The Tide of Affairs
Comment on the Times
By GLENN FRANK
SNUBBING DEMOCRACY AT MONTE CARLO—A RADICAL LOOKS AT HIS WORLD
—FRENCH IDEAS ON THE PRESIDENCY—SLANG AND JARGON—A DEBAUCH OF
THE AMERICAN MIND—VILLAGE STATESMANSHIP—THE LIPS OF THE SPHINX
MOVE—"MOSULISME" AND "IDEALISME."
SNUBBING DEMOCRACY AT MONTE CARLO

!R. C H E S T E R T O N h a s
overlooked a paradox. A
people has been found'
who spurns democracy and
turns with disdain from
self-determination. A prince has been
found who protests against the political
lethargy of his people and insists upon
surrendering his absolute powers to the
demos. This plays havoc with several
very aged and respectable epigrams.
We have been saying that reform never
comes from the top, and that good government will never be accepted as a
substitute for self-government. And, it
must be admitted, convincing history is
behind such assertions.
Peoples the world over seem to prefer
the blunders of democracy to the blessings of paternalism. The role of an
eternal Lazarus, however nutritious the
crumbs that fall from the master's table,
seems not to appeal to the masses as an
inspiring role. The passion for control
which has been the eternal ferment of
politics was freshly vitalized by the
war. Everywhere audacious dreams are
being dreamed. Our time seems singularly marked by a convulsive clutching
at the reins of government by all classes

and all groups. All the more paradoxical, then, is a people who rejects selfgovernment and demands that the autocrat keep his power. Just this political
paradox, however, is staged in tiny
Monaco, the picturesque principality
which is the setting for the famed kingdom of chance, Monte Carlo.
Monaco is the smallest sovereign
principality in Europe. It boasts an
area of only about eight square miles.
It is two and a quarter miles in length,
with a width varying from one hundred
and sixty-five to eleven hundred yards.
It lies on the Mediterranean coast, and
is bounded on its land sides by the
French department of Alpes-Maritimes.
It includes the towns of Monaco, Condamine, and Monte Carlo.
It has long been under the absolute
rulership of the Prince of Monaco.
There has been no parliament in the
principality. The prince has been advised in matters of state by a small
council created by his arbitrary appointment. The prince has likewise appointed the maire and other municipal
authorities. The prince does not himself administer the gambling industry
from which he receives so handsome an
income. In 1861 Franjois Blanc secured
a concession for gambling-tables at
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Monte Carlo for a term of fifty years. modern governmental improvements, and
This concession later passed into the thinks absolute rulers are as out of style as
hands of a joint-stock company—Societe hoop skirts. He divided his estate into
Anonyme des Bains de Mer et Cercle twenty-four sections and asked that each
des Etrangers—capitalized at 30,000,000 section choose a representative for a legislafrancs. In addition to the annual rental ture. The people would have none of such
paid to the prince, this company pays a scheme. Who had the time, they asked?
the expenditures of the Government, Finally they agreed when the prince offered
maintains the charitable and religious to reduce the number of representatives to
institutions of the principality, takes twelve. One condition they insisted upon^
care of the palace grounds, and the like. that the prince must have power to veto any
The terms of the concession give an law the twelve might make. The prince
idea of the prince's royal income. Esti- refused. He wanted to be an ordinary citmating pounds at five dollars, for the izen. The people grew angry, organized
sake of easy comparison, the prince was demonstrations, threatened revolt. What
to receive $2,000,000 in 1899, $3,000,000 did they know of ruling? They had conin 1913, while the annual tribute of sented to a legislature because the prince
$250,000 was to be raised to $350,000 in asked it; they really could not think of trust1907, to $400,000 in 1917, to $450,000 in ing the persons whom they had elected. The
1927, and to $500,000 in 1937. So, prince came near weeping, but he accepted
despite the chaotic and uncertain state the veto power.
of international exchange, the prince,
FoUowing the best French forms, a consince he is not a victim of New York stitution was drawn up, and democracy
rents and American prices in general, started on its way to Monaco. The prince
will be able to eke out a fairly comfort- tries to be optimistic. Surely his eight or
able existence.
nine thousand subjects, with the twenty-flve
The inhabitants of Monaco do not thousand foreigners who live there, will bear
have access to the gambling-tables. patiently with this democracy for which the
They enjoy exemption from taxation, to whole world fights.
the everlasting envy of American capThis picture of the weeping prince
tains of industry, and large prices are
paid for their lands. In the essential and the reluctant masses should bring
sense of the words, there is neither joy to the hearts of all tories. Here is
industry nor commerce in the principal- one spot on the heated surface of the
ity. The place is essentially parasitic, political world where Bolshevism is units financial cannibalism finding satis- popular and self-determination regarded
faction in the endless stream of tourists as an unwelcome burden. With the
and gamesters that pours through its whole world apparently a "sooty hell of
mutiny," tories have been quoting
portals.
This, then, is the stage setting for the Carlyle to themselves: "How, in conpoKtical paradox hinted at in the open- junction with inevitable Democracy,
ing paragraphs of this comment. The indispensable Sovereignty is to exist;
story of the paradox itself is interestingly certainly it is the hugest question heretold in a recent issue of "The Christian tofore propounded to Mankind." The
trouble has been that nowhere could a
Science Monitor" as follows:
people be found who, like the tories,
agreed with Carlyle's conclusion which
According to a recent interview with the
the tories feel a world bent on Bolshevism
reigning prince of Monaco, the inhabitants
greatly needs to ponder. Carlyle said:
of this small principality are willing to work
for their livings, but can scarcely be perThe ToiHng MiUions of Mankind, in most
suaded to work at governing their country. vital need . . . of Guidance, shall cast away
They feel that they have a prince to do the False-Guidance; and hope, for an hour, that
governing, and that ruling over them is his No-Guidance will suffice them; but it can be
business. Why should he expect them to for an hour only. The smallest item of
do this for him unless he is lazy?
human Slavery is the oppression of man by
The prince, until ten years ago absolute his Mock-Superiors; the palpablest, but I
ruler, wishes his subjects to enjoy all the say at bottom the smallest. Let him shake
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off such oppression, trample it indignantly
under his feet; I blame him not, I pity and
commend him. But oppression by your
Mock-Superiors well shaken off, the grand
problem yet remains to solve: That of finding
government by your Real-Superiors.
Tories had about given up the search
for a people who had escaped the democracy epidemic enough to appreciate
this Carlylian exhortation. Will docile
Monaco renew their hope?
But maybe there is little comfort to be
drawn from the affair, after all. In
Monaco the workers are in the minority.
Sixty-five per cent, of the people are
tradespeople and business men. There
is no poverty in the principality. Economically prosperous, the folk of Monaco
go joyously to their work in a land
where even the climate does not abrade
one's nerves. Peace and prosperity
breed social contentment in this exceptional spot. Perhaps the only deduction
to be drawn from the case is that satisfactory conditions are the only recipe for
satisfied peoples. Not a comforting
deduction for those who worship the
great god Status Quo.

