. The issue
was not only simple, it was decided; and that decision
had only to be carried into effect. From such a state
of mind, I think, no artist can derive inspiration; the
Right and Wrong conception can produce nothing but
melodrama, and to the fury of action even melodrama
can add nothing.
But that fury of action needed its
compensation, if we were not to go mad; and it found
that compensation in farce and revue, jumped to the
other extreme.
The theatre was usually the only
place where one could forget
the war, and its
astonishing popularity
is indicative of its value.
A
settled purpose needs no exhortation, and much of the
so-called “ war-weariness ” is due to the damnable
iteration of the spokesmen of the nation. The theatre
has afforded the comic relief of the war, and has done
a greater social service by heIping to keep London
sane than it would have done by constituting
itself
one of the organs of public opinion “ For this relief,
much thanks ” ; but we shall expect the theatre to
react as sensibly to the declaration of peace as it has
done to the waging of war.

Readers and Writers.
ALL the attacks that have been made on the
Harmsworth
Amalgamated
Press
have
not
only failed
to
destroy that barbaric combine, but they have not
succeeded in preventing the formation of others, the
latest of which is the group that has assimilated the
“ Daily Chronicle.” The reason of the failure is that
the attacks have consisted chiefly of words, with never
a deed to them; and, moreover, that the critics of the
amalgamations
have never had a positive counterpolicy. What was the use of attacking a Press which
was perpetually being strengthened
by the very
how
many
of
Lord
personswho attacked it? And
Northcliffe’s
critics have declined to write for any of his
papers?
And what was the use, again, of attacking
the Amalgamated Press if the “ free Press,” which is
its natural enemy, was allowed to be quietly suffocated
for want of a little publicity?
Both
these
circumstances
have characterised the policy of most of those
who have set out to attack the Northcliffe Press. On
the one hand, they have usually been willing to lend
their name to it for a consideration; and, on the other
hand, they have usually as severely boycotted the free
Press as they have insisted on keeping the Northcliffe
Press in the limelight. The natural consequence of the
policy is what we see before us. The
Northcliffe
systemhas grown and multiplied under the influence of
publicity and support, while the free Press has lain
bedridden under secret hostility and open neglect.
***
In making up the accounts of daily journalism, the
“ Morning Post ” has arrived at the conclusion that
there are now only four free and independent dailies
left--the “ Morning Post,’’ the “ Daily Telegraph,”
the ‘‘ Daily News ” and the “ Daily Graphic.” Free
in the sense that their proprietorship is single and not
multiple they no doubt are; and free they equally are,
no doubt, of direct or indirect control from Downing
Street. But the mere assertion that they are free in the
sense of being independent public organs, aiming at
nothing else than disinterested public counsel pro bono
publico, is enough to raise a smile in any old
journalist. The ‘‘ Morning Post,” for example, does it not
stand for and depend upon the political group of high
old Tories who in turn depend upon the flunekyism
surviving in our people from Feudalism?
Of course
it does; which is to say that the “ Morning Post ”
is just as free as the “ aristocratic ” party will allow
it to be; which, again, is to say that its advice is pro
bono publico Toryism permitting.
The
“ Daily
Telegraph” is as free a paper as any voluntary slave is
free.
In the first place, like Polonius, it never
expresses an opinion until its betters have smoothed the
road for it; and, in the second place, it is astonishingly
quick to change them if they show signs of
losing their way to power. Time-serving
is a mild
sentence to pronounce on the “ Daily Telegraph.” Its
writers might say : We have no opinions, we write for
Lord Burnham.” As for the “ Daily Graphic,” I have
nothing to say except that too many pictures spoil the
ideas. It cannot seriously be regarded as an organ of
opinion. Lastly, the “Daily News,” though, perhaps,
the most independent
in theory,
is practically
independentonly when the Liberal party is out of office.
Then, indeed, it criticises with exceptions Liberal as
well as Tory and other political leaders. But put Mr.
Asquith back in office to-morrow, and not only will
the ‘‘ Daily News ” support him, through thick, and
thicker, but all his lieutenants as well. A journal so
precariously independent is not a free public organ of
opinion.
***
The weekly journals are more nearly independent,
but most of them have more or less of a struggle to

live.
The majority are certainly subsidised and are
therefore independent
only as long as their money
lasts.
The exceptions are interesting and perhaps the
most interesting of them all is the “Statist. ” This
extraordinaryjournal, from which quotations have recently
been made in our “ Press-cuttings, ” describes itself
as a “ Journal of Practical Finance and Trade.” Its
price is sixpence weekly, and it is now in its ninetysecond half-yearly volume. Its editor, I believe, is Sir
George
Paish. The claim of the “ Statist ” to be a
Journal
of Practical Finance
is justified in the
contents which include a weekly survey of the activities
of finance and commerce all over the world.
The
character of this survey is admirable from every point
of view : the articles
are well written, and always
masterly in their grasp of facts, figures and ideas. In
a word, it is indispensable to financiers and business
men. When, however, we turn to the editorial articles
proper, to the views on public affairs expressed by the
editor as citizen, the contrast in attitude, though not
in ability, is nothing less than amusing, As an organ
of revolutionary opinion, the “ Statist ” is second to
none in outspokenness and in courage; and it is at
least
as drastic
in its constructive
criticisms
as
the NEW AGE itself. I wonder, in fact, whether the
readers of THE NEW AGE would not grow a little
alarmed if the articles on social matters appearing in
the “ Statist ” were to appear in these columns.
At
least they would have the assurance
that another
journal than THe NEW AGE was making much the
same comments on public affairs as appear in these
columns.
***
I have just been examining the recent issues of the
“ Statist,” and here are a few extracts taken more or
less at random. In its issue of September 7, discussing
reconstruction
and particularly
in reference to the
repayment of the war-loan the “ Statist ” said :The land of the country is the heritage of the country.
It was seized by the Norman Conqueror, and was divided
out by him among his chief barons, and from that day
to this his grants have remained in force for the benefit
of his favourites. The consequence is . . . that the
whole soil of this United Kingdom is owned by a
comparativelysmall number of individuals. . . . The first
thing- needed to be done is to rid the land of all these
individuals without a single exception. . . .
On the same subject of the debt, in the same issue,
appeared the following comments :Every man, firm, and company possessing a clear,
unencumbered
a year should undertake to pay
off in as short a time as possible 1,000 millions. Better,
of course, 2,000 millions. . . . The debt has been
incurred by the rich. The need for continuing the war
into the fifth year is due to the rich. Therefore, the
rich must in some form or other bear the consequences.
In the issue €or September 14, we find these remarks
dropped by the way :Diplomatists, as a rule, are amongst the most reactionary
of public men,
Trade and technical journals are conducted mainly in
the interests of employers.
The “ Statist ” is a non-party democratic journal.
Here are some extracts from its issues of September
21 :Democracy is not a policy which it is possible for
Tories to adopt. Nor is it open to the idle rich of any
denomination to induce the public to accept them as
democrats.
Democracy is utterly inconsistent with a
Government of the idle rich. . . . The Conservative party
is a very powerful party. It has flunekyism always at
its heels. And, being rich, it is able to put pressure
upon dependents which is by no means easy to resist.
. . . The least advanced of the old Liberals may join the
Conservatives rather than see real democracy established.
The British people are fooled into believing that they
are a free people . . . but nobody knows even how many
people are qualified’ to pay income-tax.

