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Of this book Bernard Shaw wrote :—
" | haveread it from cover to cover. It is a righteous piece
of work; and | can appreciate it better than mogt for all the
wars snce the Crimean have occured in my lifetime."

Intheopinion of H.G. Wells )
" this cool, clear, deansng book ought to be put into the
hands of every schoolboy, and especially of every public
schoolboy and ‘schoolgirl as a supplement” and corrective to
the ordinary history teaching they have experienced."

H. G. Wells a0 described the book in a review as. )
" ver%/ timely and wholesome, and in places grimly amusing;
a contribution of fundamental valueto the spade work that has
to deqpne for the foundation of a new and better order in the
world.

Sir Norman Angell, inareview, said :—
" For the Public to react againg folly they must be made
congtious of the fallacies and 1llusions by which folly is made
to aplg)ear wisdom. To the unveiling of one such illusion
M r. Fyfehasmade an interesting and valuable contribution."
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A DECEPTION AND A DANGER

What does the word " nation" mean? To what extent are
geekersand writersjudtified in talking of anation asaperson ?. .
In what sense can a nation be described as having a will, or
national interests? . . .Nation is only one of several dozens of
rich and resonant wordswhich areordinarily accepted without a
thought, but which it is essential, if wewould think cIear|I_Y, that
we should subject to the most sear ching analysis—Aldous Huxley
in" Endsand Means."

Aswe look back and try to pierce the migs that hide the
early higory of mankind, we can discern dimly an age in
which the family was the social unit—not only the largest,
but the only one. Each family dwelt apart, was <df-
aufficient, looked on other families as hostile. Therewas a
date of constant war between families.

Then we find families displaced as the unit by tribes or
dans. All who bdonged to a tribe, all who greeted each
other asfdlow-clansmen, either wereor imagined themsaves
to be desxcended from the same remote ancesors.  This,
they supposed, gave them a character which digtinguished
them alone, which was different from the characters of
other tribes or cdans. That suppostion became a barrier
separating them from outsiders. It thus developed into an
%(cugﬁfor mur der s, massacres, continual fighting, per petual
ill-will.

Within the tribe fighting was discouraged. Families no
longer fought with one another, no longer believed it to be
natural, that they should fight. It was natural, however—
so0 they were taught—that tribes should be in a date of
incessant enmity.  Thislasted in the Highlands of Scotland
until a century and a half ago. It still enduresin parts of
the Balkans, in partsof Africa, in parts of Asa.
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Among peoplewho arecalled civilized thetribal gagehas
been for along timeleft behind. It was succeeded by the
national gage Tribes, cdans septs combined to form
nations. No matter what diverse and conflicting ements
might bebrought together in thenew unit, thenation, they
werenot to war among themsdves. But it was consdered
inevitable, natural, that wars between nations should be
frequent; and, in order to keep the fighting spirit keen,
each nation was encouraged to regard itself as endowed
with virtues superior to those of therest.

This illusion is still fosered. The idea that nations
have differing characters still prevails. It has been one of
the most dangerousand most potent of the dements making
for war. Itisthemog effective hindranceto the next sep
in civilization, the formation of social units which will
include many nations, leading eventually to a world
feder ation of peoplesbasad on the conception of onecommon
humanity, pervadingall, excluding none.

Until that conception supersedes the idea that some
nations are of worthier descent than others, that their
characters vary, that they can never live at peace together,
it will be impossble to pull up the roots of war. It is
important, therefore, to examine the idea of national
character, todiscover how it aroseand why it ismaintained,
to trace its connection with patriotism and ruler-wor ship,
to sse how completely the theory of the State existing apart
from the individual is dependent on it. This analyss |
hopeto make, with the object of proving national character
to be an illusion, and onethat is doing great harm in the
world.

One part of my tak will be easy: exposure of the
commonly accepted view that national characters are
distinct, homogeneous, well-defined.

Sir JamesFrazer hassaid that every great figurein history
is "a harlequin whose parti-coloured costume differs,
according as you look at him from the front or the back,
from theright or theleft. Hisfriendsand his foes behold
him from opposite sdes, and they naturally see only that
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particular hue of his coat which happens to be turned
towards them."

True asthat is of individuals, it is more true of groups,
epecialy true of nations There are no qualities,
which can be said to distinguish a group, such asaclub or
professon, much less a nation. No one would say:
" Doctorsarerash or cautious" " Bricklayers are polite or
boorish,” " Members of the Carlton Club are generous or
gingy." Yet, while recognizing that a small group cannot
be generalized, aimogt everybody has until lately taken it
for granted that the characteristics of a very large group can
be accuratdy ascertained and st down. This cannot
continue. The assumption will not bear analyss Soon
it will be numbered among the popular errors and super-
gitions that have confused and injured mankind.

By playing upon thisfolly, rulers have in the past caused
immeasurable sufferingand ruin.  From thetimewhen the
Hebrewsweretold by their fanatical, and therefore dightly
demented, leader Moses that they were a " chosen race,”
appointed to wipe out other races and ssize ther territory,
the idea that nations have characters and missons has
frequently tormented and devastated the worId.

Itisanideawhich, sofar as| can discover, has never been
examined and analysed. It has been uncritically accepted
asafact, though actually it isasmuch afiction asthe supposed
flatness of the earth, the supposed travelling of the sun
around the earth, the sparate creation of all forms of life,
and thedifferentiation between " the human and the animal
kingdoms" All these beliefs, once imiversally held, are
now universally reected as delusons.

They were allowed to pass for truth because no one
challenged them, just as the illusion of national character
has been given credence for the reason that it has not been
questioned, dissected, exposed. Hardly one of the
prominent authorsof thelate nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries doubted that war was a permanent, unavoidable
part of theworld order. Prom thisthey deduced differences
between nations, which produced hostility. Certain
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nations (France and England, Russa and Turkey) they
regarded as " natural enemies”; thus they attributed to
conflicting temperaments or ideals among the masss what
were in fact dashes of material interest among rulers or
ruling dasses

This dumb acceptance of evils which we know now to be
unnecessary, springing only from Peoples ignorance and
rulers incapacity or guile, makes the books of even the
ables and mog brilliant writers of the Victorian Age ssem
antiquated. Prof. Karl Pearson, for example, highly
regarded as teacher and philosopher, laid it down that
" thereis a gruggle of race againg race, and nation againg
nation," and that " a national spirit waswholly good " if it
took the form of " a grong fedling of the importance of
organizing the nation as a whole, of making its social and
economic conditions such that it is able to do itswork in the
world and meet its felows without hestation in the field "
(that is, thebattle-field) " or themarket." *

Nations, it ssemed to Karl| Pearson, must be " organized
whoales in continual sruggle with other nations, whether by
force of arms or by force of trade and other economic
proceses " ; and this was not a wholly bad thing, since it
was the" source of human progress throughout the world's
history."

Another Pearson (C. H.) about the same period went from
England to Augtralia, became Minister of Education in the
State of Victoria, and after his return wrote a book called
National Life and Character, which was earnestly discussed,
as it dessrved to be.  He foresaw the advance of Socialism,
but he did not anticipate any federation of Socialig States
which would éiminate therisk of war between them. He
predicted that" every State will haveto be congantly on its
guard againg dismemberment or subjugation.” That
prediction cametrue.

Where his book ssms old-fashioned when we read it
to-day isin thewriter's failure to throw his glance forward

National Lifefrom the Standpoint of Science, 1901.
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to atimewhen therewould not any longer bethis perpetua
amed watchfulness, burdensome in its cost and disastrous
in drawing energy away from wholesome activities.

Recent writers have been little more discerni nl%. Prof.
Ernest Barker, who published in 1927 a book on National
Character andthe Factorsinits Formation, did not begin by
asking whether there was such athing as national character;
he took it for granted and expected his readers to do the
e

His definition was :—

" National cheracter isthe sum of acquired tendencies
built up by leedersin every gphere of activity, withthe
congent and co-operation, active in some, but more or
less passive in others, of the generd community.”

Prof. Barker doesnot includeinherited tendences, yet these,
as factors of national character, are proclaimed more
ing stently than dements acquired or implanted by schooling
and patriotic propganda y ignoring them Prof. Barker
showed that he had a clearer understanding of his subject
than he st down inthebook. But only by inference could
the resder gather this. _

The thought and emations of a people can certainly be
dtered by education, by the new: Press by having
doctrines dinned into their ears.  Such alteration may be
accomplished in a short time. It is not_mgy years Snce
the people of the United Sates believed everything
American to be, if not perfect, at any rate the best possible.
That sdf-complacent attitude hes disgppeared.

Within four years from the ending of the first World War
the British people dropped the shout of " Make Germany
pay " and murmured disike againg France for trying to
scure payment by mva_dmg the Rhur, an ill-advised
expedient which the English four years earlier would have
applauded.  The French alowed the reactionary dements
in Army and Church to condemn Dreyfus and to drive
Zola out of the country. A few years later the French
honoured Zola as a great lover of truth." The Germans
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were proud of Einstein in 1932; in 1933 they burned his
books!

Men and women who easly change their minds, their
sympathies, are said to be weather-cocks, to lack character.
Apply the same reasoning to nations and it will be seen that
gnce no nation can show a consgent line of action, none
havenational characters.

The analogy between individuals and nations is based
upon the supposition that a group is, morally and intellect-
ually as well as numerically, the sum of the individuals
included in it. But the behaviour of a group, which
Gugtave Le Bon called " a crowd " and Prof. Trotter " a
herd,” is known to be different from what would be the
behaviour of each sgparate man and woman composing that
group. Incitements that would leave individuals cold
work upon mases of individuals with irresistible power.
Generous emations can be aroused in crowds to which very
few of the people united in them might be capable of
responding in isolation. Evil pasdons can be stirred from
which almogt every unit, if alone, would recoil.

When for long periods these passons or emations are not
awakened, the charactersof nationsaresaid to have changed.

Because executionsof criminalsarenot any longer popular
gectades in England, the English are suppossd to be
milder and more civilized in their tages. But the same
kind of people who once went in the nineteenth century to
se men hanged and made a festivity of the occason, who
thronged in the eighteenth to s bulls baited and in the
seventeenthto watch witches drown, now go in the twentieth
to gareat thelion which killed a man or the house where a
murder was committed; they watch dangerous perfor-
mances, stunt flying or motor-car speed record-breaking
or dirt-track racing, on the chance of an accident
happening.

Thereareawayssuch peoplein anation, in every nation.
There are always people of another sort who are disgusted,
ingead of ddighted, by anything which gresses the cruel,
sordid, debasing Sdes of life. In between are the " compact
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majority " of 1bsen, who can be svayed thisway or that by
whichever of the two groups get the upper hand.

The marriage of a young queen (Victoria) to a con-
scientious Ger man, coinciding with the rise to power of a
middle dass religioudy inclined, changed the tone of
English lifefor sixty years and wasthought to have changed
the character of the nation. But at the end of those sixty
yearstherewasa throw-back to earlier moralsand manners
which proved that many still preferred laxity toa strict code
of virtue. As soon as they got the chance, they put their
preference into practice.  But the national character was
not affected. Asmany people as before were still in favour
of keeping up the outward decencies George V won their
devotion by his respectability. Scandalized by Edward
VI, they dismissed him and s& in his place his more
tractable, conventional brother.

Diningthese proceedingsthe English masesremained, in
theimmortal Marjorie Fleming's phrase," morethan usual
calm," and were assured by their newspapersthat they had
displayed " national character," had behaved as no other
people would have done in like drcumsances. The
newgpapers forgot that the German nation let the lagt
Hohenzollern emperor go, showing no Sgn of regret; that
the Augtriansgave up amog ancient empirewithout a pang;
that the Serbians went about their busness as usual when
their king and queen were both murdered j that the French
let first a Bourbon and then an Orleanist king depart,
showing neither grief nor exultation, while the abdication
of the Tsar of all the Russas who had been represented as
theidol of his subjects, left them indiflferent—af they were
not rgoicing. All nations, in crcumstances more or less
alike, behavein thesameway. They always have done, S0
far bade aswe posessany records.

In all periods nations, apparently peace-loving and alive
totheir interest, have been turned intoyelling mobs by the
announcement that their rulers have cither ddiberately
decided on war or have" stumbled and staggered” intoit.
At once " theenemy " is denounced as criminal, lunatic.
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inhuman. Spy mania devdops in pesons of kindly
digposition and fair intelligence traits that are both imbecile
and ferocious The mog absurd fictions are mistaken for
fact; military leaders of mediocre ability are amost
wor shipped.

Yet there is nothing in human nature which makes it
mor e susceptible to foolish and savage incitements than it is
to appeals calling into play generosty, pity, any of the
nobler emations. The enthusagtic crowds which greeted
Presdent Wilson when he arrived in Europe for the Paris
Peace Conference were moved by the wise words he had
gpoken, by the honour able conditions which he proposed to
offer the Germans, by his unlikeness to the other war gates-
men. Admiration was soon checked by his ineptitude in
the details of diplomacy, his allowing the noble principles
he had sketched to be concealed by intrigue and chicanery.
If he had kept to broad issues refused to be entangled in
webs of spider-politicians, he could have retained his
influence and popularity, he could have created an
atmospherefor hisLeague of Nationsin which it might have
thrived. If nations sddom react to the finer impulses, it is
because these are s0 rarely suggested to them.

Almogt always those whose voices reach whole nations
are Hf-sakers ambitious tricksters;, they appeal to the
word in their dupes. From the beginnings of history we
Fe exactly the same tricks worked by them—with exacdy
the same effect.

Dictator salwaysplay up thenational idea—for thereason
that it can find easy lodgment and a welcome in those least
developed minds which are everywhere in the majority.
The masss are glad to be told they are better than their
neighbours.

A hundred years ago any fool could raise a cher in an
English public assambly by boagting that" one Englishman
canlick three Frenchmen any day."  Hitler roused shouts
of equal fervour when he bade Germans remember that
their degtiny was to become the greatest of all the nations.

M usolini's appeals to Italians to show themsdves " true
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descendants of ancient Romans,” and create a sscond
Roman empire, were applauded with frenzy.

Stupid persons used to be (some still are) proud of
belongingto " old " families, proud to be ableto tracetheir
ancegors back through past ages This, they thought,
gave them a claim to deference from fellow-creatures whom
they degpised as inferiors. That form of stupidity has
been laughed away, but the new form, pride in nationality,
is equally foolish—and vastly more harmful.

It has revived in its most imbecile form an old theory of
the State, one of the many nonsenscal doctrinaire theories
included in Plato's Republic, that vasly over-rated book.
Even its author soon ran away from his own monstrous
conception In later works, especialy the Laws, he
abandoned altogether the notion that an abstraction called
" the State " was of more value than the individuals who
composed it. Unfortunately the harm was done.

Despots have in all ages claimed for their machinery of
suppresson an importance far above that of the people
suppressd.  Louis X1V formulated the demand with an
ineffable mixture of concat and effrontery, when he
announced " L'Etat, c'estmoi /" (I amthe State). Aslate
asthe middle of last century a certain King Charles Albert
of Piedmont declared: " The King is die only person
empower ed by God tojudgeof thefittest meansto compass
the welfare of his subjects and it is thefirst duty of a loyal
subject not to complain,”

Later absolutigs have had their pretensons wrapped
round with a jargon of pseudo-philosophy. It always
amounts to the same thing, an attempt to frighten or cozen
people into regarding as eternal, as worthy of worship and
sacrifice, a sysem hagily botched up and likely to be as
hagtily destroyed.

In its latest forms this theory of the State is bound up
with the supposed " national characters ™ of its victims :
they areurged to accept it becauseit isintrinsically German,
or Italian, or Japanee They are told that a splendid
future lies before them if they will regard the State as
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everything and their own comfort, freedom, happiness,
lives even, as nothing. Should they refuse, they are
threstened with extinction. _

Not only wars waged by tyrants for the continuance of
their rule, but all modern wars have been mede possible by
this delusion. Its effects, far from being weskened by what
is caled the soread of education, have exhibited this
century in amoreinflamed, irrational form than they ever
took before.  There has grown up a doctrine that there
must exist permanent hostility between nations which adopt
the " totalitarian " form of government and those which
hold to democratic methods. _

The 1914-18 War prepared theworld for this.  In every
country which fought during those years the populace
were taught to condder " the enemy " as utterly different,
and of course utterly inferior to themsdves.  Exactly the
same incitements to hatred, exactly the same lies calculated
to dgédteanger and loathing, were put in circulation on both
S
~ Among thetroops these had amost no success. Soldiers
in thefighting line soon saw that they and the men opposed
to them were in the same boat. They fraternized whenever
they could, just as Wellington's soldiers did with the French
in the Peninsula. The fedings of " nationsin ams " were
little different from those of professona forces

But among those who saw nothing of the war, among
women especidly (more in the comfortable dass than
the other), among men who stayed a home either from
disability or inclination, there prevailed alunatic belief that
enemy nations were composed of criminas exulting in
cruelty, peoplewho deserved nothing short of extermination.
Thisinsanity, provoked by the politicians, mede these same
politicians fearful of listening to reason, even when one of
themsdlves (Lord Lansdowne) weas bold enough to give it
expresson, L

How artificial all this insanity was could be shown by
countless proofs. | will take one onI?/, one that is s0
illuminating as to be sufficient Mr. Lloyd George, who
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had during thewar charged the Germans with deliberately
preparing plans for the endavement of Europe, said, when
It was all over, that " nobody had wanted war." It was a
dissger into which wehad " stumbled and staggered.”

Philip drunk and Philip sober told very different gories!

Even if therulersof Germany had planned any such folly
as was charged againg them, it would have been equally
foolish to hate individual Germans for it. In a snsg
nations areresponsblefor what their governments do, more
egpecially those which can vote governments in and turn
them out. But very few dectors, as arule, have any idea,
when they vote, what a government is likely to do, or what
it is doing when it has been given power. And aways
there are many who are not in agreement with their rulers.

Before we can justly fed indignant with individuals on
account of things done by a government, we ought to
inquire how far they are supporters of government policy.
Even such support cannot rationally be accepted as ground
for off-hand condemnation; it may have been obtained by
false pretences, by taking advantage of ignoranceor credulity.

The same mass-cregtion of hatred went on in all the
warring countries. The United States put more pep into
the busness than any other belligerent. It was hard to
convince a population which included millions of Germans
that the inhabitants of Germany were sub-human.
Americans, when they were ordered to take this view,
thought with bewilderment of intelligent, honest, kindly,
fellow citizens named Hirsch or Muller or Schmidt.
Nevertheless they obeyed. Nowhere did the anti-German
fury rage more savagdy or morefoolishly than in the United
States.  Neither jusdtice nor rationality is consdered when
it suits governing persons to stir up hatred and to represent
a whole nation as faithless, brutally sdfish, below the
civilized level.

This method of inducing peoples to make war was little
used by monarchs when they looked upon Peoples as packs
of savage hounds which could, as historian C. A. Fyffe put
it, be urged on to attack other packs for their mader's
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advantage. The monarch had then no need of any fiction
to delude his warriors. They fought either because they
were made or paid to fight. They were not told why.
If there seemed any doubt of their sanding firm, they were
war ned that the enemy would horribly torture and kill them
should they be taken prisoner. But no pretence could be
put up that they were fighting againg people altogether
unlike themsdves, for among the mercenaries on the other
sdewould bein all probability men from their own country,
speaking their language.

L et us s, then, whence and when the hate motive, based
on national character, came.



l
A HINDRANCE TO THE GOOD LIFE

We are told that patriotism is the outcome of common ancestry!
How absurd! Look atthe North Americans, that srange mingling
of all theracesof theworld, yet thgl display an American patriotism
as jingo and exdusve as that of Czechs or Hungarians.  Turn to
the Hungarians who are so proud of their Magyar descent—they
are a mixture of Savs, Jews and Magyarized Germans—Augude
Forel, eminent French entomologist.

THE hate motive first came into prominence during the
was of religion.  Caholics were adgured to regad
Protesants as enemies of God. Protestant teachin
represented Catholics as followers of anti-Christ (the Pope).
By these means even members of the same nation were
persueded to messsoreone another. _

Then came the era of exaggerated nationadism. This was
a consguence of the tyrannies, monarchica and religious,
which had prevented national development. The French
Revolution, the _upnsmﬂ of the Greeks agang Turkey, of
the Bdgians againg Holland, of Italians againg Austria,
the Papecy, and the kingdom of Naples, transformed the
odiumtheol ogicuminto mutual hate between nations. The
method of embittering hostility which priests and presbyters
had employed wes s21zed by ™ liberators," by tyrants, by

oliticians.  The politicians found it so effective that they
enever letitgo. _ _

In some waysthey haveimproved it asacregtor of alarm
and detestation. Children were told at the beginning of the
nineteenth century that Napoleon was an ogre who would
ed them dive. People of all a%es_are mede to believe in the
twentieth that other people of their own kind must be feared
for much more terrifying reesons. No limit can be st to
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the credulity of the great mass everywherewhen such fables
arerelated to them.