A RADICAL LOOKS AT HIS WORLD

I ROM time to time there come to
our shelves books on "An Englishman Looks at His World"
from Mr. Wells, on "An Irishman Looks
at His World" from Mr. Birmingham,
and other variations of this contagious
title. Recently Mr. Bertrand Russell
contributed to "The Nation" of New
York a brilliant serial comment on the
theory and practice of the soviet government in Russia. This series might well
have been called "A Radical Looks at
His World." The series has been
reprinted widely in daily newspapers
ranging from liberal to reactionary in
character. The significance of the series
lies half in the acuteness of the observations recorded and half in the radical
reputation of the observer, Mr. Russell.
When a communist grows critical of
Bolshevism in action, we feel instinctively that the criticism is likely to represent
a more honest analysis than the numerous diatribes against Bolshevism daily
penned by congenital Bourbons.
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Mr. Russell is one of the few philosophical students of contemporary life who
really covets truth, a very distinguished
passion. I t is next to impossible to get
at the truth of affairs to-day, particularly
the truth about Russia. The average
"interpreter" seems the retained attorney for a point of view. Of most writers
on Russia it may be said, as George
Santayana said of philosophers:
Every philosopher says he is pursuing the
truth, but this is seldom the case . . . professional philosophers are usually only apologists; that is, they are absorbed in defending
some vested illusion or some eloquent idea.
Like lawyers or detectives, they study the
case for which they are retained, to see how
much evidence or semblance of evidence they
can gather for the defence, and how much
prejudice they can raise against the witnesses
for the prosecution. . . . They do not covet
truth, but victory.
Mr. Russell is an exception to this
statement. A radical whose radicalism
brought him to prison, Mr. Russell does
not hesitate to record the bankruptcy of
a radical experiment. He has honestly
attempted to cut through the mist,
myth, and melodrama that have enveloped the Bolshevist adventure from the
beginning.
"It is essential to a happy issue," he
says, "that melodrama shall no longer
determine our views of the Bolsheviki;
they are neither angels to be worshipped
nor devils to be exterminated, but merely
bold and able men attempting, with
great skill, what is an almost impossible
task." Again after describing Lenine
as a man who loves liberty less than he
loves his thesis, as a man who has as
slender love for liberty as the Christians
who suffered under Diocletian and retaliated when power fell to their hands, Mr.
Russell says, "I went to Russia believing
myself a Communist; but contact with
those who have no doubts has intensified
a thousandfold my own doubts, not only
of communism, but of every creed so
firmly held that for its sake men are
willing to inflict widespread misery."
And again, he says, "My objection is
not that capitalism is less bad than the
Bolsheviki believe, but that socialism
is less good, at any rate in the form
which can be brought about by war."
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These key sentences suggest the spirit
of Mr. Russell's critique. It is not the
purpose of this editorial to summarize
these papers, which can, to greater
profit, be read in full from the files of
"The Nation," but certain of their comments, particularly since they are from
a radical's pen, cry aloud for tabulation.
First of all, the present Government
of Russia is not a dictatorship of the
proletariate in the strict sense of that
term; it is a dictatorship by a minority
group holding certain theories about the
proletariate. Mr. Russell suggests the
great difference between the theories of
the actual Bolsheviki in Russia and the
theories of the Bolsheviki's friends in
England and in the United States. It
is commonly assumed by many radicals
with Bolshevist leanings that the word
"proletariate" in the phrase "dictatorship of the proletariate" means the
whole proletarian mass, but that the
word "dictatorship" does not quite
mean dictatorship; that the phrase is
simply a way of saying that in Russia a
new form of representative government
has been instituted—a form that gives
the vote only to the workers and makes
the basis of representation occupational
rather than geographical, a theory that
was rather fully discussed in these columns last month in the editorial entitled
"Should Senators be Phonographs?"
On the contrary, according to Mr. Russell, when the Bolsheviki say "dictatorship" they mean actual dictatorship—
complete, sustained, and, if necessary,
ruthless dictatorship; but when they
say "proletariate" they do not mean the
whole proletarian mass, but the classconscious part of the proletariate only;
that is to say, the Communist party,
which represents some 600,000 in a
population of about 120,000,000. They
include under the name of "proletariate"
men like Lenine and Chicherin, who are
anything but proletarian, and exclude,
as lackeys of the bourgeoisie, all wageearners who do not subscribe to the
Bolshevist creed. It is the age-old
practice of considering orthodoxy as mydoxy and heterodoxy as your-doxy.
Given this attitude, the bars are down
for all the intolerance, suppression, and
censorship that marked the old czarist
regime.