The only explanation I can think of for the freedom
of the “Statist ’’ is the indispensability of its financial
and commercial information
Upon nothing less than
necessity can it be conceived that the City would
continue to subscribe and to advertise in an organ that
expresses the opinions of Sir George Paish. And this
suggests the reflection that no organ of independent
opinion.; is likeIy to be successful unless it can establish
a “ corner ” in some kind of interest. After all,
it is an obvious reflection though arrived at by this
roundabout route. Why is the “Manchester Guardian”
taken and read? not for its opinions, but rather in
spite of them ; its commercial information is the best
in Lancashire. Why is the ‘‘ Star ” read in London?
Again not for its opinions or its undoubted wit, but
for its unique racing news-as
Mr. Cadbury knows
very well.
Why is the “ Spectator ” read?
Once
more, not for its editorial opinions, but for the reflection
of its readers’ opinions. in the correspondence
and
editorial columns.
And thus we might go on.
In
short, no paper lives by the demand for the honest
opinions of its writers, hut by the demand for special
or party or
views. That, I think, is the
sober fact.
R. H. C.

Art Notes.
By B. H. Dias.
SUPER-FRONTS,
I AM more interested in the ‘‘ normal ’’ house or shop
than in the occasional exceptional building.
At least
the multiplied unit is more important in city-building.
And it is the subject on which the sense of composition
should begin to exercise itself.
Vitruvius begins,
I
believe, at the other end of the subject. If there are
not prepared tables of the possible proportions
of
window parallelograms
in larger parallelograms,
them
at least could be very serviceable tables of good
proportion and they might almost be included in a shilling
manual.
Palladio, began, I believe, by getting good
facades
and much Italian renaissance work got no
further.
The facade is a two dimensional affair.
I
no not intend to imply that it is “ all there is to
architecture.”It is simply the part of architectural art
which conies first into the scope of this criticism and,
being in the street, most concerns the man in the
street.
Going on to the un-uniform or unusual buildings
put up in London during the last ten years or sobuildings which n-e can take as examples of “ what
is being done”--we
find some traces of intelligence,
and a great deal of mediocrity and stupidity.
The Catholic Cathedral has an excellent exterior,
and the interior was impressive until they began to
encrust it with shamrocks
in mother-of-pearl, and to
put in too much soapy marble. the Methodist building
by the Abbey is a good piece of structure utterly
ruined by bad, I suppose Viennese, ornament. It had
one virtue before completion, a virtue now obscured
by the “finish.” One entered through a small door,
and as one proceeded otic had gradually the sense of
liberation, larger and larger doors and halls ; this in
contrast to many buildings where a mountain door
opens into a mole-hill appartment.
There is a really fine pre-renaissance structure in
Jermyn Street.
Interest attaches
to
the Christian
Science Church in Half-Moon Street, off Piccadilly.
From Piccadilly one sees apparently the whole facade
The architect who won the competition in the plans
for this church was the only one who looked first at
the site of the building, and then made his plans
accordingly.
The lot on which the church is built
extends some thirty feet further cast. Other
architectsput the centre of their proposed buildings in the
centre of the Jot, not in the centre of the part of the
lot visible down the length of Half-Moon Street.
The rarity of what would seem the simplest froms

of commonsense in the arts is almost amazing. The
curve of the girders or arches inside this church is
excellent.
The architect has shown a natural talent,
or an acquired talent, or at any rate a fine feeling, for
space. The steel window frames are not well set, and
his sense of ornament is defective.
Automobile companies seem to show care for the
appearance
of their premises. Presumably
their
experts are continually thinking about structure,
and
they are also accustomed to steel. As we have said
before, bad metal construction persisted as long as
people tried to use metal as if it were stone. Metal
has a binding as well as a supporting property. The
pictures one sees of modern American building show
that the better American architects have amply grasped
this. In steel buildings the wall is not a support but a
curtain.
Wherever architects
realise steel and its
possibilities and cease trying to disguise the medium,
a new grace conies into the buildings.
Certainly there has been a limited attempt to attain
severity
in some contemporary buildings.
Plainness
would appear to be almost the sole road to health.
The Ritz is not new, it is respectable and uninteresting,
very ordinary pseudo-late-renaissance
plus
Mansard.
The sheltered space under its portico is useful
in wet weather. Above this portico there is a line of
carved faces. In any sensitive period the job of making
these faces would have been given to a sculptor.
Any sort of personal endeavour to make interesting
faces on the keystones would have made the Ritz
almost interesting as a building
’There must be or
must have been thirty or forty young sculptors who
would have done this work almost for the fun of
it, for the chance of putting their work in a relatively
permanent
position ; for the chance of doing a good
job. They would have done it just as cheaply as the
four-by-six
stone cutter.
When the official taste is as bad as it is at present,
one would almost
think
that private building
enterprise of this sort was the sole opportunity for
architectureand sculpture to meet. There was a start in
the right direction when someone whose name is non
forgotten commissioned
the Epstein statues
in the
Strand.
Any active tendency of this sort is to be
welcomed.
One cannot say that the University of
London has been felicitous, or that the new building
on Marylebone Road has done well with its lions,
though its general structure is good.
It is almost incredible that with some of the best
sculpture in the world stored in the British Museum
English sculpture should have stuck dead in the Albert
Memorial period for so many years. One of my
colleagues began an outcry against the allegorical figures
of British scuIptural
building-ornament
some years
ago, and the question should not be allowed to lapse
too completely.
Even some of the people who
exhibit in the Royal Academy arc better than those who
are permitted to set up figures over doorways of
banks
and
of government departments,
in public
places, that is, where hundreds and thousands
of
people can and do look at them daily.
“ But if there aren’t the sculptors ! ” If there aren’t
the sculptors, if there is so appalling a dearth of
talent ; why the mania for completion ? The cathedrals
were often a long while in building.
One could at
least leave the blocks in the rough until the talent
arrived
The unfinished blocks would serve as an,
incentive to young sculptors.
When one thinks of
Gaudier-Brzeska too poor to buy stone for his work
one can readily believe that had the Ritz blocks been
loft rough, he would have been often only too glad
to carve them at a guinea a mask; and Piccadilly
would have been that much the richer.
The Stones of Venice which gave such delight to John
Ruskin must have been carved upon Some such system.
Are we never to escape from the dead hand of Monsieur
Viollet le Duc?