This credulity has been a danger, and many times a
disagter, duringthepas hundred years. Why did Greville
write in his Diary that the two men, Delane and Reeve,
responsble for the policy of The Timesin 1846, could " at
any moment set all Europe in a sate of excitement and fill
the great Cabinets and Kingsand Ministerswith terror or
rage" ? Hewroteit because The Times could at that period
make the British nation beieve aimog anything it choseto
print. Fortunately those two men were very careful as to
what it did print. No single newspaper has power like that
to-day; but, acting together, the Pressis able to influence
the public mind as eadsly as a piano-player produces
required notes by pressng down keys.

A great deal, if not all, of thetroublewhich haspiled up in
Europe is the result of people everywhere being taught by
rulers and newspapers to distrust one another; to suppose
that their interests clash, with those of their neighbours;
to regard those neighbours as inferior, presumptuous,
unfriendly. All of that teaching is based on the deluson
that nations have different characters and on forgetfulness
of the fact that, when we speak of " a country,” wereally
mean the rulers of that country. All of it is contrary to
the truth.

The interest of the mass of mankind is the same every-
where; they want shdter and food, clothes and household
possessons  education, employment, security, leisure,
recreation. " They dare not what government they live
under, soasthey may plough and gotomarket," Sir Arthur
Hasdlrig said of the seventeenth-century English. That is
thenature of men and women at all periods, whatever country
they may livein. In every country all kindsareto be found.
Toimaginethat in any country they areall of akind, either
worse or better collectively than the men and women in any
other country, is ignorant folly. To suppose that all the
people composing a nation have the same virtues, vices,
pregudices, habits, isto disregard daily experience.
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Itistruethemasses wherever they live, can beincited by
rulers and newsgpapers to consnt to ambitions and
desgns of robbery, even to appear enthusastic about them.
But no onewho hasstudied the creation of public opinion has
any doubt as to its artificiality. When the old rulers of
Russa wanted sovereignty over Constantinople, they could
guote " the desre of the People to see the Cross above the
Crescent on Saint Sophia"—and get away with it. But
when Russansweretold by their new rulersthat thiswasall
rubbish, they chased Miliukov out of office as Foreign
Minister for repeating the old sory.

The British People, under the influence of an intensve
doorstep campaign by the League of Nations Union, voted
for collective security. But, when Abyssinia was abandoned
by all who had guaranteed to protect it and the British
People were told that this really couldn't be helped, they
dhrugged their shoulders and said that evidently nothing
could be done about it. Had there been opportunity for
another invasion of door steps, they could have been induced
to dgn their names to aimost anything, not even stopping
short of war, if their emotions had been engaged.

Presdent Wilson professed to have American public
opinion behind his expressad resolve to keep his country
out of the War. It voted him into office a sscond time on
that programme. But as soon as the Presdent decided
to goin, under presurefrom Finance and Big Industry,
public opinion changed so quickly and completely that
none who stood out againg it could fed. their lives or
liberty safe

T he same change from eagernessfor peace to war -frenzy
was registered in Japan in 1937. In spite of all the efforts
to stir up hatred againg the Chinese, " the atmospherein
thecountry almost had a pacifis complexion,” wroteHerr
Giinther Stein, a weU-informed observer.

Then, as the seque to an " incident," now supposad to
have been planned by the Japanee High Command in
China, a sudden vigorous blowing-up af public opinion
with the belows of propaganda began, and " the surface
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atmosphere changed entirely.” A violent war-hysteria
attacked thewhole of the Press all political parties, busness
circles, the publicin general.

Littleimprovement in world conditions can be expected
whilenationsareegged onto didikeand mistrust oneanother
and held respongblefor all their rulers actsand words.  |f
newspapers chose to tell their readers that in the experience
of all who havetravelled widely human beings everywhere
arevery much alike, that they have far morein common than
is crudely supposed, that they are by nature of a friendly
digposition, most of the world's troubles would begin to
clear up.

That isthetruth. Even Kipling, nationalist though he
was, had learned it; helet it dip out when he wrote:—
" For thereis neither East nor West, border nor breed nor birth,
When two srong men stand face to face, though they come from

the ends of the earth."

Maybeit takes a strong man at present to thrust asdethe
delusion that thereare many varying ordersof humanity, to
jump the barriersthat have been built by imperfect know-
ledge and silly pride. But, strong or weak, thetruth isthe
samefor all. Humanity isone. Thevariations are not of
order or pedes They areproduced within each nation by
surroundings, habits, education, all the influences of family
and group.

Buckle, in his vas fragment which was to have been a
History of Civilization in England, dassfied the physical
agentsby which the human raceismost power fully influenced
under the heads Climate, Food, Soil, and the general
Aspect of Nature. Not all of Buckl€s arguments survive
analyss, but the concluson to which they lead has been
accepted and reinforced.  When, towards the middle of
last century, avery young child was taken to England from
Tierradel Fuego, wherethenativeslivein squalor, cultivate
neither their minds nor imaginations, and lack entirely the
social virtues, and when this child grew up in its English
home with what Darwin called " agood intellect and a
nice dispostion,” even men of sdence were surprised.
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Nobody posesing the dightest knowledge of human
development would be surprised now.

It took time for the implications of Darwinism to affect
even the more acuteminded of the generations which
immediately followed Darwin. Up to the end of the
nineteenth century, and even beyond that, the notion
prevailed that it was " natural” for human bengs grouped
together in different States to be on terms of perpetual
enmity with one another.

Unhappily there are even now in most countries few who
can forese any other future than this. The mass of us
continues to imagine vaguely that there exist deeply im-
planted racial and national characters, and that these divide
human beings by unbridgeable gulfs.

Many of us like to fancy that our national characters
derive from ancient ancestry. These people would be
annoyed or scornful were anyone to assure them that they,
as individuals, resembled their personal progenitors of
svera hundred, or even one hundred, years ago. They
would point out that changed conditions of life have
altered manners, conduct, cusoms, even mentality. They
would deny that any man who was exactly like his father or
grandfather—any woman who thought, felt, acted as her
mother or grandmother did—could be fully developed or
entirely normal. Yet these same peopletry to beieve that
nations have personalities which perss through many
centuries, notwithstanding the changes that have occured
in all the departments of their corporate lives.

They do not attribute a uniform " character " to the
membersof aclub or asociety—not even to a club conssting
of people with the same social ganding or the same political
opinions, not even to a society formed by men and women
drawn together by a common definiteaim. They do not
imagine that a body of workers on some task—say bridge-
building or laying a railway—will be alike in their fedings
or their thoughts.

The boys at school, the young men at a university, may
have a certain cag imparted to their mindte or emotions,
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thatistheresult of deliberate effort to influencethem. They
have " character " pumped into them. A few may retain
some impress of this throughout life, but nearly all, as soon
as the pumping osasss become indistinguishable from the
mass.

Football and baseball teams, rowing eights, are very
cdosdy asodated during their training, yet no one expects
the players to resemble one another in their mental or
moral qualities. Why should it be supposad that, while
snaller groups are exempt from character-forming in-
fluences, bodies S0 enormous as nations should be moulded
by them ?

Theabsurdity of it isemphaszed by thediver ity of views
as to what outstanding national characteristics are. Thus
one Englishman will pride himsdf on beonging to the
nation which produced Oliver Cromwell and John Wesley,
another will exalt the loyalty of Cavaliers and the devotion
of High Church non-juror clergymen.

There are Americans who consder Herbert Hoover a
great man and Woodrow Wilson a crazy idealist, who rate
Henry Ford and Andrew Carnegie far above Walt Whitman
and Mark Twain, whowould placeafilm gar higher in the
national roll of honour than Edison or M r . Jugtice Holmes.
Which of theearethe" true Americans" ?

OneFrenchman callshisnational spirit that of M ontaigne
and Voltaire, a sscond derives it from Saint Louis and the
famous Jesuits of later date, a third worships ™ la gloire™
and condders Napoleon the incarnation of the genius of
the French People.

There are Germans who point to Goethe as the embodi-
ment of Teutonicwisdom, cahn, tolerant, wishingwell toall;
other Germans hold that Frederick " the Great," faithless
and rapacious, Bismarck with hispolicy of Blood and I ron,
and Hitler, exploiting all brands of malevolent preudice,
represent truly their most prominent national traits.

Theeaxe and rapidity with which nations can be induced
to drop one " trait" and exhibit another show that they
have no settled, permanent characters. Let me give an
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example of a change in national sentiment brought about
in avery short time by the eforts of politicians and Press.
Up to 1904 mog of the English had regarded the French
with suspicion, with sdf-righteous disdain, as immoral,
flighty, frivolous. France had been their enemy through-
out thecenturies; and asfor itsmorals—wdll, look at Paris!
The English had also up to that date consdered Germans
amog as honedt, as serious, as home-loving as themsdves.
Thiswaswhat they were taught.

Suddenly they were told to reverse their opinions. The
French, they lear ned, wereanoblefolk, sadly misunder stood.
L ook how fond King Edwar d was of the Parisans, and they
of him! As for the Germans, they were trying to seal
Britain'strade; they aimed at buildinganavy torival the
British; they were a danger, must be very carefully
watched. |fthey wanted war . . .

Almost overnight the English obediently took up these
new attitudes—hogility to Germans, friendliness with the
French. Thetenyears preparation for war began on both
Sdes.

But with that | am not concerned now. What this proves
for my present purposeisthat nationsready to turn distrust
into confidence, respect into suspicion, at the bidding of
their rulers cannot be said to have characters, and that
snceall nationsare so pliable, theidea of national character
isan absurdity.

But thebdlief in national charactersisnot merely absurd.
It has aworse aspect. For it makes many people attribute
to all the individual members of a nation the vices or
virtues—mor e usually vices—which are supposed to be that
nation's especial peculiarities. Thisis a frequent source of
misunder anding, hogtility, mutual didike.

| have heard an American newspaper correspondent, who
wor ked in many countriesduring twenty-fiveyears, say that
he had friends or acquaintances of fifty-three nationalities,
all of them, asindividuals, kindly, tolerant, civilized* Why,
asked Webb Miller, do all these people suddenly lose those
qualitieswhen their nationality isinflamed by fear or anger,
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when they aretold that this or that nation is their enemy ?

Overnight their friendly disposition drops from them;
they become suspicious, resentful, eager for massacre
L ater, they will no doubt betold that it wasall amistake, no
one wanted war at that moment, they put their money on
the wrong horse* But the harm has been done.

Thiscould not happen if the inhabitants of every country
looked upon the inhabitants of other countries as fellow
human beings all badcaly alike, ssparated merely by
superficial differences. 1t could not happen but for the
notion that nationality is the great divider, the barrier that
cannot beignored—a notion which isartificial, illusory.

The belief in national patterns to which all members of
nations more or less rigidly conform very sddom survives
personal acquaintance. In the 1914 war Clemenceau said
hewas struck by thefact that nations werenot at all asthey
were supposed tobe. " The Englishman was noted for his
calm, but English soldierstended to be more hysterical than
any others, the Americans were supposed to be so quick and
they were so dow. The French were supposad to be gay
and they were so solemn.”

A young French soldier who taught American soldiers
how to use the French machine-gun told Gertrude Stein,
the novdigt, that to his surprise they understood very
quickly the mechanics of the gun, " but their physical
reaction in using it was very dow, much dower than the
French; consequently it took more Americans to do any-
thing than it did Frenchmen, and so of course it was done
lessquickly.”

Persons who have never spoken to an American may
imagine that all Americans are boastful, bend all their
energiesto getting rich quickly, and sesk in an exagger ated
nasal tone. Vast numbers of people in the United States
auppose all the English to be haw-haw half-wits. L et such
ignorants meet one man or woman who does not behave
according to their imaginary pattern and they reverse their

* Lord Sdlisury'sexpresson, in a gpesth on the Crimean War .
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notion: they are convinced henceforward that all Americans
or all English are like the one they met.

Only when one has moved fredy and for long periods
among many nationalities does the knowledge come that
thereareno " national character types.” It ssamsto methat
the duty of everyone who undersands this is to make it
known, and so to help in removing the most dangerous of
the myths which in our time prevent the nations from
settling down to make the best of life.



Il
GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY
Geography lies at the root of hisory—Emmanud Kant.

THAT people who live under the same sky, fedl the same
heat and cold, are subject to the same conditions of existence,
have certain characterigicsin common, it would beridicu-
lous to deny.

Those who inhabit tropical lands are indolent, partly
because exertion is more exhaugting in damp heat, partly
because they have no need to work hard for their food.
Nature provides them with a minimum of toil.

Wherethe climateis mild, dry, sunny, never extremely
hot or extremely cold, peopleareindustrious, but not need-
ledy active. They are sociable, because they live mainly
out of doors and in company. They have not the same
sentiment  of "home" which is drong among the
inhabitants of countries with cold, raw climates which
drivethem indoorsto st round a sove or an open fire.

Thesewill work hard to keep themsdves warm, to force
from the grudging soil and inclement weather conditions a
aufficient livelihood. They will also take regular exercise.
Emile Boutmy, the French writer, rightly attributes to
the damp chill of the English atmosphere the English
Addiction to games

Out-of-door life creates the dedire for fine public build-
ings, large open gpaces communal institutions. Indoor
lifeinducesattention tothe home, multiplication of domestic
comforts and conveniences, and a corresponding indiffer-
enceto appearancesdsawher e, with adistrust of any depart-
ure from rigid individualism.

In excessivdy cold climates may be found populations
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as lethargic and lazy as those of the tropics. The reason
for thisisthat they havelittletodo duringlongwintersand
0 become congtitutionally inactive.

These climatic traitsare not fixed and unalterable. They
can be overcome, but not without difficulty, for they have
become, in some degree, hereditary. " Climatic influences
have affected the germ-plasm and been passedon.” * They
do not, however, judify belief in "national character,"
dgnce they can be modified and even eliminated by change
of environment.

Character implies fixed traits, a uniform behaviour.
Supposeyou wer etotakeaman of orderly habits, reasonable
industry, and pleasant mannersout of hisusual environment
and to st him down in entirely different conditions. If he
became a different man, you would say he had " no
character " to enable him totriumph over circumstances.

Apply thistes to " national characters” Sofar asthey
can be said to exigt at all, they will be seen to depend upon
local influences, social or physical; to be the reault of
particular surroundings. Dr. Johnson, with his usual
rough good snse, said of the maimers of mountaineers
that they were commonly savage but were "rather
produced by their stuation than derived from their ances-
tors" Put a mountaineer into acity. If he doesnot alter,
his children certainly will. Change the surroundings J
the character is changed also.

The English who colonized the southern part of the
American continent, so much warmer and moiser than the
northern, developed in a direction different from that taken
by thesettlersin New England, New Y or k, and Pennsylvania.
They preferred making other swork to wor king themselves,
They became sdlf-indulgent, mentally inert.

It may be objected that they came from different stock,
that they carried with them to Virginia and the Caralinas
the habits and traditions of a governing dass and a dass
accusomed to obey. That istrue. That had something

* A. C. Haddon, The Races of Men.
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to do with it. But people drawn from that dass who
settled in the keener atmosphere of the northern part of the
country worked as hard as anybody.

Even if the objection had to be allowed, it would serve as
proof of my assertion that national character is an illusion.
The sHtlers were all English. Why were they then so
unlike among themsdves? The ansver is that different
influences produce different characters  Within a nation
there are many different influences; consequently there
are many different characters.

Should certain influences be very strong and very evenly
digtributed, they may affect the bulk of a population.
The soft climate of southern Ireland, plus the authority
exercised by priests, makes the Irish inactive, unbusness-
like, procraginating, irresolute. As settlers in Canada,
Audtralia, theUnited States, they areenergetic, enterprising,
hard workers, capable busness men.

Englishmen in many parts of Africa are liable to lose the
habits induced by the climate of England and the discipline
of public opinion. Many Americans who live in the softer
climate of England throw off the frame of mind which
America aims at fashioning, and become " more English
than the English themsdves' in their acceptance of
inequality, deference to titles, the dass sysem, hereditary
right towealth and privilege.

The Dutch in South Africa have nothing in common
with the Dutch in Holland. They took with them from
their native land a tradition of intense cleanliness, of house-
hold neatness and order. Settling in a country where
water is scarce, they could not be continually washing either
themsdves or the floors. On their long waggon-treks, in
search of soil to settle on, they lost also the house-pride
that is so drong in Holland. The liking for society,
natural to the inhabitants of a small, thickly-populated
State, the Boers exchanged for that love of solitude which
is usually found in people who live in an undeveoped
empty country at a great digance from one ancther. If
they could s on the horizon another farmer's smoke, they
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complained of overcrowding! Put in a position which
enabled them to treat the natives as they plessed, many of
them became brutal to a dgree which wes utterly foreign
to, and which painfully shocked, the kindly people of
Holland. Olive Schreiner, a Boer hersdlf, was revolted by
It
~ Emigrants who carry with them the same formative
influences that have veneered the surface of their nation
into what can be mistaken for " national character " remain
asthey werein their own country. The French Canedians
gae(ﬁ an interesting cese of arested development.

eigious teaching which amounts to terrorism hes kept
tlgem in htar‘?/e Sventeenth cet?tu : Whllehthe French r|]n

rance have changed completely snce that epoch, the
French in Caneda have ateied very little. Yet in the
United Sates those who have esceped from the fears and
fettlerskof priestcraft very quickly lose their antiquated
outlook.

It is in the United Setes that we find the strongest
disproof of the theory of inborn national characters. There
men and women from al| nations become indistinguishable
as soon as they can ek the English language in the
Americanway. French, Germans, Italians, Scandinavians
amogt all stocks becomein the second generation American,
without showing where they came from—unless they are
artificidly isolated and prevented from escaping into the
new amosphere, the fresh environment. _

Where colonies exis—of Italians, Poles, or Ruthenians,
for example; where people from this or that country herd
together, spesk the languege they have dways spoken, read

\ printed in that_lawgu%e practise the sare
religion, bow to the authority of the same presbyters or
priests, they will, in generd, be what they were before they
crosed the ocean—provided that the natural conditions
into which they have removed are not very different from
those which they left behind them.

A padld to the French Cenadians is found in the
Southern Appaachian range of barren, rough hills running



26 THE ILLUSION OF NATIONAL CHARACTER

through the Sates of Kentucky, Tennessee, and North
Cardlina. Here live people who are the purest English
gock in the whole of the United States.  They have, like
the French Canadians kept themsdves in isolation,
immune from the knowledge that has been acquired since
they settled there, untouched by modern ideas. Among
them flourish Fundamentalism (belief in the verbal
inspiration, and therefore the literal truth, of the Bible)
and many other naotions that dsewhere have long ago been
dismissed as nonsendcal.  They continue to think as their
ancegtors thought in the seventeenth century—because of
their isolation.

All who expose themsdves fredy to the influences of
their changed surroundings rapidly shake off those which
moulded them in "the old country." They "become
American,” and it may be that by doing so they only
exchange one st of limitations and shibboleths for another.
Vigorous, even frantic efforts are made to form an American
national character, but it is impossible to discover what idea
of thischaracter isin the mindseven of thosewho aremaking
the efforts.  Somereélate it to Abraham Lincoln, others to
Stephen Decatur (" My country, right or wrong").
Principles supposed to be "inherent in the American
character " are trampled on openly and daily.

" It is by the goodness of God," wrote Mark Twain,
" that we have in our country those three unspeakably
preciousthings: freedom of speech, freedom of conscience,
and the prudence never to practise either of them."

The American nation is, therefore, accused of being
hypocritical.  Unjustly accused, for the number who parade
the first two of these " precious things " is small. Many
profess their disrust of them—even contempt for them.
The great massdo not think about them.

In one thing Americans of the Northern States from
M assachusttts to Nevada tend to be alike—in their abound-
ing vigour, their optimism, their readinessto make experi-
ments in any direction. This is the result of the brisk,
invigorating air they breathe. In the State of Maine the
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climate is so severe as to diminish energy. In the South
vigour is kept down by moist heat. The States bordering
the Pacific are subject to conditions less enervating, but
not conducive to great activity. San Francisco has in its
population alarge eement which overcomes that tendency;
Sesttle also. Most of the inhabitants of the States of
Washington, Oregon, and Californialiveat alower pressure
and with less intengity than their Eastern fellow-citizens.

In almogt all European countries there is a recognized
and well-marked difference between the peoplein the north
and the people in the south. Prussans are more forceful
than Bavarians, Milanese mor e ener getic than Neapolitans,
Y orkshiremen more pushing than the men of Sussex, Kent,
or Hampshire. Normans, Bretons, and the small farmers
of the Marne country work harder than the Gasoons and
the Proven?ales The Basgues of Spain are tougher,
gurdier, than the Sevillians; the miners of the Agturias
enduretoil that would annihilatethefar lessrobust dwellers
on the Mediterranean coas. In countries which have a
uniform climate no such digtinctions exist.