Springing from this fact, is Mr. Russell's conclusion that "Bolshevism is
internally aristocratic." He says:
The Communists have all the good and
bad traits of an aristocracy which is young
and vital. They are courageous, energetic,
capable of command, always ready to serve
the state; on the other hand they are dictatorial, lacking in ordinary consideration for
the plebs, such as their servants, whom
they overwork, or the people in the streets,
whose lives they endanger by extraordinarily
reckless motoring. They are practically the
sole possessors of power, and they enjoy
innumerable advantages in consequence.
Most of them, though far from luxurious,
have better food than other people. Only
people of some political importance can obtain motor-cars or telephones. Permits for
railway journeys, for making purchases at the
Soviet stores (where prices are about onefiftieth of what they are in the market), for
going to the theater, and so on, are of course
easier to obtain for the friends of those in
power than for ordinary mortals. In a
thousand ways the Communists have a life
which is happier than that of the rest of the
community.
This is not the ordinary Bourbon's
charge that Lenine wears silk shirts and
is therefore insincere; it is the careful
observation of an honest radical, who is
probably depressed rather than elated
when he finds a fly in the ointment of
radical undertakings.
Mr. Russell went to Russia hoping to
study the soviet elective system all the
way from the village meeting to the AllRussian Soviet, by which the people's
commissaries are in theory supposed to
derive their powers. Having heard
much of Russia's experiment in occupational representation, he wanted to see
whether in actual operation it was
superior to parliamentarism. After his
Russian visit, he said:
"We were not able to make any such study
because the Soviet system is moribund. No
conceivable system of free election would give
majorities to the Communists, in either town
or country. Various methods are therefore
adopted for giving the victory to government
candidates. In the first place, the voting is
by show of hands, so that all who vote
against the government are marked men. In
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the second place, no candidate who is not a
Communist can have any printing done, the
printing works being all in the hands of the
state. In the third place, he cannot address
any meetings, because the halls all belong to
the state. The whole of the press is, of
course, official; no independent daily is permitted . . . effective protest is impossible,
owing to the absolutely complete suppression
of free speech and free press.
Another interesting suggestion arising
from Mr. Russell's papers is that in the
next few years Bolshevist propaganda in
countries like England and the United
States may be directed not toward
actual revolution by force, but toward
the success of labor parties and normal
political action in general. This will
not mean that the Bolsheviki have
changed their belief; it will mean simply
that they think the workers in England
and the United States are not yet sufficiently convinced of the futility of
political action, and that a few rounds of
office-holding will show them the folly of
it all and swing them bag and baggage
into the Bolshevist camp. Lenine said
virtually this to Mr. Russell, who reports
the conversation as follows:
He (Lenine) admitted that there is little
chance of revolution in England now, and
that the working man is not yet disgusted
with parliamentary government. But he
hopes that this result may be brought about
by a labor ministry. He thinks that if Mr.
Henderson, for instance, were to become
Prime Minister, nothing of importance would
be done; organized labor would then, so he
hopes and believes, turn to revolution. On
this ground he wishes his supporters in this
country (England) to do everything in their
power to secure a labor majority in Parliament; he does not advocate abstention from
parliamentary contests, but participation
with a view to making Parliament obviously
contemptible.
Such a policy might result in the
world's coming to believe that worldwide Bolshevist propaganda was dying
out at the very moment when it was
most determined.
Several interesting paradoxes are
pointed out by Mr. Russell. Among
them, these: the present Government of
Russia represents the interests of the
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urban and industrial population in a
land predominantly peasant and agricultural; the relation between the urban
and industrial governing minority and
the peasant governed majority is a
diplomatic and military relation rather
than a normal governmental and cooperative relation. Bolshevism in its adventure in internationalism is awakening
the very spirit of nationalism that it
derides. It may be that Lenine is no
more concerned with the interests of
Russia than with the interests of any
other country, that Russia concerns
Lenine only as a social laboratory and
as a starting-point for world revolution;
it may be that Lenine would sacrifice
Russia rather than the revolution, but
pride in the revolution is instinctively
producing national pride among the
Communists, and all such adventures
as the Polish war will bring national
coherence and national spirit.
Again, Mr. Russell draws a striking
parallel between Lenine and Cromwell.
His statement drives at the spiritual
heart of the situation. He says:
In a very novel society, it is natural to
seek for historical parallels. The baser side
of the present Russian Government is most
nearly paralleled by the Directory in France,
but on its better side it is closely analogous
to the rule of Cromwell. The sincere Communists . . . are not unlike the Puritan
soldiers in their stern politico-moral purpose.
Cromwell's dealings with Parliament are not
unlike Lenine's with the Constituent Assembly. Both, starting from a combination of
democracy and religious faith, were driven
to sacrifice democracy to religion enforced by
military dictatorship. Both tried to compel
their countries to live at a higher level of
morality and effort than the population
found tolerable. Life in modern Russia, as
in Puritan England, is in many ways contrary to instinct. And if the Bolsheviki
ultimately fall, it will be for the reason for
which the Puritans fell—because there comes
a point at which men feel that amusement
and ease are worth more than all other goods
put together.
In Russia power is concentrated in a
few hands. The wine of power has always made men drunk. The Bolsheviki
will not be exceptions. In war and
revolution, concentration of power is
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inevitable. A capitalistic group, in
similar unsettlement, would have done
what Lenine has done. The point is that
aristocracy and autocracy, in the sense
of exclusive control, carry the seeds of
their own destruction, however worthy
their original intentions may have been.