Memories of Old Jerusalem,-II,
By Ph, J. Baldensperger.
Edited by Marmaduke Pickthall.
III.
Pilgrims to Mecca relate that, as they proceed
from Wad
Mina
to Jebel
’Arafat,
they
take
seven pebbles each and pelt Iblis with them, for he
tries to enter Paradise by the well Zemzem in the
Haram, which is the shortest way. Furious
against
Adam, he did his best to reach the Garden where
Adam dwelt at first, for he knew that through the
gluttony of the new creature he could get revenge.
The serpent, to whom Iblis promised the flesh and
blood of Adam’s race for food, hid Iblis in his fangs
and passed him through the hedge. By his sojourn in
those fangs the poison was distilled, which was the
cause of trouble to mankind.
Iblis through
the
mouth of the serpent, offered Hawa (Eve), Adam’s
companion, a grain of wheat so big that it filled her
hand. the mark where she pressed the soft grain is
still visible in the diminished grain of wheat.
Eve
offered the grain to Adam, and both, having eaten of
it, were in trouble, for the digestive system did not
yet exist.
Both had stomach-ache,
and, having no
redress, waited for ‘isa,
the Redeemer,
to relieve
them from their troubles.
Iblis the Serpent, Adam
and Eve were all expelled from the Garden by four
different gates, and it took them centuries to meet
again. But Evil had been introduced into the world,
and Awlad el-Haram (children of sin) were thenceforth
in existence.
Along the shopping streets a:. night,
every five or six hundred yards, sat a Mughrabi
in a
dark corner, Immovable in his grey abba as a stone
idol in its niche. Had he not blown his whistle to
warn the next statue that people were coming, we
should have passed him by unnoticed. No street-lights
were a charge upon the city budget. and, as far as I
can recollect, crimes were much raver than in welllighted modern towns.
The streets
were quite
deserted after dark, save for the watchmen.
All honest
(persons were indoors for the night, and never ventured
forth till morning came.
In this the Muslim,
Christian,
Jewish, Jebusites
were
all alike.
As the Christians crowded to the Holy Sepulchre in
pilgrimage for Sabt en-Nur,
so the Muslims from
abroad came to the Beyt-el-Mukdas (The House of the
Sanctuary ; i.e., Jerusalem) €or the festival of Nebi
Musa (Prophet Moses). This festival was celebrated
by an annual pilgrimage from the Haram esh-Sherif
to the reputed tomb of Moses in the wilderness of
Moab. with the holy standard of the Prophet Moses,
known as the Mabruk.
This journey to the wilderness and back again in
three days is reminiscent of the three days which the
Children of Israel asked of Pharaoh that they might
go and sacrifice to Jehovah. Often the student will
remark the continuation of ancient Israelitish
customs
in Islam whereas the modern Jews are now completely
out of touch with the old life of the twelve tribes. The
so-called Lost Tribes were lost only here in Palestine,
and can easily he discovered in the fellahin of different
villages.
The fellahin of every village came in separate
processions to the Haram headed
by their dervishes,
banners and instruments
of music.
By every gate
they arrived, taking
the direction
of the Sakhrah.
Many dervishes,
naked
to
the waist,
slashed
themselves
with swords, or thrust great iron pins a foot or
more in length behind their eyes till they stood forth
blood-stained
and glaring. The awe-stricken
and
* Jesus.
North
African.
The rock, the summit of Mount Moriah, over which
stands the splendid Dome of the Rock, miscalled the
Mosque of Omar.