" Geography lies at the root of history." If Ireland had
been three thousand miles distant from England, the Irish
would have won their freedom to govern themsdves
without great difficulty. Had the American colonies of
England been within afew hours' seaming of English ports,
as Ireland is, they would not have been allowed to break
away and to proclaim the independent sovereignty of the
United Sates. They would be part of the British Empire.

The power and splendour of Venice were due, not to the
ambitious pride of die Doges or the Council of State, but to
the location of the city of the canals, it was exactly the
right postion for a trading centre between the Mediter-
ranean and the East. England owed to the same good
fortune its rise from the satus of a sscond-dass European
Power. The discovery of America, the shifting of tradd
from the Mediterranean to the Atlantic, made the English
rich, gave them a commanding place among the nations.
Already they had perfor ce established themsdves as sesamen.
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The small area of their idand drove them on to the water.
Their soil was not naturally rich, a great part of it fit only
for cattle and sheep-grazing. They became fishers,
traders, colonizers, and were thus ready to take up the
opportunity chance threw in therr, way when commerce
between Europe and America began.

Between the populations of North America and South
America there is a wide difference.  This was explained
by Gudgave Le Bon (a dever Frenchman, already quoted,
who popularized psychological theories which he did not
thor oughly under stand) asbeing dueentirely to" differences
of character.” That the South American Republics were
" perpetually thevictims of the bloodiest anarchy,” and that
" in gpite of the amazing riches in their soil, they sank one
after the other into ruin, bankruptcy, and despotism,” he
attributed to inherent contrass in the mental and moral
make-up of their inhabitantsand thoseof theUnited States*

Le Bon overlooked the difference in climate between the
northern Sates of the Union and the South American
countries. He was apparently not aware that in the south-
ern States, wherethe climateis morelike that of the coast of
South America, on which for the mogt part the cities stand,
conditions were at one time not unlike those of Latin
America. He a0 failed to allow for the extreme rarity in
that part of the continent of paliticians both honest and
capable.

The Spaniards, it is true, not only caused degeneration
of the native Indians, but produced a half-breed dement in
the population which is one of the mog unfortunate results
of crossing colour with white yet known. Still, there is
litde doubt that, if the government of the South American
Republics had been taken in hand by men of the calibre of
Washington, Jefferson, Alexander Hamilton, Abraham
Lincoln, their history would have been far less lurid.
Even the rule of Porfirio Diaz, corrupt and murderous
though it was, kept order in Mexicofor aquarter of acentury;

L'Evolution Psychologique des Peuplcs.
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and, after the series of revolutions which followed his
expulson, the country settled down again under a firm and
capable gover nment.

The frequent upheavals in South America were not a
consequence of popular character. The mass of the people
had no taste for conspiracies and coupsd'etat. All they
wanted was to be |eft alone as far as possble and permitted
to get what they could out of life. Financial greed and lust
for power consumed the politicians who preyed upon them.
An unceadng fight raged between the Ins and the Outs,
with bullets ingead of ballots and sword-srokes for
geches The world, as usual, attributed to nations the
character of a small section, assuming that the acts and
words ofleaders represented the sentiments and desres of
the community. Hardly ever isthat so.

Le Bon went so far as to assrt that national institutions
and governments were derived aways from national
character. They were " products of race" Yet in another
book, La Foule (The Crowd), he proved that these products
altered, that nations changed their political and religious
beiefs frequently!

Among the proofs of this he laid dress on the history of
the French between 1790 and 1820. From being monarch
ical they became revolutionary, then imperialist, then
monarchical again. From Catholicisn they svung over to
Atheism, then to Deism, then back to Catholicism.

Had he traced further the development of French
" character," LeBon would have exhibited them dropping
absolute monarchy for congtitutional, then submitting to
a dictator for twenty years then settling down under
republican government. He would also have recorded
the weakening of that attachment to the Church, which
seemed to him to grow more devoted than ever when the
Bourbons were restored after the final defeat of Napoleon.

That was a misconception of history. All that happened
in thetwentiesof the nineteenth century wasthat the Church
regained a good deal of its power under LouisXVII| and
Charles X, while it also became fashionable to practise
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religion. Therewere still as many Atheigs as there had
been in the early seventeen-nineties, just as during the
acendancy of Atheism the number of Catholics remained
about the same.  In one period the Atheists got the upper
hand; in the other the Catholics had it. That was all.
When Robespierre declared the exigence of a Supreme
Being, it was safer to be on hissde. When the bishops
began to be powerful again, it waswiser not to offend them.
Tomaintain, asLeBon did, that

" Peoples are guided in the main by the genius of their
race—that is, by the inherited residue of qualities, of
which the genius is the sum total,"

samns like sanding the facts on their heads There is,
to begin with, no such definite classfication as " race"
known to ethnologists. Further, did Le Bon hold that
" the genius of the French " made them rdigious or not ?
That he never made clear.

Contradictions arose also when he tried to asodate the
genius of the Anglo-Saxons, both in Britain and the United
Sates, with personal freedom. How did the pressgangs
which forcibly seized men for naval servicefit in with that
characterigic? Did the American character change when
Prohibition was adopted, and then change again to repeal
it ? How can the English and Australian liquor licensng
regulations, and thefixing of hoursduringwhich liquor may
be sold, be said to derive from the supposed English
impatience of restraint ?

In each cazethewishesor plansof a section have prevailed
over the inert oppostion of the mass When the first
British Education Act was passed in 1870, there was no
demand for it among the mass of the nation. Had it been
submitted to a special vote, and had there been vehement
organized opposition, it would almogt certainly have been
defeated.

When ingtitutions have existed for a long time and have
become integral featuresin the life of a nation, they appear
to be reflections of a national attitude of mind. That they
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are not is indicated by the ease with which they can be
uperseded by other ingtitutions.

When Arthur Young travelled through France shortly
before the Revolution, the French people appeared to him
to be devoted to the ingtitution of monarchy. Nothing
would have surprised him more than to betold that within
a few years it would be abolished and a king beheaded.

In Russa during the 1914-18 War there was a confident
belief that as soon as it ended the Tsardom would be
conditutionalized.  Scarcdy anybody supposed it would
be swept away; not even Lenin anticipated the setting-up
of a Socialig Republic.

Had a congtitutional sysem been established the Russan
people would have accepted it. They would then,
according to Le Bon's theory, have displayed a Liberal
character, as they had, according to the general assumption,
been temperamentally in favour of absolutism so long as the
Tsar remained an absolute monarch.

Now that the Socialis Republic (or rather Union of
Republics) has lagted for nearly thirty years and become a
national institution, the character of the nation mug, if we
take Le Bon for guide, be supposad to have altered in that
direction. Yet we know that without L enin the Bolshevik
Revolution would not have happened. Quite possbly
there would have been areturn, for aperiod at any rate, to
Tsarist despotism, which would again have been said to
" derivefrom the Russan character " !

Of national ingtitutions, the British Empire was during
the nineteenth century the mog striking in the world.
Can it be argued that the Empire was an expresson of
British national character ? If that character isinterpreted
asinclining Britons towar ds colonization, how explain their
refusal to emigrate as soon as the Unemployment Fund
and theincrease of social servicesmadeit possblefor them
to remain at home under conditions less disagreeable than
before ? Or, if it be suggested that an eement in the British
character is pride in the Empire, we have only to read the
reproaches which Prof. Sir John Sedey addressed to his
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countrymen for their "indifference" to "the mighty
phenomenon of the diffuson of their race and the expanson
of their State." *

No one has ever claimed that during the eighteenth
century, while the British Empire was being formed,
the people in Britain were eager for colonial possessions
Few of them knew that their country was becoming an
Imperial Power. The fact did not " affect their imagi-
nations or in any degree change their ways of thinking." t
Not even the satesmen whose decisons brought this about
sw clearly what they weredoing.  Still lessdid the generals
who drove off the armies of rival Powers.

And when the Empirehad been for med, when theimperial
degtiny of the British nation was already a catchword,
leading datesmen of the mid-nineteenth century spoke of
coloniesas a " millstone” and looked forward to die time
when Britain would no longer be burdened with the
responsgbility of guarding and administering possessons
scattered over the globe.

The method that was followed in the acquirement of
those possessons—ar rather the absence of method—isthe
only one that has ever succeeded. No effort to achieve
greatness has ever made a nation great. From Alexander
of Macedon to Napoleon all conquerors for an hour have
had their dedgns checkmated. Empires that have
ubgtance in them are formed, as Prof. Sedey put it in that
phrase of his so often quoted, in a fit of absence of mind.
Deliberate attempts to create them are symptoms of the
lunacy known as megalomania. Geography decides their
degtinies far more than constious striving.

No wonder the French philosopher Fouiltee in his
Esquisse Psychol ogique des Peuples Europiem looked for
the key to the behaviour of peoples, not in any national
character formed in the past and handed on from age to age,
but in their physical surroundngs and, above all, their social

* The Expansion of England, 1884.
T Sedey, same work.



GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY 3

conditions. In Greece, Venice, England, the socia
conditions were a consequence of physical situation, asthey
are, in greater or less degree, everywhere.

People who are crowded together will be sociable;
thosewho livelonely inthewilds are morose or shy. City-
dwellers can do little for themselves, countryfolk are driven
by necessity to be handy at all sorts of jobs. A climate
which has regular seasons encourages planning ahead.
Weather likethat of the British Isles, whichisimpossibleto
foretell, never the same for more than a few hours and
seldom seasonable, inclines a population to take things as
they come and muddle through.

The effect of mountain ranges on those who live among
them appears to be depressing, so far as it influences
intellect and imagination. The ranges not only cut off
the inhabitants of the valleysfrom other nations, they divide
them from each other. Thus there cannot be that daily
interchange of thought and fancy which develops the mind.

A vague notion prevails that mountainy peoples are high-
spirited, poetic. The Swiss disprove that. They five
among the highest pesks in Europe, yet they have thrown
up no poets, no front rank painters, no novelists or
dramatists of high distinction. Their political independence
Is attributed sometimes to their proud spirit, but was it not
rather the result of their practical desire to devote them-
sdves to their own affairs for their own advantage, instead
of being sacrificed to the ambitions or crazy follies of a
hereditary ruler ? That desire they were able to realize
because their mountains made a warlike offensive against
them very difficult, and defence easy.

All people, beneath surface differences due to surround-
ings, are alike. The conception that nations are of
different " blood " and were meant to live according to the
law of the jungle becomes more nonsensica the more
closdy itisviewed.



vV
THE FOLLY OF GENERALIZATION

_ Nationality, | have aways found, is mean; is dishoned;
iS ungenerous; is incapable of candour; and, being continually
besieged with temptationsto falsehood, too often endsby becoming
habitually mendacious—De Quincey (" Opium-eater "), 1821.

Racial philosophy with itsrace pride and race prejudicesrots up
the human personality far more effectively than all the drugs,
drink, and obscenity in the world—John Langdon-Daviesin " A
Short History of the Future.”

T H E truth seamsto be that, whenever we hit upon some
trait asbeing peculiar tothisor that nation, wefind, if we go
into the matter more deeply, that it is common to many in
all nations. If there do happen to be fixed peculiarities
common to large numbers, they are found in digricts where
there has been little movement of population and wherethe
people are clannish in their ways.

ThusYorkshirefolk areUnlike Sussex folk. The Gascon
of Southern France has little in common with the Norman,
still less with the Breton. Westphalians in Germany are
looked on as a ssparate race.  Other Germans say of them
Mann kann mit einer Westfalen ein Sack Salz essen—und
mann kennt ihr noch nicht (Y ou can eat awhole sack of salt
with a Westphalian—that is, enjoy his hospitality over and
over again—without getting to know him).

Even local character, however, proves as a rule to be
ubject to SO many exceptions that it is scarcdy more real
than " national character." Yorkshirefolk are supposed to
be shrewdly cautious, yet they figure in the law courts
frequently as wild gamblers of the Jimmy Whitetype, and
as credulous victims of gold-brick sdlers.  Lowland Scots
are reputed dose with their money, but are often public
benefactors and generous givers privately. Highlanders
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have had the name of spendthrifts, braggarts (like Alan
Breck), hard drinkers. Y et many flourishing busnessss in
Scotland, England, and the United States have been
founded and built up by clansmen, who have shown too that
they can be bigoted teetotallers.

Wherelocal characterigics prevail among largenumbers,
they are ssen on examination to be the result of passing
influences. Thus the dave-owning States in America
produced atypeof " gentleman" far removed from that of
the more virile, moreindependent North—for the obvious
reason that people who have everything donefor them, who
live on the labour of others, have softer manners, more
time for the graces of life, and small inclination to hustle.

In Cornwall and certain other parts of England John
Wedey's preaching sank so deeply into the hearts of the
manual labouring dass that they became almost communi-
ties of saints—for a short time. Oncetherewere heroesin
Swiss valleys, where Austrian tyranny was harsh; no
people could be less heroic than the inhabitants of those
digrictsto-day under mild republican rule.

It isamusing to remember that Austrians, whofor along
time now have been thought of as charming, easy-going,
laughter-loving, irresponsible, over-civilized, were until
after the middle of the nineteenth century denounced as
cruel despots  Palmerston consdered them " the greatest
brutes that ever called themsdves by the undeserved name
of civilized men" because of "their atrocities, their
unmanly war waged againg Hungarian women and chil-
dren.” George Meredith's novels Sandra Bellani and
Vittoria show how mid-Victorian England felt about the
Italians who were fighting for freedom and the Austrians
who were trying to keep them a subject people.

Later Italians were execrated—for robbing Abyssnians
of their liberty to govern themselves, while Audtrians
enjayed general good-will. Neverthdess an Austrian
Government (that of Dollfuss) committed agaips its own
peoplethevery same" brutal™ actswhich werestigmatized
by Palmerston in the terms quoted when it was the
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Hungarians who Were being disciplined. Also, when
Nazidom triumphed in Austria, the mogt brutal crimes
were committed againg Jews and others.

What conduson are we to draw from this? Did the
Austrian character alter between the middle and the end of
the nineteenth century ? Did it alter again in the twentieth ?
No; this could not have happened, for the nation in 1933
and again in 1938 was divided againg itself. Part of it
favoured the policy of violent represson, the other part was
victim to that policy. We are forced then, to look on
Palmerston'sabuseasdirected primarily againg the Austrian
rulers who ordered atrocities, and in less degree againg
the Austrian nation.

Likewise we mugt lay the respongbility for the violent
represson of a large part of a nation in 1933-4 on Dictator
Dollfuss and the dass composed of wealthy, land-owning,
and privileged persons whose nominee he was The
ruffians guilty of crue and thieving behaviour in 1938 were
only a section, brutalized by Nazi doctrines and condemned
by many of their country-people. In neither case could the
mass of Austrians be held directly respongble for what was
done in their name.

Had they been consulted in the nineteenth century as to
whether the Hungarians demanding Home Rule should be
treated as noxious animals, and had they voted in favour of
their rulers acts it would still be unfair to blame them
sverdy. For humanity in the mass is unhappily always at
the mercy of glib tongues, voices with a thrill in them,
wild and whirling words.

What the mass desres—let me repeat this; it isimport-
ant—isto gain aliving by not too arduoustoil, to livein fair
comfort and without congant painful anxiety as to the
future, to be as much as possble left alone by officals and
other uniformed peds

To what goes on in theregions whence laws and adminis-
trativeordersproceed themassisincurioudy blind and deaf.
Schoolsdo not teach children how their country isgover ned.
Newspaper s have morereasonsfor hiding than for revealing
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the truth. About home affairs the minds of the masses are
hazy. Now and again they gragp an issue, grow tired of an
Administration, lose patience with a leader. Usually they
have as little understanding of economic or political
conflicts as the lowa farmers of whom William Jennings
Bryan usd to tell.

While Bryan was conducting his "sound money"
campaign, he spoke at a village meeting and mingled with
his hearers as they went out. He overheard two of them
discussing what he had told them. " Yes" said one of them,
" | guess hésright about round money. Square money 'ud
tear holes in yer pockuts"

Asto foreign affairsthe mind of the massis not hazy, but
blank. Italians knew as little about Abyssnia as the
British did about the Boer Republics when they were
added to their Empire; What exactly the League of
Nations had power to do, how it came into being, and
what collective security might mean, not onein a hundred
persons could tell in any country except the Scandinavian
Sates and Russia, where such things are taught in schoal.

Nations are reads shaken by winds from this or that
quarter—and not" thinking reeds" as Pascal suggested.
They appear to give their support to any individual or any
group that demands it with sufficent vehemence. They
take the line of leas resgance. The English in the six-
teenth century were, by order, first Roman Catholic, then
English Catholic, then Protestant, then Catholic again,
then Protestant and Catholic mixed, finally Protestant
0ldy. As we have sen already, the French in the first
half of the nineteenth century went through much the same
kaleidoscope politically—had government by an oligar chy,
government by a despotic emperor, government by a
resored Bourbon, then Napoleon again, then Bourbons
again, then an Orleanist king, then a republic, followed by
twenty years of imperial dictatorship, then a republic
once more.

What the mass of people do in all countries is to leave
themsdves in the hands of those who by their vigour,
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coupled with ability or cunning, push themsdves to the
front in national affairs. The mass never want a particular
kind of leader. They did not want a Cromwell in the
England of the seventeenth century; they would have been
content with Charles | if he had not stupidly made himself
impossble, just aslater on they werecontent with Charlesl |,
who was cunning enough not to let them know what he was
doing. Nor did the mass in France after the Revolution
want a Napoleon, but, when he "wangled" himself into
power, they bore his yoke with patience till he foolishly
united all Europe againg himself and was thrown out.

The English are generally credited with an instinct for
democracy, yet England is the only country where a House
of Parliament exigs on a hereditary—that is, an anti-
democratic—bass. Whenever we analyse supposed national
characterigics or s them suddenly tested by events we
find them dipping away, discomfiting expectations, giving
place maybe to wholly opposite behaviour.

Fifty yearsago the national character of the Germans was
generally supposed to be inteligent, kindly, peaceable,
gently patriotic, home-loving, music-loving, sudious,
agreegble.  From 1914 to 1919, your life was not safe in
Britain, France, or the United Sates if you did not call
them bloodthirsty savages cruel, aggressive, unfit to be in
Europe. From 1933 to 1939 they were poor fish, trembling
at the nod of pinchbeck despots enthused by flatulent
oratory, forced to shout in obedient unison their approval
of whatever their tyrantsmight do. Then they became devils
again.

Now if a man or woman behaved one day in a pleasant,
orderly, sensble manner; the next day with domineering
brutality and pitiless violence; and on yet ancther occason
seemed cowed, davish, ludicroudy sentimental in some
moods, in others vengefully sadist, you would say of them
that they had no character, that they were swayed by guds
of feding induced by what they heard or read. | maintain
that to be the truth about the Germans—and about all
nations.
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All react in the same way to certain simuli—those, for
example, of war-time. To other excitations some are
readily susceptible, some not so readily, a few not at all.
The degree of susceptibility depends, not upon innate
disposition, but on habits, on drcumgances, on the
influence of a small number of srong minds or characters
opposed to those of the mass

It would be impossble to persuade the French to
experiment with Prohibition, asAmericansdid, (1) because
very few of them drink hard liquor, (2) becausg, for that
reason, Frenchwomen are not hostileto alcohoal, (3) because
in France, where education is based on logic, neither men
nor women can e any possible interaction between palitics
and personal habits.

It would be equally impossible at present to stir up among
Americans sentimentstowar ds Canadianssuch asthe French
wer e taught to harbour againg Germans; but it would be
easy if Canada were to fill up, if there should ever be the
same number of millions of people on each dde of the
International Line.

Italians responded with docile frenzy to the cry that
Abyssnian sovereignty must be destroyed. They were
despised and abused by the rest of the.world, the English
included. Yet only thirty-six years before the English
themsdves were shrieking with smilar fury for the exter-
mination of the Boer Republics, ear ning the same contempt
and didike from other nations. If they are not now in a
mood for colonial adventure, thereasonsare:—

(a) that their rulersdo not want moreterritory and
make no attempt to arouse the mood; and

(b) that, even if the attempt were to be made, it
would probably fail on account of the efforts of a
handful of writers and paliticians to show how foolish
and criminal such adventuresare.

A handful of Italian writersfreeto publish their views
might have saved Italy from the Abyssnian infamy, but
they did not exist in 1935 any more than they existed in
Britain during thelast yearsof the nineteenth century.



40 THE ILLUSION OF NATIONAL CHARACTER

Herewe comeupon thetruth that what is called " national
character " is the character imparted to a nation by its
leading men, those whom it follows, obeys, admires. Only
upon a small proportion does this character have actual
effect.

The ltalians, until the devation of Mussolini, were
regar ded by thewor ld aseasy-going, pleasure-loving, rather
stupid, but kindly. Then they werebelieved to bebrutally
intolerant, efficient in a mechanical fashion, savagdy crud.
What happened was that dements which can accurately be
0 dextribed were let loose and given encouragement.
Asin Germany, dictatorship relied for its stability mainly
on thelowest of the population—on men whose delight was
in bullying, torturing, killing.