Olympian labors and paid the price of
too great devotion to the type-writer
and too little to the cleek and the brassie,
the country resounded with the cry of
a "headless government" at a time when,
of all times, the country needed effective
direction. Critics said that we had
come to a pretty pass when, in the event
of Presidential disabiUty, power was
lodged nowhere, and the country must
FRENCH IDEAS ON THE PRESIDENCY
go leaderless.
In France the background of the
RENCH political circles have
been animated of late by a debate- is different. In France there
debate on the danger to the has been no gradual assumption of
republic of a presidency with too little greater power by the president. The
power. American political circles, at French president is a sort of constituthe same time, have been stirred by a tional monarch, a sort of elected King
George. France is a parliamentary
debate on the danger to the republic of
a presidency with too great power. At repubHc. The legislative branches of
the moment it seems that the verdict in the Government play a much more
France may go in favor of a strengthened important part than our Senate and
presidency, while the verdict in America House of Representatives have played
goes in favor of a weakened presidency. of late. The premier, who is the presiIn both cases the debate has been pre- dent of the ministry, is the virtual ruler
of the nation.
cipitated by a sick president.
Enter the sick man! M. Paul DeschaThe story that forms the background
for the American debate is too well nel succeeded M. Poincare as President
known to justify more than passing of the French Republic. M. Deschanel
mention. The early ideal of American appealed to the French fancy—picgovernment was a system of "checks turesque and precise, his clothes and his
and balances" that would perpetually conversation were the talk of Paris
dinner-tables, a man of wide, if superfiprevent too great centralization of
authority in any branch of the Govern- cial, scholarship, a gentleman of courtly
ment. Gradually the "checks" have speech and bearing, who symbolizes
been removed from the Presidency, and something of the spirit of the time of
the "balances" have been tipped in its Louis XIV. It" may be hardly fair to
favor. The position of the President in call him the "J. Ham Lewis of France.
American affairs has been an increas- He assumed the presidency in the midst
ingly important position. Mr. Roose- of a world-wide discussion of his dress
velt's "executive usurpations" started and manners. And, as Vicente Blasco
the old debate afresh. Mr. Wilson's Ibaiiez recently phrased it, his "first
conception of extreme personal respon- noteworthy public act" after becoming
sibility as party leader and President president was to "fall from a train at
added fuel to the fires of discussion. night-time while he was sleeping in the
Then came the war, with an unprece- Presidential coach." Since then he has
dented concentration of authority in the been a sick man. His few attempts at
hands of the President. During the public speech have betrayed a telltale
war the President became, in effect, the incoherence. He is living in isolated
elected czar of American affairs, domes- retirement in a lonely iriansion, the
tic and international. Since the ending historic palace of Rambouillet; and thus
of the war, these extraordinary war a second great republic is headed by an
powers have clung with strange tenacity "illustrious invalid."
to the Presidency. Hence the growing
In view of the disability of President
insistence that American Government Deschanel and the fact that there is no
should be more a "stock company" and provision for a vice-president in the
less a "star performance."
French constitution. Premier Millerand
When Mr. Wilson broke under his is to-day more nearly a dictator than was
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Premier Clemenceau during the war.
The French political world is, in consequence, stirred by a discussion that may
result in a revision of the French constitution to the end of giving greater
power to the president and making other
changes in the organic law of France.
A despatch to "The Sun" of New York
summarizes the proposed changes that
figure most in the current discussion,
namely:
(1) A constitutional provision for a
vice-president, who would be the president of the Senate, as in the United
States.
(2) A provision giving the president
the right actually to choose his advisers
instead of this right being assumed, as
it is now, by the president of the council,
who in turn, while theoretically named
by the president, actually is designated
by the heads of the two chambers.
(3) A provision giving the president
the right to name many of the functionaries who are now appointed by parliament, a system which has tended
to excessive parliamentary government,
from which, according to the complaint,
France now suffers.
(4) A provision according to the departments of France a greater degree of
autonomy along the lines of state government in the United States.
There is no desire, it is said, to discard
the French system of a "responsible
ministry" for the American system of a
"permanent cabinet," but rather to
effect a comproihise that would fall about
half-way between the two.
In the great political adventure of
democracy there has always been a
sense of kinship in experience and
experiment between France and the
United States. We shall therefore watch
with keenest interest any overhauling
of their constitution that Frenchmen
may undertake.

SLANG AND JARGON

r'HILOLOGISTS are beginning to
cast up accounts and to make
tentative prophecies of the contribution war-time slang may make to
our language. The English-speaking
soldiers in the great war came near
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creating a language of their own, or
more accurately, perhaps, a "slanguage"
of their own. Much of it was picturesque. How much of it will be permanent? How many of the phrases of
trench and camp will stand up under the
test? Do they show verbal deftness,
give evidence of creative imagination in
their making, and express some necessary idea better than any word or phrase
formerly used?
Professor Israel Gollancz, eminent
Shaksperian scholar and professor of
English language and literature at King's
College, University of London, with
true academic conservatism has suggested that we may consider "camouflage" and "khaki" as sure of a permanent
place in our language. Meanwhile certain dictionaries are presenting supplements of slang words and phrases produced during the war. Cassell's New
English Dictionary, for instance, contains a supplement from which the following is gleaned:
Old bean—Old fellow.
Brass hat—Staff officer.
Clobber—Clothing.
Cushy—Good job, good pay, and little
to do.
Fed up—To have nothing to do.
Wind up—To get nervous and excited.
Eyewash—Humbug.
Funkhole—Goverment job.
Umpteen—Any number.
Napoo—Nothing doing.
Wash-out—Failure or muddle.
Plainly these phrases are slang at its
slangiest. From such phrases there will
probably come little of permanent value
to the English language. The war
brought into being and use many new
words, however, that will find permanent room in the writer's kit of tools.
The war words most sure of permanence
are those expressing technical aspects of
war operations, some of them slang,
some of them the result of sound word
building. We shall probably take over
in their original form many words from
the French and the German. Many
words that may rightly be classified as
new words are in reality old words, but
new in the sense of our using them freely
and generally for the first time.
But the fact that war-time slang was
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the product of abnormal situations will
limit its permanent contribution to our
language. The slang of every-day life
is a richer source of new words. Slang
is by no means the cultural sin it is
sometimes branded. Slang is language
in the making. Slang is the sign of life
in a language. Slang is imagination at
work in words. Our mother tongue
would become a stagnant pool if slang
did not pour into it fresh streams. Much
of slang is mere verbal eccentricity, but
many of the most expressive and accredited words in our language were slang
in their origin.
Purists wage unceasing war on slang.
But our language has less to fear from
slang than from the commoner linguistic
sin of jargon. A hurried glance at one
of the many condensed dictionaries
might give the impression that slang and
jargon are nearly synonymous. For
instance, one may find slang defined as
follows: "The cant words or jargon used
by thieves, peddlers, beggars, and the
vagabond classes generally; cant." But
a closer study of the two words in the
more ambitious dictionaries reveals a
fundamental distinction.
Probably the best definition of the
modern sense of the word "slang" is the
following: "Language of a highly colloquial type, considered as below the level
of standard educated speech, and consisting either of new words or of current
words employed in some special sense."
Likewise one may find jargon defined,
as "professional slang or cant." But,
again, a closer study of the word reveals
its distinctive meaning. Probably the
best definition of jargon is the following:
"Unintelligible or meaningless talk or
writing." The word goes back to the
French verb jargonner, which means to
warble, to chatter, to jabber. The early
definition of jargon ran as follows:
"The inarticulate utterance of birds, or
a vocal sound resembling it." This
early sense became obsolete from the
fifteenth to the nineteenth century, but
has been revived in modern literature,
and the word "jargon" has come to
mean muddled talk and writing.
Jargon is the fog of language; slang
the lightning of language. Jargon obscures thought and dampens the gossamer wings of fancy; slang at times