bewildered crowd, stood gazing while the processions
passed, dancing and leaping with frantic movements
arid wild cries of La ilaha illa ‘llah (There is no deity
save God). The continuous rhythm of the drums and
cymbals echoing all through
the town filled the
Muslimswith awe, the Christians with apprehension, and
the Jewish ghetto with terror.
Behind the Seyara
and its music a general slaughter of the infidels was
always feared, and all such persons prudently kept out
of the way. A bearded, strong Derwish in one of the
processions fell upon a pale-faced unturbaned
Nazarene
with
all
his instruments
and weapons,
and
endeavoured to convert him on the spot.
A calm and
sensible Muslim butterman, who happened to be near,
rescued the poor wretch, assuring the fanatic that he
had done more than his duty, and consoling
the
Christian by saying that a beating from a dervish has
a hallowed character, and is good for anyone.
The
mob, in their religious ardour, would have dispatched
the poor young man “ad patres, had not the “strain”
towards the East impelled them onward towards the
sanctuary.
Down they went, procession after procession,
waving their enormous green, black, yellow and
red standards across the narrow streets. Now louder,
now softer, their cries seemed to swell and sink in
accordance with the music of the drums and cymbals.
The fellahat (peasant-women) by fours, arm-in-arm,
in
festive raiment, arid with faces flushed, singing strange
songs, brought up the rear of each community.
As
into a monstrous cauldron, in they went by Bab esSilsilah to the vast platform which was of old the
Temple
area.
All nations will be forced to enter by the Bab esSilsilah upon the judgment
Day, though the space
within may seem small for such an assembly;
but
Islam has largely provided for it, Humanity will
appear naked
before the Supreme Judge, but for
decency’s sake the eyes will be on the top of the head.
Zechariah enlarges the space materially, Islam
spiritually.
The Hebrew prophet (Chap. XlV, 9-10) saps :
“In that day AI will be one (La ilaha illa ‘llah).
All the land shall be turned into a plain from Geba to
Rimmon” (Jiba’ north of Jerusalem to Artas south
thereof).
’The Mabruk and the enthusiastic crowd, exhausted
by a week of revelry between their homes and the
Tomb of Moses up above the Dead Sea shore, came
back again.
’The standard returned to the Haram,
and the fellahin to their villages. Non-Muslims felt
secure until another year. A belated fellah on his way
to overtake the processions was asked where he was
going. He replied, with truculent energy ; “Ala Musa”
(To Moses). Three days later he was met again on his
way hack by the same person, who, this time, asked
where he was coming from He answered, in a low
and humble voice, like that of a repentant drunkard
“ min Musa” (From Moses).
One day my father told me to go to the Jewish
quarter and there buy a hundred eggs.
Instead of
turning to the left inside the Zion Gate, towards the
clean Armenian quarter, my way was to the right, the
filthiest in all Jerusalem
The big space inside the
walls reserved for Friday’s cattle-fair
was dirtied by
the cattle standing there for hours. Near by were the
huts of the lepers, in an enclosure between the market
and the city wall, every family in its own mucl-roofed
fellah cottage.
Dr. Chaplin, for many years a resident in Jerusalem,
and a keen observer of the people, said that the
childrenof lepers are clean till the twelfth year, then, in
most cases, leprosy appeared, whether they had lived
* Procession.
See also “ The
Baldensperger,
p.103.
Suk el Juma’a.
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with their parents or away from them. He had known
cases where the disease skipped a generation, but it
was certain to appear in the next.
The Masakin went daily to the Jaffa Gate, where
there was always concourse, and sat down with their
traditional tins beside the great dunghill,
and sought
alms of the passers-by.
The huge hill of refuse was
continually growing, and continually giving shelter to
new settlers. The lepers were here sheltered from the
cold winds blowing from the north and west in winter.
The space on the top of the hill gave space for the
establishment
of more
than one coffee-seller, where
men could drink
and smoke and hear the news.
Itinerant
bakers
carried
bread
around
for
sale
on trays of straw. Horses and mules were shod on
the plateau. Matrabazis, perched on the brim of the
mound, watched the road like birds of prey for
fellahin with loads of country produce. Tired camels
knelt down at its foot to be relieved of their burdens
or rest a few hours while the owner made his bargain
with the Matrabazi.
Sometimes Moorish showmen
gave performances upon the dunghill. Gipsies camped
upon it in black tents and hammered away on iron pots
and pans to be repaired; while the brown and naked
children basked in the warm sunshine on the fiercely
heated soil. Here also criminals were executed in the
sight of everybody.
The last execution there happened
on a Sunday,
December 29, 1867. I was then a boy of nine, and
happened to be wearing a new suit of clothes for the
first time. Running home from church, I slipped into
the crowd to have a look. A man took up a cup of
blood from the beheaded criminal and threw it over the
I ran home with my share of the libation
spectators.
on that suit. The beheaded man lay there till evening,
when he was carried to the cemetery of Mamillah. Just
before nightfall a guardian from the Jaffa Gate would
advance to the edge of the dunghill and cry out his
warning that the gate was being closed.
But to return from this long digression.
I was
through the Zion Gate, on my way to the Jewish
quarter to buy eggs.
After the lepers came the
slaughterfield, whose smell, insufferable to our noses,
was welcome not only to the pariah dogs, but also to
ravens, kites, and vultures, which either lived in the
neighbourhood
or flew over from the rocks of the
scavengers
desert of Judaea. Chief of all these feathered
was the Egyptian vulture (Neophoa perenopterus).
Rarely did the more arrogant griffin, the white-headed
vulture, venture so near humanity.
Dogs,
vultures,
ravens fought over the scattered entrails and defiled
their hair and plumage in a horrid way; but the griffin
fed superbly aloof.
The odours got no better even when one reached the
middle of the Jewish quarter. What a strange set of
Jebusites were there ! Speaking a guttural foreign
language, of which, by our knowledge of German, we
could make out sentences, the unsettled people moved
about in tattered garments, the men with white sweatcaps underneath
the low-crowned
black hats,
curls
hanging
down their cheeks.
They looked suspicion
upon everybody who was not a Jew. They shuffled
about in loose kaftans, blue stockings and ill-fitting
slippers.
The
women, whether
Spanish
or Polish
Jewesses, wore a long Spanish shawl over the head so
as to conceal the hair, and looked on at the passers-by
more calmly, knitting the long blue stockings which
every self-respecting Jew felt bound to wear, or leading
by the hand a miniature in exactly the same garb as
his father. These Polish Jews, called Siknaj by the
Arabs, were distinguished
from their Spanish
coreligionists by the foulness of their persons.
The,
* “ Poor wretches,” or lepers.
Mazbaleh.
Dealers in vegetables, wood, and charcoal.