This is the mogt appalling injury done to mankind by
tyrants who disregard all the decendies that civilzation has
gradually imposed on rulers. They give a free hand to
ruffians whom it is the aim of civilized Governments to
keep gernly in check. By these criminals nations are
judged, though they form but a small dassand arein no
real sne representative.

A comical result of dictatorship in Italy was that many
Italians showed their respect for Mussolini by trying to
look like him. There was a diginct Mussolini type.
It will beseen, not in Italy alone, but intheltalian restaur-
ants of London, in the Italian quarters of New York and
other American cities. Waiters and labourers swelled
themsdves out, knitted their brows fiercely. It is possble
for aleader who can impresshimsdf on plagticimaginations
to influence not only men's characters, but aso their
appearance.

Women's characters, too, areliable at timesto develop in
certain directionsunder war mth of admiration for a national
hero. After the Four Years War Mr. Lloyd George
enjoyed for a short time heroic honours. As " the man
whowon thewar," hewon also the enthusagtic gratitude of
women; those who had votes voted amogt solidly for his
return to power.
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His eectoral victory, gained on the catchwords " Hang
the Kaiser " and " Make the Germans pay," had, among
other results, that of making the world believe the British
character to be unforgiving, stupidly revengeful, unwilling
to face redlities, unable to take any but a short-sighted,
small-minded view. As soon as the influences brought
into play for the purposes of the election were allowed to die
down different fedings prevailed. " Hang the Kaiser "
became a joke to everybody (as it alwayswasto M r. Lloyd
George). The impossibility of extorting from the Germans
the grotesquely huge sums demanded was a cause of shrug-
ged shoulders, not of angry disappointment.

Herewasaperfect illustration of thetruth that" national
character™ is in reality the reflection of the moods,
methods, or principles of national leaders. This will be
discused, with further illustrations, later on.
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" EXTREMELY ARBITRARY "

Although between distant peoples the differences may ssem 0
great that we migtiake them for digtinct species we find on, closer
examination that all ssam to merge into one another —Friedrich
Blumenbach (1752-1840), founder of scientific anthropology.

M en who deserve to bé called men obe%/ only their reason, but
they are not French rather than German, they are European, they
are Chinese, they exis everywhere, and all thetruths concelved by
human reason exig for these universal men—Lanson, " Histoire
delaLitterature Francaise"

IF it could be proved that any nation had a " character,"
if it were noticeable that all who bdonged to it displayed
certain peculiarities of thought, conduct, and emotion, the
cause would have to be looked for in education.

Not merdy in what schods were teaching, but in the
methods employed, either in conduction with schods or
outsde of them, to plant certain ideasin all young minds, to
influence immature imaginations, to encourage or check the
play of deveoping intdligence.

That such methods, added to schod training, might
produce a generation of adolescents all ready to think, act,
and fed in much the same way is not merely possble. It
has been done in Russa and in Germany.

Among Russans and Germans one can say with asaurance
that generations have grown up with an outlook on life
entirdy different from that of their parents. This has been
accomplished in a very short time by intensve methods of
forcingintothe heads of theyoung what theruler swished to
put there. As adults, they have the same ideas and
influences sprayed unceasingly over them. If several
generations were treated in this fashion, then a national
character might be formed, and might persst. No such
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character has been formed up to now, but it is not
impossible that this could happen.

It has happened often that massss of people have been
induced to fall for short periods of time into certain
attitudes of mind, to inoculate themsdves with certain
sentiments, to put their imaginations at the service of thisor
that demagogue or warrior. But these have been flegting
adventures.

TheEphesans could not shout for ever * Great isDiana”
at the bidding of priests, alarmed for the temple dues
on which they lived at ea= The Athenians forgot
Cleon assoon ashe had been killed in battle. The Crusades,
begun with rdigious fervour, soon degenerated into sordid
economic warfare. The Hungarians could not remain at
the emotional level towhich Maria Theresaraised them in
the eighteenth century, any more than the Italians could
continue throughout the nineteenth to be thrilled by
Garibaldi's romanticism and Mazzini's ideals.

Often we hear that religion isa potent influencein mould-
ing " national character." It was said to be so in Spain.
Had this been true Christianity would have gained little
credit. A recent writer on the Spanish character said that
Spaniards szt beauty abovepractical use held " sentiment to
be more important than action; honour very often
more important than success, love and friendship more
important than onésjob." Heaw dated that both Sdes
in the civil war shot prisoners as a matter of coursg this
wasthe Spanish tradition!

Beauty, sentiment, honour, love, friendship—words,
words, words! Hepless fellow-countrymen butchered—
because it wasusual!  And religion alleged to be the chief
factor in creating that mentality!

Alleged without proof, however. For over large parts of
Spain the people, as soon as they dared, showed what was
their feding towardsthe Church—afeding of deep hatted.

Religions have in some ages produced among their
sncere adherents certain emotional attitudes, pertain gates
of mind. Islam has done this among Arabs and Africans.
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Thirteenth-century England was affected in this way by the
Cathalic Church. The same dforts had to be made then
which French and Italian bishops make to-day to sop
" appearances of the Blessed Virgin " from being advertised,
and local saints from being worshipped and resorted to for
cures The English were reckoned among the mogt
faithful of the Church's shegp. But this supposed " nation-
al characterigic" proved to be no more than the result of
indudtrious teaching by a powerful ecdesadical cage
Such teaching being suspended, sanity regained its sway.

This happened more recently and more srikingly in
Russa. Solongasthe Orthodox Church had possesson of
the minds of the peasants, who numbered four-fifths of the
population, so long as the pries and the policeman repre-
sented the Tsardom in its two aspects—spiritual and
soular—so long were the mases induced to believe that
their earthly and their future happiness depended entirely
on obedience to the " Little Father" and scrupulous
attention to certain ceremonial observances

As s00n as they werefreed from priestly domination most
of them gave up the observances and so belied one of the
dements in their " national character " on which Europe
outsde Russa was generally agreed. They showed that
they wereno more a " rdigious " people than the English
in the sixteenth century, who, as we have seen, changed
therr faith over and over again in consonance with the
wishes of Henry VIIIl, Edward VI, Queen Mary, Queen
Elizabeth; and did not, apparently, mind whether they
were Protestant or Catholic, Roman or Anglican, subject to
Papal or monarchical authority, prelatist or Presbyterian,
any morethan they minded whether they wereruled over by
Danish, Norman, Angevin, Plantagenet, Welsh, Scottish,
Dutch, or German sovereigns.

Even after Wedey had ingilled into a good many
English natures a craving for holiness which had been
entirely absent from Puritanism, religion remained in
England rather a social—even a political—than a spiritual
activity. The English have not been, in fact, so religious
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nation as the French, in spite of the notion, seduloudy
cultivated by certain of the English who like to consder
their nation the chosn of the Lord, that the French are
" godless" Even the French Canadians are convinced of
that; their priestly teachersknow all about Voltaireand the
Revolution and the separation of Church from State, and
not much about anything dse

With the same fervour Austrian priests warned their
parishioners to beware of the German spirit, the spirit of
Luther and the Reformation, and so kept the Austrians
Catholic and cardess lacking those sturdy qualities which
independence of thought engenders  Yet this was no
" national” trait, gnce Audrians who freed themsdves
from the yoke of ecdesagicisam displayed thee very
qualities and proved their possesson of sound, practical
ability.

This same change from dackness to responsbility is seen,
as | have mentioned before, in Irish people who leave their
country to settle in the United States, Canada, or South
Africa and who at the same time refuse to submit longer to
the authority of the Church (though they may continue to
attend its services). It is often said of an Irishman in such
cdrcumgances that he " changes his character”; this
would be an impossbility if it were fixed in him as an
inheritance, as an integral part of his personality. What
is believed by so many to be a failing rooted in nationality is
thus shown to be no more than a result of teaching directed
to certain ends.

If the former explanation were the true one, it would
follow that an Irish child brought up by foster-parents of
another nation in another religion, or in noneat all, must be
in dispostion and temperament exactly like the Irish who
remain in Ireland. We all know by experience that this
does not happen. Environment is the mog ¢ powerful
moulder of individuality. Material conditions shape our
lives far more than hereditary influence.

In our own time we have seen fusons of feding similar
to those cited, but on alarger scale Among vast numbers
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of Russans there was created within twenty years a spirit
very different from that which wastheresult of Tsarism—
a spirit of pride in ownership of the country, a spirit of joy
in freedom from monarchical and aristocratic despotism.
In Germany and Italy there*was spread widely among the
populationsareligiousfaith in the possesson of superhuman
attributes by Adolf Hitler and Benito Mussolini, with a
consequent approval of all that they did or said.

If in these countries the process of manufacturing opinion
wer e continued for a hundred, or even fifty years, national
characters might be produced. Remote as is die likeli-
hood of that happening, it cannot beruled out aschimerical.
But this, which has never occurred yet, would be a totally
different method of producing national character from that
which is believed in by so many people at present.

The prevailing notion is that national characters are
derived from remote ancestors; that the moulds were made
long ago and are unalterable; and that, by virtue of
ancedry, entire nations are shaped in them. Although
this notion is usually credited to the Frenchman Count
Gobineau, and the development of it to the Ulsterman,
Houston Stewart Chamberlain, it is very much older than
that. Not as a scientific theory, but as a popular hallucin-
ation.

The English, for example, when they had become
powerful at sea, delighted torecall their " Viking ancestors™
and to think of themsdves asa nation of" jolly Jack Tars"
(athough nine out of ten suffered painfully from sea-
gckness if they ever ventured on the waves which they
claimedtorule).

Germans have made a cult of the blond, ruthless Teuton.
Italians are capable of persuading themsdves that they are
" the heirs of the ancient Romans' A prominent
American, Dr. NicholasMurray Butler, hasclaimed for his
fellow-countrymen an innate conservatism, due to die
" habits of political thinking of the Anglo-Saxon colonists
who were the original builders of the nation.” This bold
assertion, disregarding the fact that four-fifths of the
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American nation are not in any way connected by descent
with Anglo-Saxons, dates bade to 1908, before the Pro-
hibition experiment and other startling departures from
conservatism in the United States But as Dr. Butler
reprinted it in 1937* it must represent his consdered view.

Ethnologically there is no bags for the fancy that any
large nation can trace a " pure" descent. Blumenbach
wrote on this :—

"The varieties of mankind which have been
accepted by digtinguished men have proved extremey
arbitrary."

Friedrich Miiller put it morebluntly, when he declared:
"Race is an empty phrase, an utter swindle" Israd
Zangwill was no less emphatic when he pointed out that

" theltaliansareamedley of all theraceswhosedaves
poured into Rome between 100 B.C. and A.D. 300.
Turn Time'skinematograph back far enough, and the
Germans are found to be French and the French
Germans—indeed, Bismarck, looking at their bodies
on a batdefied, oconfessad that there was little
difference even now."

L eroy-Beaulieu cametothesameopinion:—

" What nationality among the nations of Europe and
America is based on race? Is it England with her
Bretons, Saxons, Danes, and Normans ? Isit France
with her Cimbri, Gauls, Iberians, Germans, and
Latins? Is it Germany where the Teutons have
interbred in the West with the Cets and in the East
with the Savs to such an extent that in many district
the blue eyes and fair hair of the Germans are no
longer tobemet with inthemajority of the population?”

Once it was thought possbleto divide human beings into
the short-headed and thelong-headed (brachy-md dolicho-
cephalic). Now mogt of them are what is called by
ethnologists " mesati-cephalous " —neither one thing nor
the other. Since the neolithic period races and nations

* The American asHels. Scribners, New York.
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have intermingled fredy. The distinguishing physical
marks of their original ancestry have disappeared.

Thistook a long time. Far more quickly can acquired
mental habits be discarded. Within fewer than a hundred
yearsof their being driven from Spain, wherethey had been
leaders in all civilizing sdences and arts, the Arabs had
relapsed into a date of ignorant squalor. The Scandi-
navians have in the course of little more than a generation
given up the practices of formal religion. Americans have
transformed themsdves from the most Puritanical into
the mog tolerant of nations—tolerant, that is to say,
towards religious practices.

Little wonder that the German writer, Count Kouden-
hove-Kalergi, should sy -—

" As soon as one takes up the race question, the
divison of races or the enrolment of a peoplein this or
that group, endeavouring to discover principles based
on anatomy, language, or religion, one encounters more
and more trouble, confuson, and riddles without
answver.  One meds nothing but dissolving views and
empty phantoms."

Prof. Huizinga, diginguished Dutch philosopher, whose
reputation is acknowledged far beyond his own country,
s his way more dearly through the fog of invented
" facts" and illogical reasoning. He says flatly (In the
Shadow of To-morrow) :—

" The bélief that character is determined by race

lacks scientific support. . . . It is uncertain and
indefinite even when surrounded by the necessary
reservations.”

In another part of the same book he wrote :(—

" From the outset rejected as untenable by genuine
stence, the doctrine of racial superiority has carried
on its exigence for half a century in a sphere of
romantic fancy and sham erudition until political
arcumgtances placed it on a pedestal from which it now
daresto dictate ' scientific * truths.

"The argument of race in cultural conflicts is
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aways sdf-praise . . . The motive is always
exaltation of self and kin over others, at the expense
of others

Each individual man and woman in a nation is moulded
by influencesthat are active from birth onwards, even before
birth. Groups of individuals subject to the same influences
will be more or less alike, sddom suffidently alike to
justify their being credited with a common character.
When, likethe Appalachians and French Canadians, they
have had intense pressure applied to them, they do show a
general resemblance to one another. Those are extreme
caes As arule, diversty triumphs over the thrust of
cdrcumgances ; no single type is produced.

It is so rare for all surrounding influences to exert the
same presure that for the mog part they cancd out;
or oneis perhaps more powerful than all the ret* Family,
school, companions, busness, professon, recreations, pull
different ways, leaving most men and women without any
distinct shape, any definable per sonality.

Takethemembersof afamily who have been brought up
together, sent to the same schoals treated by their parents
with equal favour; can we discover in them a " family
character " ? Very sddom. How then is it possble to
believe that millions of people, brought up in all sorts of
homes, sent to all sorts of schoals, exposed to the impact of
all manner of drcumgances, can inherit and display a
" national character " ?

The suppostion that they doislargely based, | think, on
their speaking the same language, and a language foreign to
others. When we meet Italians or Germans, and hear
them spesk Italian or German, we know what they are;
wecredit them at oncewith the character we havelearned to
congder appropriate. If wemeet an Italian or a German who
goeaks our own language fluently and correcdy, we may
know from his dight accent that he is a "foreigner,”
but we cannat place him with any certainty. Even if we
saw him often and became dose friends, we might not be
able to find out for oursdves, without being told, to what
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nation he belonged. His" character " would not inform
us.

Wedo not hear of the" characters™ of nationswhich are
composed of groups speaking different languages There
is no illuson of a Swiss " national character.” French
Swiss, Italian Swiss and German Swiss have ther
own digtricts, they have not coalesced.  Yet Swiss citizens
from different” cantons" get on well enough together and
fed they have a common interest, without cherishing any
mystical belief that they are distinct from and superior to
the citizens of other States.

Here we find refutation of the theory that language is
the bar to international comradeship. Nations, it is often
said, will not give up the notion of their separateness until
they have adopted some world-speech, either one of the
three which are widely spoken already (English, Russian,
Spanish) or an invented one, such as Esperanto.

The Swiss teach us that this is not necessary, although it
would beof value. They do not all gpeak the same language.
They have no common tongue. Yet, because they are
taught that French-speaking, German-speaking, and
Italian-speaking Swiss make up the Swiss Republic, they
accept as fellow-citizens people with whom they cannot
talk. Difference of language, therefore, need not stand in
the way of friendly union among all men, any more than
differences of physical traits which are supposed to indicate
differences of character.

That therearecertain likenesses still common among the
people of certain countries is undeniable. It is taken by
many for proof that theremust be mental likenessesaswell.
Thisrequiresexamination.

There is a general resemblance among the Japanes,
and to a less degree among the Chinese. Eskimos are
almog all of one facial type. In Scandinavia very fair hair
is common. In South Italy black hair predominates.
Scottish highlanders who come of families that have not
married out of their digrictsor dansare high-cheekboned.
Arabs are distinguished by aquiline features. Negroes in
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parts of Africa where they have been undisturbed have
uniformly flat noses and protruding lips.

These physical peculiarities persst, however, only as
long as there is no mixture of blood. All the larger
European nations have mingled so many different socks
that they haveentirely lost any distinctive physical attributes
they may once have possessed.  |n all their lands diverse
types are seen; thereis no prevailing cag of countenance,
bodily appearance, or colour of hair. It is easy to mistake
Germans for Frenchmen, Italiansfor English, a Spaniard
for aDutchman, a Belgian for a Pole, a Russian for a Swiss.

Emerson wrotein 1856 after hisvisit to Europethat

" each variety shades down imper ceptibly into the rest
and you cannot draw the line where a race begins or
ends. Moreover, though we flatter the sdf-love of men
and nations by the legends of pure races all our
experience is of the gradation and resolution of races,
and strangeresambances meet us everywhere" *

Snce that, was written, movement has become easer,
more general. The mixture of races has been intensfied.
The" melting-pot" method of forming or enlarging nations
has mor e effectually smoothed out™ national types"” (if any
have ever existed).

We are thus forced to conclude that only those nations
which have remained aloof keep any common physcal
resemblance.

" A racial typeis but an artificial concept, though
long continued geographical isolation does tend to
produce a general unifor mity of appearance.”!

As s00n as races or nations mix fredy with othersthey lose
that uniformity. This is proved beyond question if we
look into the persistence of racial types.

In South Russan and in Poland under the Tsardom,
when Jews were sgregated in certain towns, such as
Berdeechov, or in certain quarters of cities (Warsaw, for

* English Traits.
T Prof. A. C Haddon, The Races of Men.
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example), the hook nose and almond-shaped eye marked
nearly every one of them, though these facial traits did not
distinguish them so clearly as did their dress—a long black
garment from neck to heds and a flat, shapdess cap. In
Germany and Austria, where less savere segregation was in
force, they were not so distinguishable. In France and
Britain, wherethey kept to themsdvesfar less largenumbers
ceased to be of any special Jewish type; they were merged
(save in didricts where they still preferred to remain
Separate) in the general population.

Among coloured folk who cease to be " pure” negroes
the same gradual effacement of negro features and hue
occurs.  Villages in the Southern States of America that
have been left to the black race are inhabited by owners of
tightly-curling black hair and typical negro features. In
Harlem, the coloured district of New York, there is no
distinctive type to be discovered. All shades of colour, all
descriptions of feature, may be seen. Both Jews and
negroes retain their original appearance only when they
perss in holding themsdves apart, or when they are pre-
vented, either by remoteness or human prohibition, from
mixing with Gentile or white populations.

It is impossble to doubt, with the experience of the
United Sates in view, that Chinee and Japanex are
equally liable to become merged in surrounding groups.
Often one natices children in America who faintly suggest
an Oriental origin. These may in time become as numerous
as the Americans who show traces of an Indian strain.

No evidence can prove more clearly the illuson of
national character, inherent and indestructible, than that
which jumpsup at every sep onetakesin theUnited States.
Y et thereweseafreshillusion of thekind being ddiberately
manufactured. We s marks of nationality being rubbed
off the children of immigrants and other marks made in
their place. " Racial and national traits" disappear before
our eyes.  Fresh loyalties, a new allegiance, are created to
takethe place of theold.

There is nothing in this to surprise anybody who has
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given thought to the matter. Physically we are shaped by
generations of ancestors. If all have conformed to one
type, we are of that type. If our ancestry is varied, we
cannot be placed in any category.

Mentally, ninety-nine out of every hundred of us are the
result of environment.  Shakespeare, as usual, contributes
plain common sense on the matter :—

" It is certain that either wise bearing or ignorant
carriage is caught, as men take diseases, one of
another." *

Early impressions, education, companionship, mould the
intellects and imaginations of amost everybody. An
Englishman, an American, a Frenchman, a German, a
Chinese, who grows up in simple comfort among intelligent
people accustomed to use their minds, to accept nothing as
true merely because it is commonly believed—people with
civilized tastes and agreesble manners—such a man is
likely to belong to that international society which consists of
the men and women just described, no matter what their
nationality may be.

Bring up another man in a slum, among drunkards and
wastrels; sgp his bodily strength and weaken his mind by
insufficient or bad food, mechanical toil, excessve hours,
leisure spent in foolish, if not vicious, ways; and, whatever
" national character " he is supposed to possess, he will
most probably become a criminal or a drifter from bad to
worse. All people, when they are exposed to the same
influences, reactin muchthesameway. They are shaped by
their surroundings. To attribute diversities of conduct
and character to inherent natural differences is, declared
John Stuart Mill, " the most vulgar of all vulgar modes of
escaping from the consideration of the effects of social and
moral influences on the human mind."t

Seeing that |ooks are so soon and so strongly modified and
atered by the mingling of races and nations, it is evident

* Henry IV, Pat | |, ActV, Soae 1.
t Principles of Palitical Economy.
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that thought and feeling must be changed by the same cause
these are far more susceptible to change than physical
characterigtics can ever be. It may take generations to
transform outward appearances, opinions, ideals, beliefs,
can be superseded in a very short time.
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All nations are more or less a mixture of races and peoples
blended together. All of us, be we French, Russans Germans,
Enphsh, Italians, Spanish, Hungarians, Greeks, Roumanians, or
Bulgarians, are half-bred, of "mixed blood—Anatole Leroy-
BeaulieUy eminent philosophic economist.