destroys, but it also clears the air, illuminates. Jargpn is abstract; slang is
concrete. Jargon is a perversion of decent prose. Jargon is used in Congress, in
pulpits, in business correspondence, and,
alas! in magazines. It is the commonest
sin of penmen, even penmen who condemn it. Jargon is circumlocution become a habit. Jargon obscures ideas.
•Somebody once asked, "What would have
become of Christianity if Jeremy Bentham had had the writing of the Parables?" The simple directness of "Render unto Csesar the things that are
Cffisar's" might have been "Render unto
Cffisar . the tributes, perquisites, and
privileges that normally and by all the
laws of the status quo appertain to that
exalted potentate."
Sir Arthur Quiller-Couch, in a series
of Cambridge lectures on the art of
writing, said many illuminating things
on jargon. He brought his rarest humor
into play when he rewrote Hamlet's
soliloquy, turning Shakspere's refreshing plainness into jargon. The jargonized soliloquy ran as follows:
To be, or the contrary? Whether the
former or the latter be preferable would
seem to admit of some difference of opinion;
the answer in the present case being of an
affirmative or of a negative character according as to whether one elects on the one
hand to mentally suffer the disfavor of fortune, albeit in an extreme degree, or on the
other to boldly envisage adverse conditions
in the prospect of eventually bringing them
to a conclusion. The condition of sleep is
similar to, if not indistinguishable from that
of death; and with the addition of finality the
former might be considered identical with
the latter; so that in this connection it might
be argued with regard to sleep that, could the
addition be effected, a termination would be
put to the endurance of a multiphcity of
inconveniences, not to mention a number of
downright evils incidental to our fallen humanity, and thug a consummation achieved
of a most gratifying nature.
How like a campaign speech! How
like the ponderous effusions of certain
writers who are proud of a limited
audience! In short, how Veblenesque!
Certain writers, like Thorstein Veblen, so
obscure their ideas with jargon that
their books are as unintelligible to the
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vast army of ordinary readers as Sanskrit to a cab-driver. Of such writers,
it may be said, as Hazlitt said of Bentham:
His style is unpopular, not to say unintelligible. He writes a language of his own
that darkens knowledge. His works have
been translated into French—they ought to
be translated into English. People wonder
that Mr. Bentham has not been prosecuted
for the boldness and severity of some of his
invectives. He might wrap up high treason
in one of his inextricable periods, and it
would never find its way into Westminster
Hall. . . . He writes a cypher-hand, which
thevulgarhavenokeyto. . . . Mr. Bentham
writes as if he was allowed but a single
sentence to express his whole view of a subject in, and as if, should he omit a single circumstance or step of the argument, it would
be lost to the world forever, like an estate by
a flaw in the title-deeds.
"Rather interesting," somebody may
say, "but why drag an essay on slang
and jargon into a department dedicated
to the discussion of current affairs?"
The reason should be evident, in view of
the fact that during and since the war
the whole nation has been carrying on
a spirited and at times bitter debate on
the power and peril of words. One
group insists that the war was won by
Mr. Wilson's superb verbal assaults on
enemy morale; another group insists
that the President became intoxicated
with his own rhetoric and forgot realities.
Certainly we need clear thinking in
the realm of leadership, but clear thinking and muddled expression do not go
hand in hand. There are, of course,
exceptions to this statement. Mr. Veblen has something to say, if you can
contrive to de-code his books. Jeremy
Bentham had something to say, but to
listen to him is work. After stigmatizing
Bentham's style, Hazlitt wrote: "And
what makes it worse, it is not mere
verbiage, but has a great deal of acuteness and meaning in it, which you would
be glad to pick out if you could." There
are exceptions, but, in nine cases out of
ten, the man who talks or writes jargon,
thinks jargon. The man who could
teach this people to talk and write simple, plain, intelligible English would
double the intellectual power of the

139

nation. A man's style reacts upon his
mind. Therefore, a blow at jargon is a
blow at muddling in the counsels of the
nation.
A DEBAUCH OP THE AMERICAN MIND