Spanish Jews, known simply as Yahud, were cleaner,
spoke little Yiddish and good Arabic, and were very
much more amiable and polite to strangers.
Among
themselves, the Spaniards spoke an antiquated
and
corrupted form of Spanish, and they had almost an
exclusive trade in eggs and poultry. The Siknaj had
brandy-shops, and indulged much in strong drinks of
their
own making-another
difference
from
the
temperate
Yahudi. Another set of Jews, North African,
spoke only Algerian Arabic, wore the Algerian striped
cloak, and mostly worked as cobblers at street-corners.
For us the Jewish life was nearly as impenetrable as
the cactus-hedges
which grow rank between
their
quarter and the Temple wall. Missionaries
of the
London Jews’ Society, being generally Jews by birth,
acquainted
with the people’s language
and their
customs,helped our insight. In the Jewish quarter rarely
did one meet a Christian; the old Greek spirit of
intolerance prevailing still. The Muslims were on better
terms with them : they tolerated Jews, allowing them
about the sanctuary of Machpelah and in the town of
Hebron,
from which Christians
were rigorously
excluded. In Jerusalem
many Muslims
knew
some
sentences of Yiddish, and had dealings with them.
“We hate you Christians,”
an arrogant
Muslim
once told me, “because you arc powerful; but we
disdain the poor Jews, though we want them sometimes
for financial affairs, because they have no power. ”
Personally, we had no feeling against them.
Out
occasional visits to the Jewish quarter were full of
comic incidents. Boys think everything- comic which
is strange to their experience, particularly in concerns
of humbler folk. Polish Jews never treated any of us
kindly, or in polite terms. They sought to show their
power in harsh and unkind words. Once or twice I
tried to speak a bit of Yiddish.
I was well repaid.
Perhaps my slightly ironical tone was the excuse for
the old Jewess who, when I asked : “Was wollt er?”
gave me back, in angry accents : “Der Schwarze soll
dech holen, in der Erd sollst de gehn.”
In
consequence,we avoided the Siknaj and always went to
Spanish dealers, who were relatively genial,
spoke
Arabic, and offered or refused a bargain with
politeness.
The Spanish poultry-dealer
sold quantities
of
eggs, and before the locust-plague of 1866-7 they were
very cheap. We usually bought them at five piasters
a hundred, but after that disaster prices
gradually
rose. Want of food for the fowls, and the
continual influx of Jews from Europe, who bought eggsthe only available Kashr article of food-in great
numbers,raised them between twenty and fifty piasters the
hundred hardly ten years later. I could not understand
the difference between a ritual Jewish butcher and a
Muslim butcher, and why a non-Jew would not object
to buy meat or any other food in the Jewish quarter,
while a Jew would never buy the same things from nonJews.
The Kashr butchers mere apparently
more
unclean than the others.
On Saturday, in contrast to the Muslims who make
no fuss about their prayer-day which is Friday, the
Jews were a transformed people. The streets were as
foul as ever, but after the Sabbath began on Friday
evening no commercial transaction
with a Jew was
possible, and till Saturday night the natives would say,
ironically : Khash es-sabt fi sidr el Yahadi (“The
sabbath has entered the Jew’s breast.”)
A harsher word
was used for “breast ” on exasperating occasions.!
Old clothes seemed wholly banished from the quarter.
Though the Spanish Jews were pretty well clad on
ordinary days, they wore much better clothes upon the
Sabbath.
(To be concluded.)
* What do you want?
May the Black One fetch thee, mayest thou go into
the earth.
DakhaI es-sabt fi tiz el yahudi
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THE real difficulty in dealing with a man derives from
the fact that he is something more than his functions,
something more than the sum of his functions; and
we limit the man to his functions under penalty of
alienating the man to such an extent that he cannot
function
properly. It was a clever enough evasion of
the human problem
to put the brains
into the
machines, and if it had been possible to abolish the
workers, or to take the brains out of them, the whole
problem would have been solved.
Man would have
been superseded by his own creations, and industry,
like the Nature of Malthus, would have declared that
there was no cover laid for the labourer at the banquet
of life. But the workers could not be abolished, they
could only be limited to their functions;
and the
great adventure of industry was reserved for those
who commanded it.
The assumption on which the
whole system depended was the assumption that it
had, or ought to have, the intelligent co-operation of
the workers; the capitalists did not deserve it, they
certainly did nothing to secure it, but they asserted a
right to the best service of which the workers were
capable.
The Christian religion was exploited (or,
rather, some stray phrases of St. Paul were overworked) to convince the workers that whosoever,
particularly the employers, demanded anything of them
had a right to be satisfied; and a system of education
was devised to train the workers in all the Christian
virtues except those of reliance on inspiration and
practical expression
of the creative impulse.
‘‘DO
as you are told, and do it with all your might,” was
the modern version of : “ Whatsoever thy hand findest
to do, do it with thy might ”; and although that
saying comes from Ecclesiastes,
and not Christ,
it
has the same urgency, “ for there is no work, nor
device, nor knowledge,
nor wisdom, in the grave,
whither thou goest. ”
It may seem a misnomer to talk of “ creative
impulse ” in this connection ; the phrase is so associated
with Divine activity and the practice of the fine arts
that it seems to have ne relevance to machine
industry. Really, it has none; its relevance is to
humanity, and is not exhausted by any one activity
or group of activities., “ The poet’s eye, in a fine
frenzy rolling,” symbolises only one of its modes of
operation; the boy who, with many snuffles and an
excessive seriousness, carves with his penknife a boat
that will only float keel upwards is quite as much
impelled by the creative impulse. The first arts, after
all, are only decorative or interpretative;
but as they
do not cover the whole of life, neither do they exhaust
the whole of the creative impulse. Too often, as the
psycho-analysts tell us, they are a mere escape from
the practical difficulties of living, an evasion of the
human problem as perfect, in its way, as the invention.
of automatic machinery. At the best, they express only
the artist’s creative impulse; they appeal chiefly to our
possessive impulses, to use Mr. Bertrand Russell’s
distinction.
But they provide us with a type of activity
that would be nearer the ideal if it could be exercised
in the productive arts, as well as in the decorative,
if it were as plainly the parent of our every-day labour
It was
as it is apparently the child of our leisure.
the most otiose, the most exotic, of our artists who
declared that “ art is useless,” by which he probably
* ‘‘ Creative Impulse in Industry.”
(E, P. Dutton & Co., New York.

By Helen Marot.

meant the products of the fine arts, and, in a sense,
he was right; but the artistic activity is not only useful,
it is imperative to the success even of machine
industry.
The worker who does not feel that he is making
something
is dissatisfied.
Doing something
is not
enough; men can be set to digging holes, and filling
them up again (as in Paris in 1848), but they revolt
just the same; or become listless and do not work at
their maximum efficiency, and therefore do not obtain
the maximum satisfaction from their work.
It is a
simple, physiological fact that a man who is not
interested in what he is doing is more readily and more
permanently fatigued than the man who is; and it is
hard to be interested in a one-process job, more
particularly when neither its relevance to the complete
production
nor to any social purpose
is obvious.
Sooner or later, some of the brains have to be put back
into the men even to obtain the maximum efficiency of
the machines; and the last thing to be thought of is
the appeal to the creative impulse. Scientific management
devoted itself, first of all, to the reduction of
fatigue by the elimination of unnecessary movements,
and by the use of the most suitable tools; it went on
to the discovery of the necessity of providing
incentives,
and appealed directly to the possessive impulses
with premium bonus systems, and so on, in the hope
of eliciting the creative impulses.
But “ incentives
come from the soul’s self; the rest avail not,” said
Browning’s Andrea
del Sarto,
no mean craftsman,
by the way ; and what Lassalle called “ the accursed
wantlessness ’’ of the workers tends to foil this
attempt to make men work machines at their maximum
efficiency.
It was discovered that there was a point
at which increased pay did not increase production,
that it is possible to pay a workman too well to get
the best from him (Col. Goethals discovered the same
thing with some of his foreign labourers at work on
the Panama Canal) ; women reach their limit sooner
than men, but not all the welfare work in the world
can raise the standard of living for the workers by
the artificial induction of wants to the point of
stimulating
production
to
the
maximum
efficiency
desired
by the employer. So long as workpeople have to work
for a living, their standard of living must be limited
by the conditions pertaining to the industry by which
they get their living; and most of the work of the
welfare-worker
is devoted
to
the stimulation
of
wants
that cannot
be satisfied
in the industry
itself. Thus, to induce a girl to save for a holiday,
and to buy two blouses where previously she bought
only one, will, at the best, only stimulate her to work
a little harder and earn a little more money ; it will
not make the work more interesting, nor give to the
employer permanently
that whole-hearted
devotion to
the job that would make it more difficult to get the
girl away from her work than to it.
It was said long ago that the main indictment of
the capitalist system was not to be found in the
positive harm that
it does, but in the positive
good
that
it prevents
people
from
doing
for
themselves;
and so staunch a Conservative
as Sir
Henry Maine could see, in a political setting, that the
Turkish Government
did more harm to its subject
races by its action upon motives than it did by its
positive
exactions. In that case, it was the certainty
that any-improvement would accrue only to the benefit‘
of the Turkish Government that inhibited the creative
activity at its source; a man may willingly impoverish
himself for a friend but not for an enemy and oppressor,
and the things that might have been done were
not done. A government that provokes the question :
“ Cui bono? ” has failed in its first duty, that of
securing the willing and loyal allegiance of its subject;
and the capitalist system, like the Turkish
Government,
has made that fatal blunder.
A. E. R.