T H Efirst distinct appearancein history of theillusion of
national character isamongthe Jensof theOld Testament.
Their priest-kings kept a hold over them by saying they
were the Chosen Race, chosen by Jah-veh, a blood
thirsty, implacable deity, to wipe out the heathen, who
posessd desirable territories.  For their yielding to that
deception their descendants have suffered ever snce

Foolish and criminal as we may hold persecution of the
Jews to be, there is no denying they have in large degree
invited it by their practice of exaggerated nationalism.
Through the ages they have kept themsdves apart, have
held that marriage with Gentiles is sinful, have clung to
antiquated religious ceremonies, have cultivated a spiritual
pride, a disdain for the rest of mankind, which are as
impoliticasthey areabsurd.

Owing to per secution, this palicy has been maintained as
a defendve measure. It is a sad vicious circle which
liberal-minded Jews could break but for the domination of
orthodox traditionalists. Hereis an example. In Soviet
Russa the disabilities they suffered under the Tsars were
removed at once. No digtinction was made between them
and the other citizens of the U.S.S.R. Everything
possblewasdoneto providethem with meansof livelihood
when it became a crime to buy cheap with the object of
sdling at a profit.

They can attend synagogue if they wish to; their
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children can betaught in their vernacular; wherethey live
in groups of families, they have their own local govern-
ment ; they can keep up their peculiar cusoms and retain
their separatist culture.

For this many of them.were grateful, many disinclined
to prolong their separatism. But from Jews in general
outsde the U.S.S.R., and from large numbers insde it,
came resentful complaints :—

"The policy of the Soviet Union mees with
persstent opposition, and even denigration, from the
world-wide organization of the Zionists, among
whom the building-up of the ' national home' in
Palestinebrooksnorival." *

Speaking to the members of a Jewish society in London
(the Maccabees) | told of a conversation | had with a
Jewish woman in M oscow.

" Times are changed for you,” | said, " and happily
changed,” for | recollected the treatment of Jews by the
Tsardom.

" Indeed, yes" sheanswered. " My husband no longer
thinks of himself as a Jew, but as a man."

| felt a wave of icy resentment flowing towards me from
my audience. They hated the idea that Jews should put
agde their Jewishness.

People win liking, admiration, in the measure of their
being "good mixers" disegarding barriers s&t up by
ignorance or preudice, showing that they recognize no
essential differences between human beings, only variations
due to crcumstance. The English were unpopular in
Europe during part of the nineteenth century because most
of them who travelled were inclined to assume their own
superiority to " foreigners” For the same reason it was
hard to like Chinese intdlectuals educated on the old lines.

By studying to maintain a Jewish mentality, to preserve
unaltered Jewish traditions, to keegp the Jewish nation
apart from the other nations, instead of taking a broad out-

Beatriceand Sdney Webb in Soviet Communism.
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look and being content to form part of the human race,
the Jews have courted disager. Their dannishness has
provoked catasrophe. Asan object-lesson in the unhappy
consequences of ddiberately forming and perpetuating a
" national character " the Jews are Exhibit Number One.

The Greeks had no conception of nationality. It istrue
they called people whose language they did not understand
" barbarians" (babblers), but that was partly impatience
and partly humour. Their loyalty was to a city and their
fdlow-citizens. There was no Greek nation. Nor was it
suggested that the inhabitants of one city were of purer
blood (if a nonsendcal expresson may be pardoned) than
those of others, or that all citizens descended from the same
gock. The legend of Cadmus, supposed to be the ancestor
of Athenians, received no practical application, nor was any
mystic bond believed to unite Spartans or Corinthians,
Argives or Thebans. Men could change ther citizenship
and change back again, as Alcibiades did. They might be
proud of their city's loveliness, or its success in the Olympic
games ; of victorieswon by itsarmy or fleet; they did not
boad, so far as we can judge-from their literature, of their
individual value as Athenians, Spartans, and so on.

Rome, too, began as a city-state and remained so even
under theEmpire. The Republic was open to anyone who
cared to qualify for membership. If a Roman had been
congratulated on his innate superiority to all other people,
by virtue of having been born in Rome, he would scarcdy
have understood the compliment. He might acknowledge
the advantages of Roman citizenship—under the Empire he
certainly did that; he might fed that he had a high
tradition to keep up; very likely he praised the justice
adminisered by the Roman law-courts, the orderliness of
the public assemblies, the dignity of the Senate the
excdlence of the training in arms which the soldiers
of the Republic received. Later, when the Imperial
power was a protection to Roman citizens throughout the
Roman world, the value of that citizenship was enhanced.
But there still was absent any idea that it conferred merit,
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that it roped off thase who could claim it, as Saint Paul did,
from the rest of humanity. Saint Paul, indeed, was far
more ready than his fdlow-Jews who were not Roman
citizens to throw down the partitions between different
groupings of mankind. Rome spread theidea of univer sality,
not that of separatism.

There became common, it is true, a dispostion to dass
" barbarians " as lower in the scale of human values than
civilized people. This was nourished by fear; it was
rooted, not in any feding that they wer e as nations congenit-
ally inferior, but in the plain fact that they were uncivilized
and dangerous When they chose to come into line, to
adopt orderly habits, to live by industry ingead of
marauding, to ceasewar ring upon civilization and contribute
toits common defence, they were welcomed; after a period
of trial they were put on an equal footing. The Gauls, the
British, the Bdgag, and the rest wereweaned by the Empire
from a narrow national—or rather, tribal—allegiance to a
loyalty far wider. They learned to recognize in all men
possble fellow-citizens, to call none common or unclean.

The same lesson was taught by the Christian Church,
though in a sn= less tolerant and wise. No pregudice
had been felt by the Romans againg Peoples which had
developed civilizations of their own, however alien these
might be to the civilization of Rome; they were treated
with courtesy, even accepted as allies. Their rdigions
were not interfered with. Many of their gods were enrolled
among the Roman divinities. The Christian Church never
reached that degree of forbearance. It was not economically
possble that it should, seeing it had a religion of its own to
sl.  All men were digible for the bendfits it offered, none
coukl be consdered to exis outdde the possbility of
salvation. But if they neglected to emhutce it, if they had
already a religion which satidfied them, then they were
denounced asinfidels, pagans, enemiesof the Christian God.
What this meant wad that the Church wished to enrol and
tax them.

Still, the influence of Christianity was decidedly opposed
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to the divison of mankind into groups suppossd to be
separated from each other by marked hereditary variations of
character or temperament. All Chrigians were of one
family, with God as the father of all. At no time has so
large a part of the world been free from that harmful
supposition of national character asduringthe Age of Faith.

uUntil the sixteenth century the tie uniting all Chrigtians
in common fealty to the Pope was dronger than any
national bond. Throughout Europe the inhabitants of
different countries knew they were esentialy thesame. A
native of any of them could travel through all the rest and
find identical ceremonies being performed in all churches,
exactly the same ceremonies to which he was accusomed at
home. He would be given food and shdter, if he nesded
them, in convents and monaderies whose ways were
familiar to him. Everywhere the ingtitutions of Catholicism
wer e those among which he had been brought up. Every-
where he found, that with many whom he met he could
converse in Latin, the language understood by all who had
received any kind of education.

All this weakened the national idea, the deluson that
people are divided off into groups having little in common.

Kingsmight, for their own purposes, requiretheir armies
to fight one another. But, after all, fighting was the busness
of soldiers, it never went on for long at a time; it was
governed by certain rules which took off the worst of its
sharp edges TheHundred Yearst War between England
and France never reached a high pitch of daughter, did
not lay wase great dretches of country, went on in a
leisurely fashion, with congtant long intervals. The horrors
of the Thirty Years War were possble only after the
break-up of the Church, when men were rdeased from the
obligations of a common faith and were urged to regard
their opponents as God's foes

Necessary as the break-up had become, salutary as many
of its dfects were, it had also evil consaquences.  One of
these prepared theway for theillusion of national character
by putting into men's minds the belief that between
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Protestants and Catholics there were differences, moral a8
well as intellectual. Nations which adhered to the old
faith were taught to shudder at the wickedness of those
which adopted the Reformation. From this it was an easy
dep for nations to believe the worst of their rivals and the
best of themsdaves

Protestants of fiery zeal took up a Hew-Agag-in-pieces-
before-the-Lord attitude. Oliver Cromwell, adopting
Hebrew spirit and phraseology, made the stupid boag that
the English were " a people with the samp of God upon
them, whose appearance and whose providences were not
to be outmatched by any story."

Conceit led to dreams of conquest. Every war became
a causade in which each sde denounced the other as an
enemy to God and the human race. In gspite of the
endeavour s of the Roman Empireand the Christian Church
to Kkill it, the belief in distinctive nationality was not dead
(poisonous wesds have persigent vitality); it went into
cold dorage (except among the Jews) until both those
ingitutions had, one after the other, logt their commanding
postions in theworld. It was brought out again by kings
who sometimes found it usgful to identify their intrigues
and robberies with supposedly national dedres as they
had before occasonally identified them with reigious
causss

In general monarchs did not find it necessary to do this;
they could count upon their subjects loyalty to their
persons and obedience to their commands Henry V
made no pretence that the English were eager for war with
France. He made war smply in the hope of regaining
posessons in that country, which would do the English no
good whatever. Thefirst time a popular feding was stirred
up among the English in favour of war was in Elizabeth's
reign, and that was more Protestant than national. Large
interests were at hazard among the moneyed few, including
the Queen and many of her Court, but the peopleweremore
disturbed by Philip of Spain's wish to restore the Catholic
religion in England than allured by the prospect of gains
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from piracy among Spanish galleons or trade with far-off
unknown territories.

At this period what ssemed a truly national spirit was
being created among the population in the Low Countries
or Netherlands, which are now known as Holland and
Belgium.

Philip at the bidding of the Church was carrying fire and
sword in the vain hope of samping out the Protestant mode
of wor ship. The savage and, asit ssams now to us, lunatic
conduct of his generals and viceroys clamped almogt the
whole population together in a fierce resgance. Philip
was beaten by this rising in mass. The Dutch Republic
was founded, later to become the Kingdom of Holland.

Apparently this was a triumph for national character;
S0 it might have been represented until this day but for the
reconquest of Belgium by Spain, which put Belgians back
in their old Catholic environment. Later they were
combined with the Dutch in one kingdom, but there was
soon an angry split which resulted in the breaking away of
Belgium from Holland and the emergence of a new nation,
now for the first time called Belgians.

Did there emerge then a new national character ? How
otherwise are we to account for the differences between
Holland and Belgium which are noticeable when we pass
from one country to the other ? Theeasy way isto dismiss
them offhand as the result of differences between two
" national characters” The Dutch, we may say, are
ceaner and tidier, they are more frugal, more house-proud,
more busnesslike, and harder at a bargain—because they
are Dutch! The Bdgians are better-looking, more genial
asacquaintances, lessgrasping—becausethey are Begians!

But wait a moment! There are differences, not only
between Begians and Dutch, who formerly were one
nation, and therefore ought to have shared one national
character, but among the Bedgans themsdves. The
Flemish-speaking element in Belgium prides itself on being
diginct from the French-speaking. There is friction
between them, due not at all to their speaking different
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languages, but to what one sde (the Flemish) calls diversity
of interest, while the other s#s it down to sdf-seeking
agitators.

Where is the national character here, then? If the
reply be made that in a hundred years it has not yet had
timeto form, | mus retort that the " national character"
which is supposed to have beaten Philip of Spain was
active four centuries back and that the Begans were
credited with possesdng it as firmly as the Dutch. If
Begians have not formed a character of their own, they
ought to exhibit that of their neighboursand former fellow-
citizens. Why don't they ?

The answver is plain. It is that French-speaking
Belgians, Flemings, and Dutch have been under different
influences and have reacted accordingly. The gloomy and
augere discipline of Calvinism which is accepted by the
majority in Holland made men hard at bargains (it had the
sme dfect on the Scots), while it also made the women
indusgtrious and dutiful in their homes. Rivalry led to the
prevalence of these qualities among Catholics as well as
Calvinigs. Thus the characterigics known as those of the
people of Holland were formed. They did not appear with
the same frequency in Begium—for the reason that the
population therewas very dightly Calvinized. Thefriction
between the Flemish- and French-speaking sections may
be accounted for by a feding among the former that they
arenot on equal termswith thelatter, who moreover do not
conceal their claim to condder themsdves the more civilized
and cultivated. Thusthe nation which was welcomed into
the world by lovers of freedom in the sixteenth century
produced no " national" character, but is split into three
parts.

In that century there were also seen the beginnings of the
South American nations. Spaniardsinterbred with Indians.
The resulting strains were neither Spanish nor Indian- All
can perceve that the Argentines, Chilians, Bolivians,
Uruguayans axe different from both. Plainly perceptible,
too, is the difference of the Brazilians from Portuguese on
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theonehand and Indianson theother. Changesasmarked
must have occurred when Saxons mixed with Britons,
Danes with Brito-Saxons, and Normans with Brito-Saxon-
Danes, but these date back so far that they have been
forgotten.

IntheUnited Statesthemixtureistoo varied for anything
like a distinguishable type to be produced. We can s=ehow
English folk of the kind who went across the Atlantic to
practise their bleak, intolerant religion were changed
by the exhilarating climate and the generous soil. We se
also how the sitlersin the South—Cavaliersand churchmen
—retained their aristocratic manners and country-squire
habits, for the reason that they created an environment
which very much resembled what they had left behind, and
of which the efects were intensfied by a languorous climate
favourable to paragtic growths.

Theretention of thisenvironment and theinter-breeding
of the old Southern families, which had little socal
commerce with outsders, kept the Southerners distinct for
a long time. As oon as they mixed more fredy with
Northerners and people fresh from Europe, they log the
characterigics which could not be called " national”
because they beonged only to a part of the nation, but
which were still consdered to be English, though there had
long ceasad to be any likeness between the country-
qquire type in England and that which had developed in
Virginiaand the Caroalinas. Not only did these characterigtics
dissppear when family in-breeding became less common :
they were shaken off by pure Southern familieswho moved
into ancther environment, went north or west. Only then
did many of them begin to consder themsdves Americans.
They were still for a time distinguishable from other
Americans by their softer voices and dightly drawling
speech; these soon left them after their surroundings had
been changed.

The saventeenth century found the idea of national
character so little prevalent that no shock, scarcdy any
aurpriseeven, wasfelt when the English nation split intotwo
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factions and engaged in civil war. No appeal ssams to
have been made to love of country as a sentiment which
should have prevented this. No one suggested (0 far as
| have read) that drife between brothers was hateful to
God. It was apparently looked on as natural that the
quarre between King and Parliament should be settled by
arms.

This can agonish only those who think that patriotism
as we know it to-day flourished three hundred years ago.
It had not at that time been born. Loyalty to the throne was
altogether digtinct from it; so was the determination of the
trading dassand the smaller squirestoget rid of an outworn
monarchical sysem and to subgtitute the rights of property
for those of privilege. Neither dde took any account of
the nation as a whole.

What really gives matter for agonishment is that in the
popular imagination neither Roundheads nor Cavaliers
represent even remotely what has come to be known as
" the English character." That character has never been
held to include ether strong imagination or desp religious
feeling, yet the devotion of one sde to the King and of the
other to Jehovah make the high lights of the story, as ten
generations of the English have had it related to them.

The motives of the Puritan leaders are more in keeping
with the idea that the English are concerned always with
' the main chance " and resent any interference with their
claim to " do as they please with their own " ; but these
motives are sudioudy concealed, even repudiated, by
srious hisorians as well as by popular writers who attempt
to combine sympathy for a romantic royal figure with
regpect for the reigious fanaticism of those who cut his
head off.

That is a modern confuson. No one was betrayed
into anything like it at the time. The seventeenth
century was a period of tangled duties, uncertain allegiance,
divided loyalty; the conception of " country,” which began
to be familiar in the later half of the eighteenth, scarcdy
affected the struggle.  The noblestook up armsin the hope
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of keeping things as they were, preserving aristocratic
government. The Puritan leaders wanted change in the
interest of the trading class; they were determined not to
be taxed without their consent. Neither made any
pretence of seeking what would benefit the mass of the
population, though both were convinced that what woul d be
good for themselves must be good for everybody. There
was no talk of the country's interest. The idea of " the
country," asit cameto be conceived later, did not then exist.

It came to birth somewhere about the middle of the
eighteenth century. It was a result of the growing size and
importance of the wealthy middle class. Standing between
aristocrats and masses, the members of that class may have
felt they had something in common with both, or else, more
probably, they saw they could most easily get their own way
by representing that the whole nation woul d benefit thereby.

Chatham was the first statesman to voice the pride of this
class, its commercial ambitions, its sentimental desire for
" national greatness." He shared its feelings, his phrases
lent them dignity and splendour. He gave to the idea of a
British dominion over vast far-off territories and populations
speaking strange tongues a glittering attraction which
appeded to aristocrats and masss alike.  While in France
the monarch could still declare "L'Etat, c'est moi" the
British State already rested on a wider and more stable
foundation.

That France was not a person wearing a crown, but a
res pubhca, a " public thing," a possesson sheded by all
Frenchmen, atradition, an orifiamme, was an idea dating
only from the Revolutionary era.  Nor did it exist in
Russia until after the Revolution. In Spain, in Germany,
it has not yet been accepted as a reality. In neither of these
countries has the middle class ever held sway. In Spain, as
in Tsarist Russia, there have been aristocrats and peasants,
few others. Hence the Spanish civil wars with their
appalling cruelties. The German middle class has never
been political; it made no attempt to curb the last Haiser's
despotic vagaries; it failed to make the Republic work
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efficiently, and so let in Hitlerism with its crudities and
shams

Assoon asChatham had stirred up asnseof nationality,
the baser sort of politician began to add it to his technique
of deception. It was found disastroudy eassy to work up
frothy indignation and mechanical hatred by playing on
" national" passons The War of Jenkinss Ear was an
example of this. Whether the sea-captain lost his ear in a
suffle with Spaniards or whether, as was aso reported, it
had been cut off long before in a fight with British revenue
officers will never be known. Nor did those who shouted
for " the vindication of national honour " care. Walpole
kept hishead, but, like Aberdeen a century later (1854), was
forced into war by a public opinion deliberately created for
political ends. Walpol€e's prediction that those who rang
the bels for joy at the beginning would be wringing their
hands beforethe end was grimly fulfilled.

Even more deplorable than the lives cut short and the
material loses suffered was the erection of a fresh barrier
between the Spanish and English Peoples  Large numbers
of the latter believed that all Spaniards took delight in
cruelty; in Spain the notion prevailed that every English-
man was bloodthirsty and dishonest. So, earlier in the
seventeenth century, conflicts between Dutch and English
in the Spice Idands had caused the Dutch to be represented
in England, according to Macaulay, " as fiends in human
shape, lying, robbing, ravishing, murdering, torturing."
In Holland, no doubt, the English had the same character.
The working-up of that anti-Dutch resentment by English
politicians was due, however, in large part to the annoyance
they felt at the employment of so many Dutchmen by
tyilliani I 1 1 ; its origin was more domegtic than inter-
national. Any weapon was snatched up that would serve
againg the King and his Bentincks and Ginkeélls, his
Zulesteins and Auverquerques. The abuse flung at the
Dutch had little " patriotic" character. It was les a
gimulus to love of country than a move in the palitical
game. We may compare it with the preudice againg the
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Scots stirred up by the opponents of Lord Bute, favourite
Minister of George I I 1 .

Far otherwise must we estimate the embittered fedling
againg the French which was first noticeable during those
long eighteenth-century struggles for the posseesson of
Canada and India. There had been nothing to match it
during the wars with Louis X 1V in the early part of his
reign, those wars which were really part of the rdigious
sries and in which Marlborough won his fame. These
were regarded as contests which did not much concern the
nation. They were " the King'swars" The masss had
little or no idea what was being fought for, nor were the
arisocrats much wiser.

Chatham left on the imaginations of all who heard him,
and of thefar larger number who were told about the effect
of his geeches, an image of national antagonism. He
imparted to a great part of his nation the conviction that
every Englishman was concerned in securing the far-off
posessons which the French king also coveted. For the
firg time conquest of oversea territories became popular.
For the first time a notion prevailed that somehow such
conquest would benefit the whole population of Britain;
that belonging to this population was afinething; and that
anyone who gtood in its way must be considered the enemy,
not only of Britain, but of the entire human race.