^ ^ ^ H E kaleidoscope is a static thing
i f T j beside an American Presidential
K ^ H campaign. Under the fitful tyranny of expediency, an issue that is
paramount at the beginning of a campaign may be petty by the time the
campaign is well under way. The committee on policy alters perspective overnight, as the fortunes of the campaign
shift. A veteran journalist. Dr. Talcott Williams, who has been an acute
observer of many Presidential contests,
recently said that there is nothing more
fruitless than to try to guess in midAugust what will be the paramount issue
on which the voters will divide in November. This is not so much a commentary upon our lack of political acumen as
upon the hollow unreality of campaign
propaganda and discussion.
Why hug longer the delusion of a
phrase! A Presidential campaign is
not, save in the most general hit-or-miss
sense, a "solemn referendum" on anything. A Presidential campaign is a
catch-as-catch-can fight for votes. E arly
in the campaign the statesman abdicates
in favor of the strategist. Acceptance
speeches are not the mind-revealing
confessions of political and economic
faith they purport to be. They are the
cautious pronouncements of men who
are playing a game.
Early in the present campaign a certain Presidential candidate stated to a
friend of the writer what he purposed to
do respecting a certain vital issue in the
event of his election. His statement
was specific, intelligent, and intelligible;
even a runner might have heard and
understood what the candidate meant.
His statement on the issue in his acceptance speech a few days before had been,
on the contrary, colorless and evasive,
and was being interpreted the country
over as the exact opposite of what he had
just said in private. It must be admitted, however, that his public statement
did not technically bar him from the
belief and purpose he stated privately.
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"Why don't you say this in public?"
the candidate was asked. "Why don't
you stop all this misinterpretation of
your real purpose?" The candidate
smiled a knowing smile and answered,
in effect:
"My dear sir, a political campaign is
a matter of strategy. I am just now the
Marshal Poch of the
party.
I 'm waiting until I have drawn the fire
of my opponent. I want to know where
he stands and his plan of battle. Have
patience. In time I will make a statement that will, I think, satisfy all the
friends of this idea."
It is this damnation of strategy that
turns a Presidential campaign into a
debauch of the American mind. A
Presidential campaign should be, might
be, a vast summer school in which adult
America wrestled with the simplicities
and complexities of world politics, of
government, of education, of economics,
of all vital concerns. Instead we make
it, at best, an orgy of meaningless platitudes, and, at worst, a high carnival of
strategic insincerities.
The blame for this "shadow dance of
words" that marks our campaigns rests
less upon the politicians than upon the
people. As a people we do not have a
fundamental and continuous interest in
politics. We have sporadic and shortlived interest in issues, but not an abiding interest in the grand adventure of
wisely governing our common life.
When we express deep interest in politics it is as a special and temporary task.
Now and then we organize "good-government" movements, pursue for a time
political studies in our clubs, and fling
ourselves with hectic fervor into propagandist societies to "put over" this
or that dramatic political idea; but sustained political-mindedness we have not
achieved.
Politics is cursed with the jargon
discussed earlier in these columns.
Politicians will deal in evasive abstractions as long as popular thought on
things political lacks informed background and concreteness of inquiry.
"It is plain, Glaucon," said Socrates,
"that if you wish to be honored, you
must benefit the state."
"Certainly," replied Glaucon.
"Then, inform us," said Socrates,

"with what proceeding you will begin to
benefit the state."
Here is the formula for genuine political campaign discussion. But our
political Glaucous will never be brought
to condescend to details until there is
something of a Socratic quality in the
public mind.

VILLAGE STATESMANSHIP

CROSS-SECTION of the mind
of leadership in village, state, or
nation is always interesting and
instructive. Despite the present prevalence of a mass philosophy, despite
the latter-day flings at the "great-man"
theory of progress, the fact remains that
a headless civilization is a drifting civilization. Every attempt to dispense with
worthily imperious leadership has gone
on the rocks. The Bolshevisms of
•history have invariably become bureaucracies. H. G. Wells is right in saying
that the determining and controlling
persons of a nation constitute in its
intenser form the national intelligence
and the national will.
One fatal weakness in our consideration of the problem of leadership is that
we think of it in terms of large affairs
and sweeping jurisdictions only. We
seem to go on the assumption that great
leadership must have at least a nation,
and preferably a world, for its playground. But the fact is that national
statesmanship is largely conditioned by
village statesmanship. What happens at
the top in our national life can be nullified by what happens at the bottom.
We cannot achieve an integrated nation
out of slipshod and ill-organized villages
and towns. Before we can boast national pride, national sense, national
conscience, and national will, we must
arrive at community pride, community
sense, community conscience, and community will. And the men of the small
towns of America have not yet answered
the challenge to leadership, to village
statesmanship.
All this is prompted by the results of
a questionnaire sent to the mayors of
towns of three hundred to three thousand inhabitants, in the Northwestern
States of Washington, Oregon, and
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Idaho. The Bureau of Municipal Research of Whitman College, in the State
of Washington, sent the questionnaire
in an effort to arrive at some of the facts
of existence in such towns. At the
moment of writing, one hundred and
thirty-five mayors have responded. The
Foreign Press Service, in one of its
weekly news bulletins, presents the
results of the inquiry. From the report
these suggestive items are gleaned as
answers to the question, "What do you
think your town needs most?"
There are sixty-four demands for public
improvements. The background of these
sixty-four demands makes them all the
more suggestive. Only eight mayors
suggested the need of better public
buildings. Although eighty-one of these
towns have no facilities for sewage disposal, only fifteen mayors suggested
sewer systems. Although sixty of these
towns have no pavements, only fifteen
mayors suggested pavements. Although
ten of these towns have no water system,
only six mayors expressed a desire for
water systems. Despite the nationwide propaganda for "good roads," this
item figures in the replies of only ten of
the one hundred and thirty-five mayors.
Nine mayors thought the greatest need
of their towns was hotels, while five
mayors thought the thing most needed
was to have a railroad pass through
their towns. A few mayors suggested
better walks, schools, parks, lights, fire
prevention, hospitals, and the like.
There are one hundred and fifty-seven
demands of a material nature. Business
needs figured largest in the mayors'
replies. In all, ninety-three objects of a
commercial nature were mentioned.
Sixteen mayors wanted factories and the
vitalizing effect of their pay-rolls upon
the business life of their towns. Thirtythree mayors mentioned specific kinds of
business houses as needed. Five mayors
pleaded for capital, public or private,
for irrigation purposes.
There are thirty-four demands for intellectual, moral, or social advantages.
Nine mayors suggested the need of
wholesome amusement for the youth of
their towns. Six mayors asked for
libraries, four for churches, and two for
ministers. One lonely mayor saw the
need of "moral influences," and one
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dared suggest greater "intellectual development." Twelve mayors suggested
the desirability of community centers or
commercial clubs. Several expressed
the general need of "enthusiasm," of
"community push," of "broader vision,"
of "public spirit," or "progressiveness."
Does all this suggest that our small
towns are breeding leaders with vision,
comprehensive purpose, technic, and
application? The answer Hes fairly
clear in the matrix of facts. If we could
realize the dignity and importance of
village statesmanship, if small town
councils would look upon themselves as
committees of efficiency engineers in a
large social sense, whose duty is the
administration of the common town life
as an effective social unit, many perplexities we are now placing on the
shoulders of national leadership would
be handled at their source.