Reviews.
The Sorcerer.
By Gregory Saben. (Richmond.
6s.
net.)
Was it not Byron who once said “ Whoa !” to
Pegasus?
If it was not, we feel inclined to say it to
Mr. Saben. We have no objection to novelists playing
with psychical phenomena, but they must use terms
correctly.
It is impossible
to abstract
the “spirit”
from the hotly without death supervening-that
is,
indeed, the definition of death; secondly, if k were
possible, the “spirit,” being universal, has no knowledge
of the personal,. and can tell nothing of its doings. The
(‘spirit” only “informs”
the body, it does not give
information concerning
it. jasper Dene has a lot to
learn concerning psychology,
as well as psychics,
although he is credited with extraordinary knowledge.
The absurdity of a man in league with devils having to
cross-examine the ‘ ‘ spirit ’ ’ concerning the whereabouts
of its owner is obvious; if he has no other resource
t h an cross-examination,
and can only communicate
with “spirits” by means of the human voice, he is still
outside the door to which he has found no key. There
is not a pentangle or a mantram in the story ; the best
that he does is the induction of a hypnoidal state; and
his great “stunt” of abstracting- the “spirit” is foiled
by the prayer of an Anglican clergyman ! Really, we
have a right at this time of day to demand something
better than this ; hypnotism and telepathy can furnish
us with greater marvels, if we must marvel-and
Mr.
Saben’s
crude demonstration
of
the “sorcerer’s”
criminal past, and his utter ignorance of the fact that
he was being tracked, is beneath notice. Why, Rider
Haggard’s “She” had a magical bowl in which she
could see her visitors coming; even Sir Oliver Lodge
can transfer thoughts; and a “sorcerer’’ who has only
a vague impression of things that directly concern his
safety aught to take a few lessons in telepathy.
Karen.
By Mrs. Alfred Sidgwick. (Collins. 6s. net.)
The number of English heroines who married Prussian
officers just before the war, and are now able to
give a fictional representation of the slate of Germany
in the early days, is on the increase. The first that
we remember was the heroine of Mr. Rudolf Besier’s
“ Kultur At Home ” ; Mrs. Cholmondeley’s “ Christina
“
was another,
and now “Karen.”
When
we
remember that an English journalist went to Germany
for no other purpose than to report on the internal
conditions, and got no farther than Ruhleben Camp,
we can only regret that he forgot to take what seems
to
be
the
necessary
step
to success-marriage,
preferably with a member of the aristocracy.
“ Love has
eyes ”; and the English heroine has, so far, chosen
only the best, the most amenable to English ideas,
of the Prussian aristocracy.
Until Karen arrived at
Hohenroda, nobody understood anything ; the German
tutor was riot only grossly over-working
his young
pupil, but was doing so under the most unhygienic
conditions.
Even her husband, highly cultured as he
was, could riot see the necessity of making friends
with the Jews although Karen did her best to make
him understand that the Jews were as good as the
Germans and better than the English.
But all her
refined perceptions failed her at the crisis; she never
dreamed that her husband would fight a duel about
her-but
he did, and he died, and Karen suggests
that the atrocities in Belgium were committed by his
adversary.
We believe that the Germans have failed
to win the war because the genius of Karen’s husband
was not at the service of the General Staff, inspired
by his love for her; had he lived, she might not only
have illuminated his strategy, but might have had the
opportunity of teaching the Kaiser that “ the quality
of mercy is cot strained.” Her bereavement
and
consequentretirement, we feel sure, robbed the ‘Allies of
a most efficient instrument; the rest of the book

details the unfortunate
British prisoners.

results,

the brutal treatment

of

On

the Edge of the War Zone.
By Mildred
Aldrich (Constable.
5s. net.)
The author of “ A Hill-Top on the Marne ” has
continued her residence there and her correspondence
with her friend; and those who like reading other
people’s letters may be recommended to read these.
Miss Aldrich is careful to quote in full letters received
by her, as well as those she has written-obviously
with an eye to publication.
But if anyone expects
that residence on the edge of the war zone, on a hilltop on the Marne, enables the author to know
anythingabout the war, that person will be disappointed.
The nearer we get to the war, the more domestic we
become ; we learn that coals cost twenty-six dollars
a ton, and arc of poor quality, that the author has a
cat called “ Khaki ” and another called “ Garibaldi,”
and a dog named “ Dick.” Diddums ! For the rest,
there is the usual small talk about the officers billeted
on her-real gentlemen, every one, like all the ranks
in the French Army, so polite, so patriotic, so comme
il faut, such nice, tame, pussy-footed soldiers, without an oath or a speck of dirt-just darlings, and, of
course, very well connected. One of them (age 20)
said to some stampeding horses, “ I’m surprised at
you,’’ or words to that effect, and they hung their
heads, neighed “ Vive la France !” and trotted back
to their stables, asked to see the priest, confessed,
and did penance. France is simply wonderful in wartime; and when heroes and horses pall, there are
always little incidents like the visit of the gendarmerie
to register aliens living in the war-zone, visits of the
author to the mairie to obtain sauf-conduits, amusing
instances of official “red-tape” and the peculiar knots
into which it is tied-and
all the Justice
Shallow
interruptions
of
meditation
on
Death.
When
Miss Aldrich
does remember
to portray
life in France,
we are
told of several
women
who had lost their only sons, and observed that, if
they had had more sons, the loss of one would not
have been the loss of all-which nobody can deny. At
the same time, the working women of France are
much better off, because they get a small separation
allowance, higher wages, have no man to feed or
to worry them with his drunken brutality-and
so on,
and so on.
God’s Counterpoint.
By J. D. Beresford.
(Collins.
6s. net.)
In his recent work, ‘‘A Novelist on Novels,” Mr.
W. L. George concludes that “ Mr. Beresford may
run on two lines : one for himself alone and one for
the world as he sees it.”
Mr. George forgot the
synthetic alternative
that
Mr. Beresford’s
personal
experience and expression might be an interpretation
of the world as not only he but others see it.
Certainly, in “ God’s Counterpoint,”
he has taken the
line of mastery; his Philip Maning is a character as
well as a type, as alive as he is representative, and, let
us hope, prophetic. To a theme as old as tragedy, as
old as religion, Mr. Beresford brings not only his
passionatepower of creation but a knowledge of the way
of deliverance. Tragedy,
as the psycho-analysts have
shown, is possible only when the motives arc- fatal, only
when ‘‘character is destiny.’’ because its constituentsand their re-actions are not understood.
Maeterlinck
said years ago that Hamlet would not have come to his
tragic end if a sage, such as Socrates, could have
passed into the play; the axiom that wisdom is superior
to destiny really relegates tragedy to the level of a
discarded,
because useless, form of art.
It is only
ignorance that is fatal, wisdom that is vital; and if a
conflict can be resolved by becoming conscious, the
subject has passed from death unto life. God’s
counterpointcan be enjoyed only when the subject has