No corresponding patriotism arose among the French
until later, when Napoleon did for them what Chatham did
for the English; he aroused in them exactly the same
confidence that they were unconquerable, that their aims
were to benefit humanity, that their foes were foes to
progress.  Napoleon was a disciple of Chatham; he saw
what Chatham's oratory had done for England; he did as
much—or more—for France.

Both were able, partly by the exercise of dominating
personalities, more largely because of the stupidity of the
masses, to persuade people that wars might bring benefit to
whole nations. Up to the middle of the eighteenth century
people had been told it was their duty to fight for God or
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the King or both. Now they were told that their own
interest lay in fighting. No longer did rulers assert
"L'Etat, c'est moi." They cried insead " L'Etat, c'est
vous." And nations believed it.

So we come to the era of national, distinguished from
dynastic, wars. So began the cult of national glory. Linked
with it came the illuson of national character. It was not
enough that nationality should be bassd on common
history, traditions, and carefully inculcated sentiments.
It was not enough that a nation should have a common
language. It ssemed necessary to invent a blood-tie, a
common ancedry, hereditary virtues. Thus the concrete
of national feeling was reinforced by tin girders, masquerad-
ingassed.



VI
HOW THE ENGLISH HAVE CHANGED

1 can't bdieve that the character of one nation is much different
f\;VOﬂ 'Egna;tj of another, or does not have the same variations—

To the era of national, disinguished from dynagtic,
wars may be traced the firs attempts to endow nations
with distinct individualities, to personify them by allegorical
figures.

John Bull, for instance, was a creation of Georgelll's
time; he had a good deal of the Farmer King in him.
But neither then, nor in any period sncethen, hasthe bluff
old gentleman in top-boots and country attire represented
in any way more than a very small part of the English
people. As Prof. Pollard put it in his History of England®
" the conventional stolidity ascribed to John Bull has been
theleast obviousof English characterigtics.

John Masefidd goesfarther than this; he deniesthat the
" national emblem " has any English traitsin him at all.

" | have seen many images of John Bull, but none
showing him as a per son who would think, or pray, or
fight, or be courteous or chivalrous or merciful, or
practise any art or Sng or make love, or do a decent
day'swork, or havean enlightened idea, or betolerable
company under any ¢ircumstances whatsoever,"

ThePoet LaureatefindsJohn Bull, not merely not English,
but not even human!

Was Uncle Sam ever typical of the American people?
Or Marianne of the French ? N o; they are as meaningless
asJohn Bull. The Germans have never settled on asngle
national figure; they could not decide between the German
Michael and a fat blonde dame called Germania. Once
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they were personified by an Austrian with aswvesp of black
hair and atooth-brush mougtache, asthey were ageneration
before by a figure closked and Slver-helmeted, with a
fixed glarein his gaze and alarge Schnurrbart moudache
comicaly turned up at the ends o

As the Italian emblem for a moment stood Mussolini.
So Napoleon stood during a short epoch for the French.
But the volcanic Corsican wes far from representing vast
numbers of reesonlng, peace-loving Frenchmen. Nor did
hisimitator on asmall scdein Rome exhibit, for al his
melodramatic theatricality, any qudities that could be
caled specidly Italian. _ _ _

Can we ever sy truly that a man is typical of what is
caled" national character " ? Nelson is often said to have
embodied that of the English, raised to a high degree
Actually Nelson was not, either in merits or defects, in the
leest like what the English are supposed to be. He
was inordinately vain, talked at timesin a manner foolish
and doflFensve, paraded a vulgar mistress, sided with one of
the worst tyrannies in Europe againg its unhappy subjects,
disobeyed orders in the critical hour of a battle (though
with fortunate result). _ _

_Nelson's reputation as atypical Englishman wes due to
his ability for nava warfare. " Britanniarules the waves ",
Nelson cleared the enemy off them; therefore Nelson wes
a "representetive Briton." Haig had dso that title
conferred on him, though he was the exact opposite of
Nelson—respectable in private life, serious, modes,
le/SI"tl)l € anddvastl inferior as acommander-in-chief.

ilton an espeare, again, were opposites in every-
thing save the possesson ofag ical genius.  Which Srvgs
the more representative of an English "character"?
We can ak the same quedtion about Cromwell and
Clarendon, Bunyan and Buckingham, Samud Wilberforce
and John Wilkes, Pdmerston and Bright.
If we sk outstanding types of American character, are
wt to choose Washington or Benjamin Franklin, Lincoln
or Grant, Nanthaniel Hawthorne or Henry James Williain
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Jennings Bryan or Colond House? These pairs had
scarcdy anything in common.  Of almost all famous men,
American or British, or of other nationality, it can be said
that they were individually unlike any standard figure
upposd to represent the nations to which they belonged.

Nor do we discover that the undistinguished are any
truer to an imaginary type. There are in every nation
infinite varidties of temperament and dispogtion, as there
areof featureand stature, facial expresson and bodily shape.
If we are ever tempted to say " That man isatypical .. ."
whatever it may be, we are pretty certain to discover
oner or later some trait which makes our concluson
absurd.

To this it may be objected that individuals who differ
widely from one another act in a similar way when they
form crowds. That is true, but it does not follow that a
national character necessarily arises from the behaviour
of the mass of a nation.

This might follow if that behaviour could be foreseen,
if it were conggtent, if it sprang from principle or accorded
with some faith, some theory of the universe.

What we find, whether we read hisory or examine
current happenings, is that national behaviour follows no
=t course, conforms with no s&t of bdiefs or traditions,
can be twisted in any direction (as | have shown already)
by skilful manipulations of herd emation.

Thus the English, in spite of their professed réigious
" character " and in spite of their boastthat as" sportsmen”
they are generous to beaten foes, have bad laid to their
charge ads 0 bitterly vindictive as to shock the conscience
of the world. Such acts, it must be remembered, are not
committed by nations, but by men who for the time being
are in charge of national affairs. The English, however,
tolerated the petty harshness of Napoleon's captivity.
They wanted arter the Crimean War a peace that would
humiliate Russa (they did not get this; their Statesmen
weretoowise). They approved the 1919 Peace Conference
Plan to crush the Germans under loads of undischargeable
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debt and intolerable humiliation. So the English reacted
to the mean dedgns of short-sghted rulers. At other
moments, under more enlightened minigers of State, they
allowed acts of generous wisdom to be performed, such as
the settlement with the French in Canada and the handing
back of South Africa to the Dutch, They even welcomed
Boer generalsin London.

Contrads like these mark the behaviour of all nations.
The American People declared at one moment they would
not forgo the advantage which ssemed to be their right as
builders of the Panama Canal—the right to excape tolls.
Then they cheerfully agreed to pay tolls with the rest of
the world. They acquiesced in the atrocious ruthlessness
employed againg Filipino rebes and in the granting to
them later on of a free congtitution. The French welcomed
Napoleon back in 1815 and a few months afterwards were
glad to s the Allies enter Paris after beating and taking
him prisoner.

What follows from this ?

That real or imaginary persons may illustrate at moments
national moods (which they themsdves have probably
induced); but that never have there been typical English
or Americans, French or Germans; nor could any symbolic
figure be made to do more than exalt or satirize this or that
quality in them, a certain virtue, a particular defect. Even
then it would be almogs certainly inexact to call such a
defect or virtue national.

Condder, for example, that " sportsmanship " which all
who extol the " English character " s in the forefront of
its merits.  Englishmen " play cricket." Ask Audralians
what they think of that. They will tell you angrily of
English bowling which appeared to be aimed at the bodies
of batsmen rather than their sumps, of innings dosed by
declaration in order to put the other dde in on a bad
wicket.

Ask the London Spectator, which complained that a
county X1 (Middlesex) deliberately refrained from making
runsin order to deprive Cambridge University of a victory
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and of the chanceto ak for a new ball, giving advantage to
bowlers, after a certain score had been reached.

Recall the anecdote related by M r . James Agate about a
French boxer who proffered a helping hand to an English
opponent whom he had knocked on to the ropes and who
was rewarded by " avicious blow in the mouth.” " Si c'est
commegda! " hesaid and resigned thefight.

Now, it will at once be objected: " You can't judge a
nation by isolated incidents like that."

Towhich | reply: " Exactly. | donot proposeto do so.
Indeed, my whole object in writing this book is to prove
that it would beabsurdtodo so.  But it isequally absurd to
judgethe nation by isolated incidents of another character."

The English in the lump are to-day no more and no less
" gportsmanlike " than other nations. They may once have
been, because no other nation went in for sport; the
English had the field to themsdves. They till like to
repeat thislegend. It isalegend nonetheles.

That a section of the English play games for their own
sake, and not soldy in order towin, istrue.  Such enthus
lads exigt a0 in America, and dsewhere.  But nowherein
numbers sufficent to make this a national characterigtic.
Indeed, whenever any trait is described as " national,”
S0 many exceptions have to be admitted that the description
is proved inaccur ate.

Froude spoke of the English preference for " poetry,
courage, daring enterprise, resolution, and broad honest
undergtanding " as congituting greatness.  Then he went
on tocomplain (The Nemesisof Faith) that the Tractarians,
who secured a great deal of support for their Oxford
Movement towards the middle of the nineteenth century,
aimed at subgtituting for these qualities " devotion,
endurance, humility, sdf-denial, sanctity, and faith."

Whether Froude wasright or not in his satement of the
virtues which the English looked for in great men is more
than doubtful, seang that those whom the mass of the
nation have delighted to honour were such as Dr.
Sacheverdl, John Wilkes, George HI, and Horatio
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Bottomley. But, leaving this asde, he could not logically
claim that eteem of these virtues was part of the character
of the English, while he admitted at the same time that a
large section of them esteemed others more highly.

If we say thereis so much cruelty to children in England
that a Society has to be kept up to prevent it, its exigence
is held to prove that the English are not cruel. If they are
charged with ruining the beauty of their idand, pat comes
thereply: " But alarge number of usdo all we can to sop
it." Should their fickleness in palitics be enlarged on,
their unchanging attitude in foreign affairs can be put on
the other sde of the account.

As lately as 1904 a careful observer of British manners
could report that the aim of Englishmen who had made
fortunes in commerce was to get out of trade and be
" gentlemen.” That was true at thetime. It seemed to
many to be part of the national character. Snce then the
arigocracy has itself taken to busness Young men of
title work in banks, sockbrokers and merchants offices ;
no branch of trade or finance is despised by them. Cabinet
Ministers turned out of office become Company Directors.
Has the national character altered? No, drcumgances
have changed.

In the nineteenth century there was a quality known as
" the English morgue” that haughtiness which disagreeably
marked the behaviour of arigocrats and their imitators,
but on which " old Fitz" (Edward FitzGerald, trandator
of Omar Khayyam) actually dwelt with pleasure when he
thought of Frederick Tennyson (brother of the poet)
abroad. This reputation went back as far as Froissart,
who used the word " haughty " to describe the lack of
affability in the English maimer. No gentleman of
Aquitaine or Gascony could get an appointment in his own
country (when those regions were under English rule):
the rulers said they were not on a level with them, nor
fit to assodate with them !

Of course those whom Froissart called English were
Normans; yet in later times the same reproach perssted;
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No doubt there was ground for it. A few of the English did
behave haughtily (Mr. Dorrit tried hard to). But only
a few. Not more than a very small part of the English
were haughty. Among the arigocratic even, many
behaved sengbly, gave no offence.

The English are credited with a national character so
persgent that it hasendured sncethe ages of the Crusades.
Montalembert asserted that " no nation has changed less
than the English. Modern England is all to be found in
germ in the twelfth century." Another famous French
author, Taine, said that of all peoples the English were
" the mos capable of transforming, without recasting,
themsalves"

Yet a hundred years ago, in Tain€s time, in
Montalembert's aso, the English were accounted to be,
in the phrase of Emerson, " of all men those who stood
firmest in their shoes” while in the sixteenth century Pope
Eugenius|V had stigmatized their " wavering and unsettied
lightness" which was the reputation they then had, as
other testimonies prove. Camden observed that these
faults marked even the English clergy, who had to be
disciplined for love of finery.

In the sixteenth century the English had the reputation
of being heavy drinkers and roysterers, in the middle of
the seventeenth vistors from abroad complained of their
pious formality and averson from pleasure; later they
reported that the English Couit was more licentious in its
amusements than any other.

Each comment was true—of a certain section. The
mass of the nation deserved none of them. It pursued its
occupations without going to extremes in any direction—as
does the mass of every nation. All these masses arevery
much alike. They have no specia characters These
are to be discerned only in a small number, not always the
same number; even if the same group is chosen for
analyds, it is liable to change, to take up fresh fashions, to
follow a new lead.

There come moments when nations are united by
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common fervour, but these are quickly gone.  Nor do they
at such moments display the characterigtics usually allotted
tothem. Under the influence of mass emotion | have seen
the " stolid" English become wildly excitable, the
" mercurial" French gloomy, the "businesslike' Ameri-
cansfoolishly vindictive, the" kindly" Germanssadigtically
cruel. Not all of them, not the greater part even, but
enough to make their mood appear " national.”

Thus the outburst of " mafficking," on the relief of the
beseged small South African town Mafeking, from which
this dang term came, affected only a tiny fraction of the
English people, while among Nazi salwarts who enjoyed
beating up Jews and killing " Marxists" were found only
the lowest dements of the population of Germany. Yet
many date from the former incident a change in the
" English character,” and it is commonly believed that
under Hitlerism Germansin general trampled, like maniacs,
on theidea of human worth.

Defoe knew his countrymen: he wrote :—

" A " true Englishman's ' a contradiction,
In gpeech an irony, in fact a fiction."

Were the " true Englishmen" those who fought for
Charles | or those who fought againg him ? Those who
shouted "Wilkes and Liberty" or those who kept the
choice of Middlesex dectors so long out of Parliament ?
Those who favoured war with the Boer Republics and
approved annexation, or those who detested the war and a
few yearslater warmly supported giving back the conquered
territories?

In" merry England " therewerePuritans; pedantsalso,
and prigs: we find plenty of them in the drama of that
time. Under the gloomy sway of the Roundheads cheer-
fulness kept creeping in. Merriment has never departed
from the English. Some of them have been always as fond
of laughter and pleasuring as folks esawhere.  Some of
them, too, have been susceptible at all times to religious
levivalism (Wedey's, for example; the Tractarians, the
Evangelicals; Moody's and Sankey's), just as Florentines



HOW THE ENGLISH HAVE CHANGED 77

were in the time of Savonarola; or Frenchmen who
rushed to join in St. Louiss crusade and the attack on the
Albigenses; or Spaniards who gloated over the fury of their
Inquisition. Yet even Dr. Inge rebuts the assertion that
England is the country of the Bible. He " regrets to sy
that we do not read our Bibles."

Of other supposed characterigics Dr. Inge digosss
with equal ease . —

" We are told that' England is the country of the
will'—wereally take life rather easly. ' The English
are a nation of shopkeespers '—we are not dosefisged
enough to be good shop-keepers.

" Our critics, moreover, do not agree. | cannot
remember any quality that | have not heard attributed
to my countrymen, except meskness and loquacity."

Even theselabdsthe Dean might havefound pinned on to
certain types of Englishmen. If to be mesk means, as |
maintain, to be unassuming, which isthe correct trandation
of the word usad in the Greek Testament, then meskness
bdongsasa characterigtic tothe pleasantest of Englishmen—
as it does to the pleasantest people everywhere. As for
flow of language, capacity for and enjoyment of conver sation,
Macaulay and Gladstone are but two of the numberless
excdlent untiring talkers on record as British celebrities,
while the obscure in England are far more likely to be
chatterboxes than strong, stern, silent men.

The English pride themsdves on their honety. " An
Englishman's word is as good as his bond." There is
judtification for this, though they are not notably more
honest than others. But how, if we accept the theory of
"national character” formed in pas ages and trans
mitted from one generation to another, can wefit it in with
Charlemagnés rebuke to English merchants for sdling
wares of poor quality and short measure? That might, if
it sood alone, be dismissed asthe spite of ajealousforeigner.
But the proceedings of English trade guilds contain proof
that their members had often to be fined for the offences
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named. How could people so little scrupulous hand on
scrupulosty ?

That many English poets have been gifted with imagin-
ative genius is known to students of literature in all lands.
Yet the English in the lump are credited with a character
that is unimaginative, stolid, practical. They Dbelieve
themsdves to be men of determined purpose, who decide
on a course and dick to it. Their changes of mind,
however, are so frequent that on the continent of Europe
"perfidious Albion" is a common reproach, and even
gatesmen who understand the injustice of it complain that
they never can tell what the English will do next.

Are the English then to be st down as a nation of
hypocrites? Or shall we sy that some of them take one
view and some another ? The latter ssams to methe more
sengble course

Sdf-righteousness was during the middle part of the
nineteenth century a characterigic of those who claimed,
and were generally admitted, to represent England—the
commercial dass, the rdigious, the leading satesmen, the
land-owning squires. It was pumped into the nation by
politicians, pressmen, pulpiteers. Even now traces of it
linger on. Seventy-five years ago it wasrampant. Russel
Lowell satirized it with a fiercenessunusual in hiswriting.

" It'syou'rethesinner alius, shésthesaint;

Wat's good's all English, all that isn't ain't;

Wat prdfits her is allusright and just,

And, ef you don't read Scripture so, you must! "
Y et the Englishman M atthew Arnold cagtigated hismiddle-
dass fellow-countrymen for this fault quite as scathingly as
did the American Lowell. The mases never swallowed
the doctrine of English supremacy in morals as in trade.
Nor did the more intelligent members of the dasses
among which it was industrioudly preached.

That the preaching had success with the less intelligent
cannot bedenied. L argenumbersof the English areadmitted
by the well-instructed among them to be convinced of
their superiority to other nations. This is illustrated by
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innumer able gories of which that of the small schoolboy's
essy istypical. Hewrote: " For yesthe Germans sy |a,
the Italians g, the French out. The English alone get it
right." Another legend is that of the undergraduate who
was asked: " What would you like to be if you weren't
English ?" and who replied at once: " English." But
that small schoolboy and that undergraduate might be
found in any nation vaunting its national superiority. Their
attitude was not pecially English. Such complacency is
universal.

Thus, while certain characterigics which belong only to
a sction are called " national,” others which belong to all
theworld aregiven thesametitle. Intotheformer misake
even s0 international a mind as that of Goethe could fall.
He judged the English from the young travelling English-
men whom he saw at Weimar. They were rich, mog of
them werearigocratic. They sruck him as being convinced
that "they were lords everywhere and the whole world
belonged to them." From the particular, Goethe argued
the general; from the sectional, thenational. TheEnglish,
he said, wer e people who had the courage to be what nature
had made them. " Thereis nothing vitiated,, halfway, or
crooked about them; such as they are, they are complete
men."

Had Goethe known only such a section of the English as
we meet in Evelina, or thekind of peopleto whom Smollett
might have introduced him; had he lived among rural
labourersunableto read or write, subservient to squire and
parson, or among the city-dwellers who broke out of their
filthy dums to engage in the Gordon Riots, would he have
passed the same judgment ? Of course not.

Even when the idea of national character is in reflective
mood admitted to be an illusion, it often reaserts itself
under the dress of irritation or the pricking of humour*

Augugtine Birrell wrotewisdly in Res Judicatae—

"Whatisanation? Itisnotblood,itis ne birth,
it isnot breeding. A man may have been born a Surat
and educated at L ausanne, one of hisfour great-grand-
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fathers may have been a Dutchman, one of his four
great-grandmothers a French refugee, and yet he
himself may remain, from his cradle in Surat to his
grave at Singapore, a true-born Englishman, with all
the Englishman's fine contempt for mixed races and
sruggling nationalities.”

Yet in another passage Birrell gave way to annoyance
with the behaviour of some of the English and declared that
" no foreigner needs to ak the nationality of the man who
treads on his corns, amiles at his religion, and does not want
to know anything about his aspirations” Applied to
certain unpleasant Englishmen that is just. As a sketch of
" national character,” it is ridiculous.

The Englishman of the nineteenth century used to be
described as independent to the verge of eccentricity, as
resentful of authority, one who could be persuaded, but not
ordered.

According to an American observer reckoned acute, the
English are™ a people who will obey orders and obey them
because they want to obey them.” They are " a nation
completey unified. Everywhere d<e there is Right and
Left with a chaan between them. Everywhere d<e there
is a ferment of conviction that the world must be radically
altered. In England the conviction ssams all but universal
that, while * whatever is' may not be wholly right, a few
minor changes will fixit."

That waswritten after Mr.H. V. O'Brien of the Chicago
Daily News had watched and mingled with 1937 Coronation
crowds in London. It took no account of there being at
that moment a strike of omnibus men in that city and arisk
of thequarrée between minersand colliery ownersdeveloping
into a national doppage. It disegarded the very large
number of people who refused to obey the orders of the
Press and become hysterical, who did not gointo the Sregts
and shout for the Coronation. As ajudgment it was bassd
on the behaviour of a small proportion of the whole English
people; so was the nineteenth-century judgment which
ascribed to them totally different qualities.
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It is equaly far from the truth to declare all the English
idious and to credit them with exceptiona good faith.
hey are of all sorts; anation cannot be ticketed.