THE LIPS OP THE SPHINX MOVE

ARLIER in the year, in these
columns, comment was made
upon the tangled issues confronting the Milner commission which
the British Government sent to Egypt
in December last to inquire into the
whole question of Egyptian unrest and
to draft, in collaboration with Egyptian
leadership, ways and means for working
out the British Government's declared
purpose "to preserve the autonomy of
Egypt under British protection, and to
develop a system of self-government
under Egyptian rule." That commission has now been at work for months,
carrying out an exacting and sweeping
schedule of conference, inquiry, and
research. By the time this comment
reaches the reader we may know with
greater definiteness its authentic results,
but at the moment the air is filled with
stimulating rumor of which it is worth
while to take notice.
The report was current during the
month of August that a secret agreement had been arrived at between Viscount Milner and Zaghlul Pasha, the
Egyptian Nationalist leader, respecting a constitution that provided something in the nature of dominion selfgovernment for Egypt. This report was
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categorically denied. The rumor arose
at the time of a temporary suspension
of negotiations between Viscount Milner
and the Egyptian Nationalists. The
negotiations, it was said, were to be
resumed later, and that no public statement would be made until these negotiations had reached nearer completion.
It was said in the "authoritative quarters" from which the denial came that
"conversations have revealed a very
considerable measure of agreement on
fundamental points, and will, it is hoped,
accordingly facilitate an ultimate settlement of the Egyptian problem." By
the time this reaches the reader, the
informal "conversation" stage of the
negotiations, doubtless, will have been
resumed; later we may expect more
formal negotiations between the representatives accredited by the British and
Egyptian governments. Meanwhile, let
us analyze the current rumor and attempt to relate it to the larger play of
policy of which it may be a part.
The newspaper reports are conflicting
in certain details. But, roughly stated,
the report may be said to look toward
some such arrangement as was effected
between the United States and Cuba at
the termination of the Spanish-American
War. Here are certain points on which
virtually all forms of the rumor are in
agreement.
(1) Great Britain will recognize the
independence of Egypt.
(2) Great Britain will undertake to
guarantee the integrity of Egypt.
(3) Egypt will, in return, recognize
Great Britain's privileged position in
the Nile valley.
(4) Egypt will, in case of war, give
Great Britain free access to Egyptian
territory.
(5) Great Britain will gradually withdraw her army of occupation from Egypt,
save for a small British garrison consisting of sufficient troops to protect the
Suez Canal zone.
(6) Egypt will have primary control
of her foreign relations, subject to any
treaties not being at variance with
British policy.
(7) Egypt will, in consequence of her
assumed control of her foreign relations,
appoint and maintain diplomatic representatives abroad. At first her diplo-

matic representation will probably be
confined to those countries with which
she has commercial interests, Great
Britain acting for Egyptian interests in
other countries.
(8) The "capitulations" will be abolished, and hereafter foreigners will be
judged by Egyptian courts. Behind
the word "capitulations" is a fascinating
story of the evolution of the hybrid
judicial system of Egypt, with its innumerable admixtures of foreign factors.
This story will be well worth the telling
in some later issue if the rumored reform
of the Egyptian judiciary is undertaken;
but in this instance it is enough to define
"capitulations" roughly as the special
privileges accorded subjects of certain
foreign nations by which they escape the
jurisdiction of purely Egyptian courts.
(9) There is to be a marked reduction
in the number of British officials in
Egypt, although many will remain in
transitional capacities, and such as remain permanently will be directly
responsible to the Egyptian chiefs of the
departments in which they serve.
(10) The final and formal agreement
will be negotiated between accredited
representatives of both governments, and
will be submitted to the British Parliament and the Egyptian National Assembly, and, if approved by these bodies,
will be made the basis of a treaty of
alliance between Great Britain and
Egypt as an independent nation.
As stated in the beginning, all this is
rumor and may be little more than the
agenda of the conference between the
members of the Milner commission and
the Egyptian Nationalists. Extended
comment is, therefore, out of place at
this time. Certain things, however,
may be ventured. Viscount Milner is
no visionary. His mental processes
and diplomatic policies have never been
tainted by any Messianic delusion. He
is essentially a realist in politics. If he
supports such a plan, marking such a
definite turn in Anglo-Egyptian relations, it is probably because he thinks
a continuation of the present British protectorate an impossibility, short of a military dictatorship. It may be doubted
that Milner regards the Egyptians as
really ready for self-government. He
has probably come to regard Great
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Britain's present position in Egypt as
untenable, balanced the risks of disorder
in dominion self-government against the
certain increase of disaffection under an
increasingly military control, and has
decided upon a sort of dominion selfgovernment as the more desirable of
two undesirable policies.
Some observers affect to see significance in the fact that on the same day
the "unofficial" statement went out
from London that Great Britain was
ready to recognize the independence of
Egypt, Lloyd George, in an interview
given at Lucerne, said that in the matter
of imperial responsibilities Great Britain
must adopt a policy of retrenchment.
"We are too deeply engaged everywhere," he said. "British statesmen
must in future strive to reduce the
responsibility of the country." In other
words, "the white man's burden" has
grown too heavy. Can this mean that
Great Britain's far-flung empire is passing from the asset to the liability column?
Most casual observers of world politics
would ask to "see the figures" before
believing that. Can this mean that
Great Britain's imperial commitments
are over-taxing the little island's administrative capacity? It has always seemed
that Great Britain's chief article of
export was administrative ability. Was
this a politician's phrase thrown out for
its effect upon the Franco-British debate
on matters in the Near and Middle East?
I t is here recorded, for whatever it may
be worth, as food for the reader's reflection.
If the ultimate settlement of the
Egyptian problem follows the lines of
the rumor here recorded, the settlement
will inevitably react upon Great Britain's problems in Ireland and in India.
Anglo-Egyptian relations promise to be
an interesting point in world politics to
watch.
'MOSULISME" AND