learned the lesson of Peter.: “What Cod hath cleansed,
that call not thou common.”
The secret has, of course, been learned by many in
the course of history; it was remarked of Napoleon,
for example, that he became inaccessible to women
after he became Emperor, and his explanation was that
he feared their influence on him. That was the first
step to mastery, but he was incapable of taking the
second; but the Puritans have never taken that first
step. They are inaccessible to women, certainly, but
they do not recognise that their fear of women is really
fear of themselves. The need of repression is in
proportion to the strength of the passion; and a whole
theology of eternal damnation,
a whole etiquette of
“ Don’t,” was necessary to enable the Puritan to ride,
not too gracefully, to the devil. It is safer to ride a
spirited horse on the snaffle, as every horseman knows ;
and the modern handling of the sex problem is an
improvement
in technique. Believe that any natural
power possessed by man is either “ common or
unclean,” and a man may worship, as Philip Maning,
as St. Anthony, worshipped, an ideal of purity, but
that man will be tormented by a legion of devils against
whom he will struggle in vain. Sooner or later, the
man will reach the alternatives of death or debauchery;
if he falls into debauchery, as Philip Maning did, he
is likely to find salvation as Philip Maning also did.
There was wisdom in the institution of the old Fasti,
a wisdom that Barebones could never equal nor supersede;
and we are recovering that wisdom by our
experience of revolt. The wages of sin is not death, but
salvation, as the parable of the prodigal son shows;
and Mr. Beresford, although,
me think,
the first
-English novelist
to apply
the
teaching
of
psychoanalysis
in the form of literature, really comes to the
old conclusion. But he does it with such insight into
character, such skill in the portrayal of various phases
of modern life, that his story has the intensity of great
drama from which the added quality of intelligibility
does not derogate. Like all dramas of the soul, it is
played on the stage of common experience, and it
ranks as a masterly work.
The Anchor.
By M. T. H. Sadler. (Constable.
6s.
net .)
Mr. Sadler’s introspective
hero never dives
very
deep either into his own consciousness or the life that
‘surrounds
him. He is supposed to be very attractive
to women, and he certainly “ foozles “ two intrigues
and would have “ foozled ” his marriage if the girl
had not jumped to the conclusion that his clumsiness
proved his innocence of the charge brought by “
Potiphar’s
wife.’’ He is supposed to have the soul of an
artist, or some ,similar nonentity, which needed an
“ anchor,” otherwise a wife. “ If you don’t fall in
love with me,” he said in substance, “ I shall fall in
love with every other woman I meet. I’m such a dog
of a drifter, don’t you know, that I need an anchor
with a light-buoy to mark the spot. I shall ruin my
soul if you will not take care of it-and it is such a
good sod, born in Heaven, trained in the Vicarage,
finished in Paris, and nearly lost in London.
Be
merciful to me, a journalist, and give me maritime
rights.’’
This was, of course, before the war, when
women were beautiful and spiritual
and especially
capable of soul-keeping ; and Janet Tring probably put
it into a jar of spirits of wine, labelled “ Soul of a
Journalist-very
rare specimen. ” However, after the
story has wandered from Paris to London, from the
“ Drabsworthy “ Press to the “ Vanguard ” Radical
Press, and has dodged over to Campden Hill and up
to Yorkshire, and at last to Germany, it comes back
to London, to anchorage,
to Janet Tring,
and a
quotation from the 39th chapter of Genesis. Incidentally, there is a little phrase-making,
a preposterous
Irish aristocrat,
a still more preposterous suffragette,
and a mention of almost every Bohemian resort except
the Cafe Royal. That the hero talked about Art, we

discover from the hints of his friends; the only
instance in the text is his exclamation : “ That’s a
Renoir; very good one too.
May I take it to the
light?” as he was looking through a portfolio. Then
he kissed the model and thought of “Vertige,’’
and
went home. It was not an anchor that he needed; it
was a harpoon.

LETTER TO THE EDITOR.
TOLSTOY.
Sir,-I beg leave to make a rejoinder to “ A. E. R.’s ”
review of my book “ Leo Tolstoy, ‘ ‘ and more particularly
to some statements he makes about Tolstoy.
His remark that Tolstoy “ had less to do with the
Revolution than almost anybody whose name ends with
‘ sky “ is a curiosity in criticism. The facts are that
Tolstoy was the first great Russian writer who
deliberatelyset himself to influence the masses by writing
short and simple stories for them which contain a
philosophyof life. As mentioned in my book, a publishing
firm was founded to disseminate these tales among the
workmen and peasants, and millions of copies were sold
and eagerly read throughout the length and breadth of
the land. These stories are now collected in “ 23 Tales ”
(World’s Classics series), and anyone who will there
read “ Ivan the Fool,” “ The Empty Drum,” etc., can
see the origin of the cry for peace with “ no annexations
and no indemnities ” The rapid growth in popularity
of the views Tolstoy expressed in his stories, after those
were published, struck me particularly during my
residenceof over twenty years in Russia.
To, pretend, as “A. E. R.” does, that Tolstoy can
have had no influence because the Russians are illiterate
is absurd. There are more readers of Russian in Russia
than there are of English in England, and it ’is the
people who can read who exercise most influence in
political, social, and religious movements.
Moreover,
the argument has no more point against Tolstoy than
against any and every other Russian writer, and the
reply is very simple-namely,
that the peasants who
bought millions of copies of Tolstoy’s stories did not
buy them to eat them.
To pass to another matter.
“A. E. R.” says that
Tolstoy “ spoke of nothing with authority,” he “ brought
to religion no real experience,” but only a “Raskolnik”
(literal and superstitious) “ interpretation, “ and he “
derived his religion from the peasants.”
If “ A. E. R.” confined his remarks to the period
1878-1885 I should not protest against that last remark,
but it is flagrantly and obviously contrary to the facts
of the case with reference to the last twenty-five years
of Tolstoy’s life. Anyone who will take up “ Essays
and Letters ” (World’s Classics series) and turn to “ How
to Read the Gospels ” will see that Tolstoy’s method
was just the opposite to that of the Raskolniks.
On
turning to “ Religion and Morality ” (Tolstoy’s reply
to Huxley’s Romanes Lecture), or especially to “ What
is Religion?” he will see how far Tolstoy travelled from
his religious starting-point among the peasants.
Or,
again, a reference to his “Reply to the Synod’s Edict
of Excommunication,” or his “ Appeal to the Clergy,”
will show that he did “ speak with authority ” and not
as the scribes.
He based himself upon the “voice
within “ and not on the written word.
Finally, I should feel more grateful to “ A. E. R.”
for his assurance that I have now written “a shorter
and better ” book if I could believe that he has read or
understood my former works ; but that seems doubtful,
for he says, “ even Mr. Maude can now discover flaws ”
in Tolstoy’s teaching. Well, in 1904, I said in my book
“A Peculiar People,” “ It is nothing less than a national
calamity that her great literary prophet should exhort
people to neglect and despise the aid that law, government,
and
definite property-relations
afford
to public
well-being.” This theme I expanded in Vol II of my
“Life of Tolstoy ” (published in 1910, before Tolstoy’s
death, and submitted to him by me), so ‘that it is a little
curious to pretend that I have only now begun to criticise
one of the most fundamental tenets of Tolstoy’s teaching.
I dislike, however, to see Tolstoy misrepresented,
and that is why I beg to refer your readers to “ Essays
and Letters ” as a corrective of “A. E. R.s ” statements
about Tolstoy’s beliefs.
Alymer
Maude