Even more plainly does this gopear when we examine the
legend that the English nature is reserved, disinclined to
display any emotion, cold and unruffled on the surface
whatever fires may be burning benesth. Of the English
asawholethisis .rotesquely untrue.

~When they f Jpa/fu , large numbers of them dance and
sing in the streets, ride by the dozen on thetops of taxicabs,
day up all nlght In the open so as to get good places for a
processon.  Alarm drove millions of themin andin
1931 to vote so distractedly for a" sfe " government that
in eech period, for the duration of a Parliament, their
political system, through the absence of an Opposition, wes
thrown out of gear. They mourn the degth of a king with
anintensity for which history providesno parallel, and then
ater afew days, appear to forget him entirely, so rapid their
absorption in other excitements. _ _

Even those of the English who at one time were taught in
Public Schodls to suppresstheir fedings are now encouraged
a these schodls to give vent to them by acting plays, and
letting their imaginations have free scopein art or music.

There are to be found Englishmen, and Englishwomen
too, who either conced their emotions or have noneto hide.
Such exigt, however, in al countries.  They are not more
numerous In England than dsewhere.

It may besaid that in the past they were; this contention,
whether it be sound or not, disposes of national character.
For if testes, habits, beliefs, conduct, change from age to
age, they lose the significance atached to them.  And that
they do so change is indisputable.

Not " nationaly," for they are never spread through an
entire nation. Each section varies them,; they dlter, like
oveythngdse |

That habit of cultivating afrigid expresson, for example,
which never prevailed among any but the " tipper dass *
of the English, hes now been discarded by them. The idea



8 THE ILLUSION OF NATIONAL CHARACTER

that a "gentleman" does not show his fedings is
antiquated.

Take another illustration. Englishmen of that dass are
to-day cardess in their dress, spend little on it; are not
particular about coloursor cut.  That is a complete change
even from thirty years ago, when a precise, expensve,
sombre garb was essential for working hours and occasons
of ceremony, while even their play-time cothes had an
agett formal and svere

This had, in its turn, been a break-away from the
elaboration of men's cosume which marked the earlier and
middle part of the nineteenth century. Indeed, it was a
reversal of the cusom which for a very long time had made
men eager, likewomen, to ador n themsdves as extravagantly
as their means allowed.

" Codly thy habit as thy purse can buy,” Polonius
advised his son.  Such advice would to Englishmen of
to-day seem merely slly.  Yet Pendennis followed it, and
the young Dickens wore waiscoats almost as magnificent as
Jos Sedley's " crimson satin embroidered with golden
butterflies."

Go back a little further and we find Horace Walpole
writing to a friend about a coat of claret colour which
required lace trimming, and with serious interest discussing
quality and price. We smile contemptuoudy at such
discusson.

The wealthy Englishman of Queen Annés time usd
whalebone to keep the skirts of his coat giffly protuberant.
He spent as long choosng cravats, fine shirts with
ruffles, slk stockings and handkerchiefs, high-heded and
slver-buckled shoes as any woman would devote to her
shopping.

In spite of that, M r. Duff Cooper, a writer of books as
well as a Minister of State, has laid it down that " the
Englishman" never liked to attract attention. " It has
always been his objea to be well dressed without being
conspicuous.”

Examine any section of the English people; none will be
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found to have the characteristicswith which it wes credited
a hundred years sgo—or even half a hundred. Prince
Albert, husband of Queen Victoria, sad that the
idea of the State, which in Germany wes " athing divine,"
meant in England the freedom of the individua citizen.
The English wanted to be free themsdves, and they
wanted the people of other nations to be free aso.

Glib asstions by deaesmen that the nations they
represent are determined on this, or indignant a that, are
frequently insincere and amost dways nonsensical, though
by repetition and exaggeraion they may sometimes work
up ager or harden obstinecy.

Among the English of the mid-nineteenth century,
however %the period of Prince Albert's observation), there
cetainly were many who felt that freedom from the
rulership of |rresPons ble sovereigns wes desirable, not for
them only, but for all men. Padmerston was little of a
democrat In our 2 When Gladstone said he wes in
favour of enlargn;? the right of sef-government so that it
should include al men, Pdmerston "told him off"
sverdy. Yet, as British Fora?n Minister, Pdmerston

supported every effort to throw off despotism and, defying
Queent Victoria, made Britain the world'sleading democratic
country.

~ " Now," said Mr. Lloyd Georgein 1934," nobody believes
in freedom.” Thus the Prince Consort's "freedom of the
individual citizen" wasfar from being theideal of an English
nation largely made up of people taught by daly Press
to attach moreimportanceto the results of boxing, football,
cricket, or lawn-tennis maches than to aty matter
concerning the economic, political, or socid sysems under
whichthey live.

Asthe political character of the English changed, so did
the rel églous character. By all acounts, their own and other
peoples, they were during the nineteenth century more
addicted to the outward shows of faith in God than
any other nation. That certainly could not be said of
them in thetwentieth century when complaint isfrequently
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made that they are as the heathen who have never heard of
Christianity.

Y et, whilethey neglect the outward formsof Christianity,
to which their nineteenth-century ancestors paid respect,
the English arein their conduct noticeably more Christian
than those ancestors were.  The brutality once consdered
tobe" natural” to certain sections of the" lower orders™
(coal-miners, for example) has disappeared. The harsh
treatment of children in the " upper dass" is equally an
evil of the pas. Large numbers are more tolerant, more
kindly towards animals, more widely sympathetic. If it
could be said that thereisany " English character " to-day,
it would be a totally different character from that with
which the English used to be credited less than a hundred

years ago.



VI
FALLACIES ABOUT SCOTS AND IRISH

SELDOM does any quality distinguish any large number of
people in a nation. Yet it is not without truth that the
Scottish nation is credited with a character which makes
its members hard-working, thrifty, sdf-rdiant. A large
number of them have for some long time past displayed
these qualities, and along with them allied defects—such as
hard-figedness, dourness, conceit. This " character " s,
however, a modern growth; even now it not is shared by
more than a part of the people in Scotland—those in the
Lowland area. It was produced by economic changes
which occurred during the later half of the eighteenth
century.

Until theearly part of that century Scotland had no trade
to gpeak of, while its agriculture was feeble in method and
conseguently poor in yield. Why was.this? Soldy
because there prevailed a fataligtic belief in a God who
plagued mankind.

" In the mind of the farming tenants succes or
failure depended on the whim of a grim inscrutable
Providence. Whatever happened, be it small-pox or
hailssorm, was 'bound to be' and the wise man
resgned himsdf to make the bet of it. On the
undrained, unfertilized, sodden, or sormy ' rigs' the
peasant drew no pride from his farming, so he had to
draw it from heaven." *

As late as the eighteenth century Scots believed that
weeds were a consequence of Adam's Fall.  God sent them
to punish the descendants of Adam for his wickedness To
pull up docks, nettles, and wild mustard was to, defy God 1

* WillaMuir: Mrs. Grundyin Scotland.
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They would not use fans for winnowing grain, because
the Bible said " the wind bloweth whereit listeth." The
fans caused " the devil's wind " and took power out of the
hands of the Almighty, so they beat the grains with flails
and winnowed away the chaff by throwing it into theair.

Such were the Scots when a gloomy irrational religion
cramped their minds. No character more opposad to that
which has for a century and a half been assodated with
their name could be imagined. They were far behind the
English in enterprise, in industry, in initiative. Probably
they were the mogt backward nation in Europe.

Only when the Scottish intellect began to ddiver itself
from the tyranny of the Scottish Kirk (which Buckle in his
History of Civilization called " a by-word and reproach
among educated men," for which " there exigs no paralle
save the Spanish Inquisition ") did the characterigtics soon
to be termed Scottish appear.

They appeared for reasons now dear to us, though
unperceived at the time. Chief of them was the Union
with England. This not only allowed Scottish linen to be
sent into England and across the Atlantic to America and
the West Indies; it diminished the influence of the
arigocracy in Scodand and helped to abolish the hereditary
right of pears to adminger justicee. When the Scottish
legidature was merged in that of Great Britain, the Scottish
peers log their importance; they never regained it.
Indeed, they themsdves lowered it still more when they
foolishly took part in the Stuart rebelions, were exiled,
and had to leave the country, returning after many yearsto
find that they had been forgotten. They got back their
edtates, but could not regain their power over the popular
imagination.

This contributed to the activity of the Scottish mind as
much as the expanson of the linen trade stimulated
manufacturing industry and commercial enterprise. The
clergy lamented " the sin of too great fondness for trade "
Which was " put in the room of religion." Pamphlets and
books on religious topics gave place largely, though by no
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means entirely, to matters of wordly interest. Roads
recently made by the English broke down the isolation
which hindered the civilizing process.  Activity succeeded
to duggishness Apathetic resgnation to the "will of
God " vanished.

Methods of farming were vagtly improved. The ancient
divison of the " common field " into srips owned by
different cultivators, the unsound rotation of crops which
had perssed for at least ten centuries, were abolished.
L and was now let on reasonably long leases (usually the life
of the tenant and nineteen years). Groups of very small
holdingswereturned into farms of fair Sze, and thefarmers
could count, as they could not s0 long as land was held
"at pleasure" (the pleasure of the landlord, it need
hardly be said), upon fixity of tenure at moderate rents.

This gave the country-folk an inducement to take up
as much land asthey could pay for: they had to pinch and
rape to raise the money. 1t made them work hard, the
soil being in mog parts not very fertile. It caused the
sydem of tillage to be changed.; better implements were
bought, a more advantageous rotation adopted, the soil
given thetimeit required.

Beforelong agriculture prospered in all branches. L ow-
land Scottish farmers became known as the most skilful
and indusgtrious in Europe. Every great edate in England
oon had a Scottish gardener. At the same time Lowland
Scottish manufacturers were increasing their production in
the same ratio. Competition was keen among them.
Every youngster making a dart in industry or trade saw
that only hard workerswith active brains could hopeto win
a fortune. Thus a large part of a nation was trained in
habits of frugality, foresght, asdduous labour, grict
attention to the matter in hand.

If the same causes had operated in the northern part
of Scotland, the Highland population would no doubt have
developed in the sameway. But their land sysem was not
reformed, they weretoo far from amarket for manufactures
to thrive among them. Further, they had not exercised
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their intelects by denying the divine-right claim of the
Stuarts, or throwing off the domination of hereditary
chieftains. Numbing superdtition still held them in thrall.

Thus the two halves of the Scottish nation came to
exhibit characters so different that the Highlander was
ridiculed for his poverty and pride, while the Lowlander,
though not always credited with sdf-respect or scrupulous
ness about methods of getting rich, wasadmitted to possess
all the qualities making for material sucoess

L et meadmit that, if thishad been trueof all Lowlanders,
or even of nearly all, it might be evidence of implanted
character. But actually we find among Scots about as
many with mediocre abilities, drunken habits, or wastrel
proclivities as we find dsewhere.

Onewriter on Scotland, a Scot himself, contended that the
key-noteto the Highland character is a theatrical tempera-
ment, a passon for posturing, addiction to drama. *
Hedid not explain why in Canada numbers of Highlanders
have made fortunes and won high postions by the exercise
of a hard, practical busnes sne Is it the climate of
Scotland's west coad that is to blame ?

He could not even make up his mind whether High-
landers were magnificently devoted to the drunken and
lecherous Charles Edward or " aways ready to desert him
in order to sow away a couple of solen cows or the loot
from a battlefield." This latter was his view on one page;
on another he cdebrated " the loyalty of men who would
not betray Prince Charlie for £30,000 and squeezed a
seoond rent out of the ruined farms to support the exiled
patriarchs.

Can thoseviewsbereconciled ? Impossble! Butthe
mystery dissolves when we recognize, that some of the
Highlanders were loyal, others larcenous They had
individual characters, but no national pattern to which they
all conformed.

Even so great amind as Voltair€e's could fail to appreciate
the error of judging a nation by a few of its members. He

* A. G. Macdondl: My Scotland.
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credited the Scottish race with giving " rules of tagte in all
thearts" to the rest of Europe, because he had met one or
two cultured Scots or read their books.  To mistake them
for the nation wes ridiculous. Voltaire could not have done
0 had he travelled in the country. The monotonous
ugliness of the villages, the poverty of architecture in the
towns, the absance of gaiety in decoration and furnishing,
would have corrected his error.  These fegtures persis,
ur]haf)pny, though the passon of the owners of smal
middle-class houses for bright colour in their gerdens does
sor_nethm%to mitigate them, while the War Memoria on
Edinburgh's Cadle Hill proves that, when opportunity
offers, both taste and ability canrisetoit.
~ Some fifty years ago what was celled Scottish literature

(in England ™ Scotch ") beqan the conquest of a large
reading public, as the Waverley novels had done nearly a
hundred years earlier. But Walter Scott represented his
countrymen as bei n%wel | up to theintellectual andards of
the early nineteenth century. Towards the end of it
Scottish novelists, known as the Kailyard (Cabbagiqepatgg
School, represented their countrymen as wesk in the head.

Cunninghame Graham declared angrily that it plessed
these noveligts to draw half the population of their native
land as imbecile. " Not a henwife, shepherd, ﬁloughman,
or anyone who thinksin ' guid braid Scots' " he declared,
" would recognize themselves, dressed in the motley which
it hes been the pride of Kailyard writers to bestow.”

Other Scots, like Robertson Nicoll, praised the Kail-
yarders for their truth of characterization.

When Scots themsdves dissgree so hotly as to the
" Scottish character,” who shall decide? Shal we not
conclude that both may be right ? There are some of the
one kind and some of the other. If all were " imbecile,”
the oppodte vauation of the Scottish character could
never have been arrived a.  If all were hard-headed, gleg
a the uptak’, enterprising, the Kailyard School could not
have flourished. Novelists must build on some foundation
of truth or they are denounced asfakers
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What we are forced to decide is that the qualities so
often attributed to the nation—industry, thrift, per-
sverance, quickness to s and take advantage of oppor-
tunities—ar ediscoverablein thosewho riseto commanding
positions, but not, unfortunately, in anythinglikethewhole
of the inhabitants of Lowland Scotland.

Further, it isnaticeablein England and the United States
that the dexendants of stlers from Scotland sddom
display either the enterprise or energy with which their
forbears made good. Their economic crcumdances are
eager, the spur of ambition sedom pricks the well-to-do.

National character, if it were a reality, would persg,
independent of surroundings and nurture. All the sons of
successful Scots would rise a sep, their sons would take still
higher places, the whole world would beruled and managed
by Scotsmen. This should indeed, if national character
were morethan an illusion, have happened long ago.

Many observers would cite the Irish as an example of a
nation which has definite national characterisics. But it is
unlikely that any two of these observers would agree upon a
datement of what those characterigtics were.

Some would podtulate a wide difference between the
Irish of the Free State and those of the North. Yet they
are very much alike. Why is this? Becaus they are
dexcended from the same original ancestors? By nho
means. The ancestry of the whole of the Irish is mixed to
an unusual degree

In the South they call themsdves pure Cets, but the
Cdtic invaders of the first century were people who already
had crossd with other races and, after they settled in
Ireland, there were frequent waves of immigration by
English, Welsh, Danes, Saxons, Norsemen, Eskimos,
Soots of Highland and Scots of Lowland type, French
Huguenots who started the Ulster linen industry, and
Spaniards who stayed on after the wreck of King Philip's
Armada.

Among the population of the Six Counties, which have a
Home Rule of their own, arealmog as many srains as meet
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in their southern fellow-countrymen. The Ulsterman
sometimes prides himself on his Scots ancestry, but forgets,
or has never known, that the sstders from Scotland who
aosd to Antrim and Down were themsdves descended
from Irish gock. This had not, of course, remained
" pure” and their inter-marrying with the people of the
digricts they occupied mixed their blood still more. Large
numbers of the Scots stlers were Roman Cathalics, o
there was no hindrance to their finding mates among the
[rish; intimemany Presbyterians did the same.

Both Northern and Southern Irish arethereforeof varied
descent. Their dimates differ dightly. Their industrial
opportunities have not been alike. The Ulstermen have
been encouraged to manufacture, the rest have had every
obgade put in their way. Yet they have one srong
idiosyncrasy in common.  They have both been brought up
in atradition of hatred. Both aretold that their religion is
the only true one. Papigs and Presbyterians are alike in
their stupid intolerance. For the redt, there are among
both asmany varying individualities as can be found among
other nations.

How trace any " national" likeness between Eamon de
Valera and Bernard Shaw? between ParnePs cold
exterior, covering inward passonate fire, and the genial
superficiality of John Redmond, who had himself alwayswell
in hand ? between the pacifis Arthur Griffiths and the
gunman Michael Callins ? How reconcile the notion of the
Irishman which still prevails among the English with the
grave, poetic, melancholy creature that he so often is ?

This notion was st going in the eighteenth century,
when the " wild Irishman " of noves and plays was not
very far removed from thetruth. Up tothat timelrela
had been awild country, with peopleto match. When ally
of them got across the Irish Sea, they were shy, awkward,
unsure of themselves, this showed in their behaviour.
They affected a gaiety they did not feel, a boiserousess
which covered up timidity and which they .saw the English
found amusing. So there came into being the "stage
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Irishman," swaggering, pugnacious, blarneying, an absurd,
ill-natured caricature. InIreland thiswasresented even by
the English garrison. The prologue to a play called The
Irish Chief produced in Dublin about 1773 announced as a
novelty that the audience would hear

" So many lines without an Irish howl,
Without "by Jasus' or ' upon my showl.' "

In England such lines would have been condemned as
unreal!

Later the dage Irishman was represented as good-
hearted, though half-witted. This was after Charles
Lever's noves had familiarized a kind of Irishman to be
found oftenex among car-drivers, boatmen, and hotel
servants, and made him appear to be the type of a whole
nation.

Certain Irishmen lent themsdves to the deception
practised on their neighboursin England. They played up
to the idea the English had of them. It pleased them to be
thought "so amusing, so original." They found it
profitable also.

" Man alive," says Doyle to Broadbent in John Bull's
Other Idand, " don't you know that all this top-o'-the-
morning and broth-of-a-boy and more-power-to-your-
ebow busness is got up in England to fool you? No
Irishman ever talks like that in Ireland, or ever did. But
when a thoroughly worthless Irishman comes to England,
and finds the whole place full of romantic duffers who let
him loaf and drink and spongeand brag aslong asheflatters
their sense of moral superiority by playing the fool and
degrading himself and his country, he soon learns the antics
that takeyou in."

Then there was the feding in Ireland that the English,
the conquerors of the country, were people who must be
humoured. If they were annoyed, they could do you
harm! So even the smple peasant who was asked how far
it was to this place or that would reply, not according to
fact (if he knew it), but in terms of what he fancied the
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guestioner wanted the disance to be. The anecdote of the
villager who answered the quegtion " What time isit?"
with " What time would you like it to be?" was not
altogether imaginary. The rural Irish looked on the
dominant English as people to be placated, never to be
crosad.

Had the English known how grotesquely wrong was the
popular idea of the Irish as a childish, irrespongble race,
unfit to be trusted with their own affairs, the long-drawn-
out tragedy of misunderstanding could have been avoided.
The author of a book on the sage Irishman was right in
his assrtion that " more harm is causad by setting down
thisor that quality, thisor that person, astypically French,
typically English, typically I rish, than by any other fallacy."

Bernard Shaw exploded the notion that nine out of every
ten of the English had about the Irish, but he st another in
its place. As a piece of degtructive criticism, John Bull's
Other Idland isas effective asthewritingisbrilliant and the
creation of character amusing. But, while it shows what one
[rishman is, it would be just as much a mistake to regard
Larry Doyleas" typical" asit wasfor Broadbent to build
up amyth of the I rish temperament and be surprised when
hisfriend did not fit in with it.

That thelrish asanation areshaped, or rather deformed,
by mixing politicswith religionistrue. That in thewes and
south the soft climate, wet and cloudy so often, depresss
energy and tendsto dreaminessistrue also. Their hisory
created for them a tradition of hopdessness so shameful
was the oppresson of their English rulers. Both the
Roman Catholic and the Presbyterian religions gave priests
and presbyters dangerous power, which tended to deprive
their dupes of independence and make them morally feeble.
But these are local misfortunes. The Irish, removed from
their digressful country, drop the marks of them—unless
they carry with them agents for perpetuating their dis-
abilities and remain together in groups unaffected by their
new surroundings. And even in Ireland there are many
to be met with who resst these baleful influences.
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ALL SORTS OF AMERICANS

IN the United States of America we find sufficient
refutation of the claim that a great nation must poses a
specific character, due to the inheritance of certain physical,
moral, and intelectual qualities.

Duringthepas century thewor ld hasseen goingon there,
intensified and speeded-up, the process by which all nations
have been formed. The formation of the American nation
has been morerapid and more concentrated than any other
exampleknowntous. Ithasasobeenddiberate. Inles
than a hundred years a population of twenty millions has
been increased to a hundred and twenty millions. No
such exhibition of the building-up of a nation within so
short a period had been given before. It has reduced to an
absurdity the contention that nationalism, based on descent
from common ancedors and the posesson of hereditary
traits, has anything either mystically or practically valuable
about it.