"IDEALISME"

|AST month, in these columns,
comment was made upon the
fact that the problem of political
leadership is pretty much the same the
world over, despite our tendency to
regard our troubles as unique and to
look with envious eye at the more
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masterful strategy of European statesmen and electorates. This attitude was
discussed in the light of the striking
similarity between the American criticism of Mr. Wilson and the British
criticism of Lloyd George as traitors
to constitutional procedure in their
anomalous assumption of dictatorship in
democracies. I t was pointed out that
such criticism was being launched against
Lloyd George, while critics of Mr. Wilson
were saying that the EngUsh, with their
system of responsible cabinet government, would never stand for such arbitrary dominance by the executive. It
may be interesting to push this idea a
bit further this month by making a
Franco-American comparison.
Just as Mr. Wilson's "irresponsibility"
has been contrasted with the British premier's "responsibility," so has Mr. Wilson's pliant "idealism" been contrasted
with the French premier's "realism."
It is said that Mr. Wilson, with his head
among the stars, weakly surrendered
American rights at the peace conference,
while M. Clemenceau, with his feet on
the earth, firmly consolidated French
rights. It is said that against M.
Clemenceau's Realpolitik, Mr. Wilson
played, if such a word may be coined, a
dreamer's Unrealpolitik. A certain part
of American opinion rather envied
France her statesmanship in its thrifty
regard for national rights and advantages, deploring the fact that the Scotch
strain in Mr. Wilson had not shown
itself in its traditionally canny regard
for profits—diplomatic profits.
It comes as something of a surprise,
therefore, to find several French newspapers filled with attacks upon M.
Clemenceau for his easy surrender of
French national rights and advantages.
As the verbal partner to our charge of
idealisme against Mr. Wilson, the French
have launched the charge of Mosulisme
against the doughty statesman whom
Mr. Keynes has stigmatized as the one
man most responsible for a Carthaginian
peace at Versailles.
The word Mosulisme, which promises
to stick in the political vocabulary of
France long after the immediate basis of
its coinage has disappeared, is being
used to express criticism of what certain
Frenchmen regard as M. Clemenceau's
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meek surrender of French rights to
Mosul, with its rich oil deposits, to the
voracious appetite of British economic
imperialism. Meekness is surely a new
r6le for "The Tiger," whose ruthless
regard for national rights has been a
favorite target for "liberal" critics of
the treaty of Versailles! Mosul is to
the French critics of M. Clemenceau
what Article X is to the American critics
of Mr. Wilson, evidence of a weak surrender of national rights. M. Louis
Barthou, former and perhaps future
premier, in a stinging indictment of
French foreign policy as a policy of
Mosulisme, defines the word as follows:
Mosulisme is the term to be applied to that
kind of foreign policy which gives more than
it receives, which renounces real rights to
avoid imaginary dangers, and which, without
giving us in Europe the necessary guarantees,
has sacrificed in the Orient our traditional
interests.
Substitute for the word Mosulisme the
word "idealism" or "internationalism,"
and how familiar this criticism sounds!
As we go more into M. Barthou's
criticism of M. Clemenceau, the more
familiar the charges sound. He charges
that the wine of victory went to the aged
statesman's head, and that, in imperial
fashion, he supported the sense of his
own glory by surrounding himself with
flatterers only; that he tried to do everything himself; that he despised diplomats
and the ways of diplomats; that he made
himself the czar of French foreign policy,
disregarding and discrediting the Quai
d'Orsay. It is interesting to note also
that, just as criticism of Mr. Wilson
became epidemic, so damnation has
followed hard upon the heels of deification in the case of Clemenceau. The
French vocabulary, as the American
vocabulary, has gone bankrupt of good
words for the war-time leader. He is
assailed from all sides. Like Wilson,
Clemenceau is made the national scapegoat for all sins of policy and action.

^

Again, in France, as in the United
States, post-war criticism has made
strange bed-fellows. As in the United
States there are radical internationaUsts
and conservative nationalists, so in
France there are those who would have
France retire from Asia Minor and wash
her hands of further responsibility in
that regidn, and an equally determined
party that will not countenance retirement. Normally such divergent group
opinions would differ in attitude toward
Wilson's league policy and toward
Clemenceau's handling of French interests in Asia Minor. But just as radical
internationaUsts and conservative nationalists unite in their condemnation of
Wilson, so in Prance those who think,
as the Socialists and senators of the
D'Estournelles de Constant type, that
France has already lost too much in a
bootless adventure in Cilicia and Syria
and should get out of Asia Minor while
a dignified exit is still possible, join with
those who bitterly oppose such retirement in condemning Clemenceau for his
surrender of strategic and profitable
Mosul to the British.
Another point of similarity is seen in
the way the anti-Wilson and the antiClemenceau orgies of criticism are being
capitalized in both countries by antiBritish elements. Running as a motive
through all the French criticism of
Clemenceau is a petulant complaint that
in the whole business of war settlement
the British have profited at the expense
of the French. In our own country we
have seen the Hearsts, in their- private
vendettas with England, capitalize and
basely misuse the legitimate criticism
that sincere and clear-minded students
have made of the peace treaty.
May not these similarities suggest that
much of our epidemic of fault-finding is
mere post-war fashion? May not such
adventures in comparative political
psychology help us to bring a certain
tolerant good humor to these tangled
times?
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