Pastiche.
DOMESTIC
POLITICS.
We were discussing the influence of personal feelings
on public judgment, and this had led us to the further
problem of the influence of war on friendships already
existing between persons of hostile countries.
It was
difficult to lay down any rule : our experience was
limited to the few cases known to us, some of these
showing no change, others showing varying stages of
alteration and doubt; and for my part I was about to
let the matter drop as inconclusive, when my friend
remarked that a case of singular interest had just come
into his mind. Would I care to hear about it? “Surely,”
said I.
My friend began his story speaking slowly as though
to consider every word, or as if he were not quite at
home with it. “Among the few people I got to know
during my long stay in Germany,” he said, “ were a
professor and an Englishman. I mention them together
because I so often saw them together. The professor
was a constant visitor at the Englishman’s house, and
when I dropped in of an evening he was usually there.
They were both men of brains, though it seemed to me
that their interests took different directions, so different
indeed that, in my opinion, only a deep personal regard
could have accounted for their friendship. This pleased
me : such friendships,
I thought, should lead to
sympathybetween nations. But perhaps in this case, the
Englishman’s wife, being German, tempered the foreign
accent. Anyhow, the friendship must have lasted some
ten years or so-in fact, up to the time the Englishman
left the town. I believe the professor only saw him
afterwardson rare and accidental occasions.
They never
corresponded, of course. Men don’t. When war broke
out,” my friend continued, “ one of my first thoughts
went to those two, the professor and his English friend.
I wondered whether their personal regard for each other
would influence their political judgment.
Each,
I
thought, would find it difficult to think ill of the other’s
country. Certainly, I reflected, the professor’s
experience
of Englishmen could not have been more pleasant,
more inconsistent with the views and opinions now being
expressed all around him.” My friend paused.
“ Go on,” I said; “ what happened? Did the professor
escape to Ruhleben ?”
‘‘ On the contrary,’’ said my friend : “ what happened
was amazing. His attitude-he might. never have shaken
hands with an Englishman. He out-panned the Pans.
He was sixty or more, but I am told be offered himself
for anything and everything-anything
to get in a blow
at the hated English. He never tired of abusing them.
Potsdam couldn’t paint them black enough. They were
all and worse than all the bluest Prussian could say of
them. ’ ’
‘‘ His political judgment overcame his personal
feelings
?” Isuggested.
‘‘ It was scarcely a case of that,” said my friend. “I
could have understood that. But no; he specialised in
personalities.
His attacks were not on the English
Government or on English policy; they centred on the
English people. All the English were the same-bullies,
hypocrites, arrogant, selfish, callous, greedy, and so on.
He had known them for years, he said, and had studied
them closely and individually. They were all corrupt. ”
“ Had he really known many English?” I asked.
“ That was the strange part of it,” said my friend.
“With the exception of that one Englishman, his old
friend, he had known none intimately, and, to my
knowledge,
he had not met more than a handful.”
“ What an outsider!” I said. “ I suppose he thought
his long friendship with the Englishman would put him
under suspicion of tenderness for the enemy.”
“Think again,” said my friend. “It’s more interesting
than
that.”
After a shot or two I gave it up.
‘‘ What about the Englishman’s
wife ?” asked my
friend.
I stopped to think. “ You mean the professor-?”
“Of course,” said my friend. “Whether he knew it
or not, I don’t know; or whether he suspected the origin

of his hatred and how he rejoiced in the chance to take
his revenge-that
I don’t know; only the truth was
clear; but it seems likely to me that he is still quite
unconscious of his motives, of the nature of the hate.”
“ Interesting case,” I said, ‘‘ very. But how,” I asked,
“ do you come to be so up to date with this German?
Communication with the enemy ?”
My friend laughed. “ You remember Kipling’s story
about the yarn that was so true no paper would print
it?”
‘‘ I’m all at sea,” I said. “ What’s the connection?”
“If I’d made my villain anyone but a German, you
wouldn’t have believed me.
You know the man I’ve
been talking of ?”
“
Not?”
“The very man.”
H. T.
HE HAD A HEART OF GOLD.
James Bentley, corporal in my platoon,
I cannot praise him for his rapid firing,
Nor yet extol his prowess when out wiring.
He didn’t glory in the sight of blood,
And some would say that Bentley was a dud.
But yet I know that gold is in his heart,
The brightest gold of all,
The finest gold of all.
For when I tell you that the day was hotThe hottest day we’ve hadA searing, burning scorching, hell-fire dayYou’ll understand that Bentley had a thirst,
And not a meagre thirst.
He had some lime-juice in his water-bottle.
He raised his bottle to his lips to drink,
And then he saw me standing close to him;
So very close I stood
That he could see that I was thirsty too,
And not because it seemed the thing to do,
And not because He closed the gates of Heaven
To those who hadn’t given
A simple cup of water,
A tasteless cup of water
To someone who was fainting for their thirst,
But just because he had a heart of gold,
Before he drank himself,
He came to me and offered me a drinkAnd lime-juice, as you know, is very scarce.
And now I wonder if perhaps you’ll think
That when I say that Bentley’s heart is gold
I do not say enough.
Well, He who knows the value of a drink
Will set it right one day,
He’ll know the thing to say,
And I whose heart, compared with His, is cold
Can only say that Bentley’s heart is gold.
R. F. CLEMENTS.
PIGEONS AND THE LAW COURTS.
I wonder, O ye doves, that ye should choose
The niches here for love and resting-place :
This is the haunt of predatory rooks,
Of hawks and other carrion fowl that soar
In dazzling, lying chatter, only to pounce
On human kind, to fill their gluttonous maw
With others’ flesh, belongings, liberties.
Away!
Flee to the immemorial oak
Or elm; there shall ye find a godlier rule,
Freakish and sportive, but more sane and kind
Than any law administered for man
In this bleak home of windy justice.
C. GRANVILLE.