TheAmerican nation, formed within thisshort period by
men and women of the most varied socks, has in many
directions outstripped the rest, and in none been handi-
capped. The very diversity of its dements has given it
vigour. Theopportunities offered to people from countries
where oppresson checked developments have intensfied
their energy and initiative. On all the material Sdes of life
the United States have led the way towards greater comfort
and convenience.  In other fields, though these have been
less assduoudy cultivated, they have added largely to the
common fund of knowledge and all forms of art,

Can it be said truly that there is an American national
character ? A great many people both insde and outside
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the United States would say " Yes" When they came to
give their definitions of it there would be the widest
disagreement among them.

In England there is still a notion that " Americans care
for nothing but dollars"; that riches are pursued with a
brutal ferocity which the law does nothing to discourage.
This grange opinion is advanced in pite of the measures in
restraint of unscrupulous finance and trading adopted by
each of thethree Presdentswho have amounted to anything
during the first half of the twentieth century, Theodore
Roosevdt, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Roosevelt; in
spiteaso of theenormous sumsgiven for public purposesby
rich men.

The latest of the rulers named would, if the English
notion had truth in it, have proclaimed himsdf entirely
un-American by his assertion that "the difficult and
dangerous stuation in which the United States got itself
[in 1932-33] was due to the general attitude: Every man
for himself and the devil take the hindmost." He meant
the general attitude among busness men. His rebuke to
them wasadministered in the name of the Peopleasawhole.

Until lately a deep respect for the Congtitution and all
the organs of government ssemed to be inherent in the
American character. It was conddered sacrilege to hint
that they might be improved. | mysalf once lost the position
of book critic to an Anglo-American review because | was
rash enough to review a treatise on the Constitution with
what was regarded as levity. Yet about the same time
Mr. Hoover, afterwards President, was telling a Special
Committee on Recongruction and Production in Washing-
ton that " we have the most antiquated organization and
administration in government that we have in any kind of
activity in the United States "—a clumsy wording, but one
which allows no doubt asto its meaning.

Senator Galder, with dxteen years experience in the
capital, said heagreed with M r . Hoover, but it wasnot until
President Franklin Roosevet went to the White Housethat
the obgades placed by the Constitution in the way of
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necessaty progress were held up to popular obloquy. The
People degggd agang them. pThg?#m who dgtL:llyared the
the Supreme Court to be antiquated and retrograde was put
in poxévg for the second time by the largest majority ever
recorded.

With the same emphass—that emphags which is more
and more sn to colour the behaviour of nations given
to reading newspepers and little dse—the Americans
gopear to have repudiated the claim, commonly made even
in recent years, that th%a_re still influenced by the "funda-
menta and original Puritanism, upon which all that is
distinctive in American life and culture has been built."
Their variety their tabloid Press, go to extremes in
the presentation of " sex-stuff.” Among alarge section of
the well-to-do mords of the esses kind prevail. Divorce
IS obtainable for the asking and has become more of a joke
than it was in France a the time of Sardou's Divorcons.

Yet it would be the grestes misteke to su that
Americans in d are (1) lax moraly or (2) caloudy
disregardful of others in their busness methods, while
it would be equdly far from the truth to deny'that some
Americans devote their entire energy to the amassng of
money, cadess of the methods they employ.

Asanation, Americans are neither inordinately greedy for
gain nor ideaUdticdly unconcerned withi t; neither vicious
nor virtuous; neither lawless nor strictly |law-regardful.
Thereare al sortsin the nation, asthere arein all nations,
no generdization fits Americansasawhole.

Nearly everyone outside the United States believes that
the " American daily newspapers represent the American
mind," which they Suppose to be incapable of anything but
crude sensationalism. - They do not know that newspapers
in the United Sates vary a great dedl, that many arelittle
given to exciting their readers lower emotions. It is often
Suggested that American journaism does not know how to
be serious, informative in an unsensationd way.

Yet when English imitations of the American weekl
Time wee issued, they were nat, like ther original,
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desgned to ingruct and enlighten. Their contents bills
proclaimed every wesk a sensation, often connected with
the royal family. The Americans, it appeared, were
interested in serious news, the English in mere frivolity or
scandal.

Even where descendants from the same gock are con-
cerned, the widest differences are found among them. It
was to be expected that Southern " gentlefolk,” whose
forbears were Cavaliers, should be in some ways unlike
the people  Massachusdtts and Pennsylvania, pogterity
to narrow sectaries and foes of joy. That the Yankee of
citiesand settlements should breed atribe unlikethat of the
adventurer who dared the desert and lived solitary was
natural enough. But here and there in the United Sates
areto be found groups unlike any other Americans. They
are unlike because they have not been open to the same
influences, social and educational, which have been acting
upon mog of the nation.

Over the American continent there is noticeable a
similarity of mind and imagination that can to-day be found
nowheredseon so hugea scaleand has certainly never been
approached before. Yet this similarity, as soon as it is
carefully examined, is found to be superficial.

Journey from the Atlantic in Maine, Connecticut,
Massachusdtts, or New York to the Pacificin California or
Oregon, make your way from the Canadian border to the
Gulf of Mexico, you will hear the same wise-cracks, the
same political catchphrases, the same banalities passng for
opinion, which have been picked up from newspapers or
radio, or carried round by travellingmen. Yet beneath
this surface uniformity there are endles grades of
unlikeness.

What has the sdf-conscious culture of Boston in common
with the pathetic eagerness for " uplift" that gicks out of
the Middle West ? Where could the fundamentalists of
Tennessee, the Bible-wor shippers who call the teaching of
evolution a crime, find any point of contact with Yale
professors or Washington civil servants? Save for their



% THE ILLUSION OF NATIONAL CHARACTER

use of whatever dang phrases happen to be popular, how
can we discover any tie of " national character " between
Babbitt and Martin Armstrong, Henry Jamess Roderick
Hudson and Mark Twain's Innocents Abroad, Carol
Kennicott and mogt of the other Gopher Prairie women ?
What characteridics of the late Pierpoint Morgan areto be
traced in a West Point military ingtructor, a New Orleans
water-front labourer, a columnist of the Chicago Press ?

What had the Presdents of thefirst half of the twentieth
century in common? McKinley was weak in decison,
flabby in action. Theodore Roosevet was the opposite-
vigorous, resolute, quick to decide, but not highly intelligent.
Taft was wittily and accurately described as " a person of
excdlent intentions surrounded by a number of other
persons who know exactly what they want." Wilson's
Intelligence was both alert and profound. He towered in
intellect above mogt other rulers and satesmen, but he
neglected the political art. Harding was a politician and
nothing dse.  Coolidges mind, narrow and ill-equipped,
could not riseto the level of his opportunity. Hoover, an
able adminigtrator, was bewildered by difficulties. Franklin
Roosevelt sood up to them with courage and enjoyment.
Where was "the American character” in these widey
differing personalities ?

| have been often in the United States. | have known
hundreds of Americans. Except for their accents—many
of them had none to speak of—they were as unlike one
another as if they had belonged to sgparate nations. In
American professonal soldiers | have found the qualities
that mark such men theworld over. American doctorsare
drawn by novdigs as being like doctors esewhere, and in
many autobiographies they have so drawn themsdves
Lawyersin the United Sates have the same habit of mind
as lawyers in other lands. Writers come from a larger
human field than in Europe, but they rapidly assmilate
with the European type.

It is true that Americans generally are more energetic
than theinhabitants of countries with less bracing climates,
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but this does not condtitute character, for the Americans
who go to live in Britain or Italy lose their exceptional
energy. The Adors in America were violent wealth-
ssekes Their desendants in England are nether
enterprising nor vigorous, there is nothing to distinguish
them from the wealthy English among whom they live.

There hasin the pagt been much laudation of American
independence of thought, disdain for tides and royalty.
Y et no people can be more easly swung into this or that
attitude of mind (Prohibition, L eague of Nations, Neutral-
ity), nor arethey any less snobbish than the English or the
Germans in doing reverence to the highly-placed. On the
other hand, take the supposed American habit of ex-
aggeration, which Dickens parodied in Nicholas Nickleby.
No doubt he had met exaggerators in the United States
thefailing existed, and was natur al enough in a country that
had developed so0 fast. But in no snse was it a national
fault. Anindgnificant number madethemsdvesridiculous
by it. The mass of Americans were and are free from it.

Yet the mass of Americans might eadly be persuaded
(as Italians have been) to exaggerate the " greatness " of
their country with an even more absurd glliness than that
of Colonel Hannibal Chollop and M. Jefferson Brick, as
Dickens drew them. |fthe Press and the Radio plotted a
drive in that direction it could be done. Like all other
nations, they are in the lump powerless to ress any fad of
opinion, any gus of sentiment or passon, which may be
thrust persstently upon them.

When Maxim Gorki, at the bidding of newspaper owners
seeking a sensation, wasturned out of aNew York hotel and
refused admittance by others, the attitude of the public
towards this offence againg good manners, hospitality, and
candour could be represented as "outraged morality."
L arge numbers of sponge-minded men and women were,
indeed, induced to fed that, because the Russan writer and
his life-long companion had never been officially married,
they ought to be treated as outcasts

Yet thee same people raised no protest againg the



100 THE ILLUSION OF NATIONAL CHARACTER

marriage tie being in some American States regarded so
lightly asto belegally snapped upon theflimsiest of pretexts,
nor did they appear to be either shocked or aggrieved by
the promiscuity among certain sections of young men and
women which followed the 1914-18 War and Prohibition.
ThePressin general denounced neither of these aberrations.

When Ambassador Spring-Rice described the American
People in February, 1916 (in a despatch to the British
Foreign Office), as " wanting to keegp out of war " and
resolved " to avoid it at all hazards" he read correctly the
prevailing sentiment. He was no less accurate when he
gated sx months later that they were " radically and in-
alterably opposed tointervention in extra-American affairs”
and would not " accept liability which entailed action
abroad."

Yet soon after that the American People went madder
than any other nation had done over declaringwar and kept
up a frenzy of warlike excitement which carried them far
along the path to masscraziness. Was their " character "
pacific at one moment, bellicose at another ? Or were they
smply pushed, now thisway, now that, by politiciansand the
Press? They certainly werehustled by Presdent Franklin
Roosevet into supplying Britain with enormous quantities
of war material duringtheearlier part of the1939-45 War,
though it isunlikely that they would havetaken up armshad
they not been attacked by Japan. A deadly hatred of
tyranny was supposed to be in their character, but they
showed no inclination to defend freedom when it was
threatened with eclipse.

Americansarecredited with being moreready than other
nations to welcome novelties. How does this square with
the arrest of thefirst man who put up an umbrella in the
dregts of Philadelphia; with the resstance offered by them
totheuseof iron ploughs, asan insult to God who " meant”
mankind to usewooden onesand also asa danger, Snceiron
" poisoned the soil" and made weeds grow; or with the
punishment by fine less than fifty years ago of a house
owner in a Middle West city for putting down a " new-
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fashioned concretewalk " in front of hisdwelling, instead of
the usual brick pavement ?

American sthools are rightly admired for their con-
sruction, equipment, and gaffing. If there were an
American character it ought to includethe qualitiesthat are
bred by sound education. But it was commonly said until
theworld depresson hit the country that the United States
was the finest, most secure of all countries. " First among
the nations of theworld, the only onethat is settled in every
way, the bes government on earth,” was the usual tone
taken by national speakers Local ones were just as
foolish in their efforts to create State or city patriotism.

" You mug think there is no finer town in the
United Satesthan this. Thereisnofiner school than
your s, nofiner parentsthan yours, nofiner opportunities

anywherethan you haveright here. . . . Theresno
lovelier place on God's footstool than this old State of
ours."

That was a Middle West cubwoman's boas to an
audience of children; it wastypical of itskind, Only atotal
lack of anything that could be called education can account
for such foolish boasting. It gave place after the economic
blizzard to a mood of gloomy humiliation, in which it
seemed that everything was for the worst in the worst of all
possble countries. If sdf-glorification had been an integral
part of " American character " it could not have changed
almogt overnight to sdlf-reproach and depreciation.



X
MANY KINDS OF FRENCHMEN

ABOUT French " national character " there is, | fancy,
moremuddled thinking than about any other.

It is supposed to imbue them with a devoted sdf-
sacrificing love of la patrie. Y et nowhere are Governments
more detested and abused than in France. Not only that:
thereareagreat many of the French who hatethe Republic
itsdf. Yetitremainstruethat, in general, they arewarmly
attached to the soil on which they grew up—if it was the
soil of avillage or small town.

Vernon Bartlett, who is well qualified to gpeak, since he
haslived amongthem, saysin hisAutobiography :(—

" When aFrenchman talksof mon pays[my country]
he may mean France, but the chances are that he
means the very small section of it where his ancesors
lie buried, his village, the copse where he did his
wooing, the river where he goes fishing, the cafe
where he plays cards or billiards when the day's work
is over. For that he would fight. For the English
equivalent of that | would fight; but this local
patriotism, thisloveof smpleexigencein unpretentious
places, encourages a respect for the other man's pays.
It is only when people begin to be proud of aress
painted red, yellow, green, or whatever it may be, on a
map that they become aggressive and acquisitive."

Payshasactually alocal sgnificancealways, but Bartlett's
remark and reflection are both sound and valuable.

Again the French are supposed to be proneto excitability,
impulsiveaction, gussof emotion, sudden violent agitations.
Diderot tellsa story (it isin his Paradoxe sur le Cotnedieri)
which ought to settle the matter. He reates meeting a
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fellow-author who had just produced a play and offering
congratulations on its sucoess with tearsin his eyes his
voice choked by affectionate pride. The dramatist replied
coldly: " How well you express yoursdf, M. Diderot."

Two Frenchmen werethere, as entirely different as the
Duke of Wellington and that other Englishman who
exclaimed, giving him an arm across the street: " | shall
never forget the day | was able to be of service to the hero of
Waterloo," to which the Duk€e's ansver was: " Don't be
a damned foal, sir."

Was Diderot, or was the other, the true exponent of
French national character ? Those who know France well
will answver, | think: "Neither." Each represented a
certain type.

A French author, M. Roland Alix, protests againg
generalizations as to " French character.”

" By way of dassfying us in their catalogues, like
botanical specimens, professonal  psychologigs stick
labels on us. ' The French love judice’ Or again,
" The French have no sns of infinity." Or again,
" The French aretraditionalists and do not understand
evolution.” We are credited with a rigid character.
But, on the other hand, we are reproached with our
frivolity, our addiction to gossp. Are we supposd
to be chamdeons or what ? " *

Such generalizations are all the more absurd because they
change 0 frequently. Let us se how the French have
been regarded by the English during the past five hundred
years.

The dighting opinion of Frenchmen which is reflected in
ome of Shakegpeares plays was the result of the wars
caused by the English kings claim to titles and lands in
France, In order to induce their subjects to do battle for
that claim, those kings and their councillors spread the
notion that the French were a contemptible race.

Shakespeare held no such view himsdf.  He showed up

* My France, published by Jarrads 1939.
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the hollowness of the story of French aggresson in the
opening of Henry V; and in King John he made them
appear to better advantage than the English, though, to
satidy the popular liking for ridicule of them, he put into
the mouth of the Bagtard the usual gibes.

This English disparagement of the French character died
away in the ssventeenth and early eighteenth centuries—in
spite of the renewal of war by William | | | and its con-
tinuance under Anne. The Restoration drama contains
few French men or women, and they are not made more
foolish or contemptible than therest. Wycherley in The
Gentleman Dancing Master drew a stupid felow affecting
French ways and talking with a French accent after a gay
in France, but he coupled this caricature with that of an
Englishman equally absurd who displayed like affectations
after aresdencein Spain. There was no attempt to work
up feding againg the French, as there had been in earlier
times.

How can we account for this? By remembering that the
war againg Louis X1V was not consdered an English
war. It did not arise out of any English quarrel or English
territorial expangon. It wasawar which interested Dutch
William immensdly, but the nation very little. As soon as
it was over Englishmen who could afford to travel began to
goend a good deal of timein Paris; by the middle of the
eighteenth century young men of fashion " were as much
Parigans as Londoners” * The French were then
respected and admired—for a variety of reasons which
could not apply to morethan a very small number of them.
Fashionable persons bought their dothes in Paris, ther
furniture, their coaches their knick-knacks, their pictures,
even their books Hume and Gibbon paid equally warm
tribute to the intelligence of the French (proof of it wasthe
attention paid to these writers, who got little at home).
French taste, French wit, French savoir vivre, wereextolled
and envied.

* Sr G. O. Trevelyan: TheEarly History of Charles JamesFox.
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The French Revolution changed little the sentiments of
English aristocrats and men of |etterstowards their counter-
pats axoss the Channd.  Exiles were hospitably
welcomed, their lossss sympathetically deplored. All of
the French who favoured chenge from the old regime
were abused and detested as thieves, murderers, enemies of
God and man.  The mess of the nation were pitied and
despised as week victims of bloodthirsty oppressors Thus
English opinion divided the French into three sections

with a character of its own.

Then came Napoleon. The English could not be sure
whether the French shared his passon for glory or whether
they were still poor crestures compelled to atyrant by
providing cannon-fodder for his campaigns. What few of
them perceived wasthat, while the army of conquest offered
shining opportunities to youth and talent, and while
Napoleon's geniusinspired devotionin hissoldiers, the bulk
of the French nation wanted, like the bulk of people at all
times everywhere, quiet lives, security, and as much well-
belnfq as they could procure by their [abour.

After Napoleon had " changed the character " of the
French nation (which did not prevent them, as | have
mentioned, from growing very tired of the "glory"
which hewon &t their cog, and turni n? from him as soonas
it faded) they submitted to the rule of stupid and decedent
L egitimist Bourbonsuntil shrewd, bourgeois L ouis Philippe
of die Orleans branch " wangled " himself on to the throne.
He promised everything, performed nothing; wastolerated
for eghteen years, then sent flying. The second Republic
wes &t uIE'). _ _

After three years of that the French went wild for Louis
Napoleon, who promptly damped on their necks the collar
of absolutism. _
~ For Paris despotism may have been, in the phrase of the
time, teg)ered by epigram. The mass of the nation had
no such solace. Y et they shouted for their foolish Emperor's
wars until he gambled and lost: then they wanted a
Republic again.
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Someof them preferred Communism, without having any
cdear idea what it meant; they fought fiercely to sHtle
which it should be. Republicans won—and made a
monarchis field-marshal their President! Nevertheess
they kept their Republic—for seventy years. Now they have
another.

But when we inquire if they are in any sns truly
represented by their form of government, we fail to find
marked differences between them and other Peoples.  Their
maimers are more courteous than those of the English, but
that is not due to their republican form of government. It
goes back to a period much earlier. A French author
named L esuire wrote a book about the English in the eigh-
teenth century, calling them " The Savages of Europe”
because they had not the polite manners of the French.
Froissart had marked the English four centuries before as
"the mogt obginate and presumptuous people in the
world.'”® In each ca® no more than a small part of the
nation was characterized, but from the time of the Nor man
invaders, who conddered the native gentlemen boors
because they dried their hands, after washing them, on a
towel, ingead of waving them in the air, French manners
have been rated higher than English. To call them
" different" would be more correct.

Certainly the French, like the Spanish, are taught from
childhood to be courteous. Certainly mogt of the English
have in the past neglected such teaching. But neither
French politeness nor the supposed English disregard of it
spring from character. The one may be compatible with
intolerant, inconsderate behaviour; the other with
genuine kindness of heart.

To say, however, that all French people are outwardly
urbane and inwardly sdfish would be as ridiculous as to
label all the English "rough rind and swest kernel."
Both types are found in both nations. All typea are
found in all nations.

A friend with whom | discussed this—he has lived in
France for a long time—gave me as illugstrations of a
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distinctive French national character these incidents which
had come within his own experience.

He had been to the races at Longchamps and took a tram
back to Paris. After they had gone a little way the tram
sopped. A good many others were sopped ahead of it.
He got out to investigate and found that numbers of work-
men who wer e accusomed to get back into the city by tram
at that time were indignant at the cars being occupied by
the racegoers.

" They areour trams," they said. " Why should we be
kept out of them by loafer's who have been amusing
themsdves? 1ls nepasserontpas! " And they held the
trams up, sanding in a mass on the tracks. Nor did they
move until special cars had been sent out from Paris to
takethemin.

That my friend offered as an ingtance of republican
sentiment, indstence on equality, and so forth.  So it was—
among Parisan workers ; but then | remembered that
fag trains do not carry third-class passengers in France and
that | had seen even Paridans submitting meekly to an
order by the police that not more than two or three people
should speak together on the principal boulevards.

The other illustration was this. My friend, who is a
painter, wanted a large number of frames for an exhibition.
He gave the order at a shop where he was well known.
Before they booked it, they asked how payment would be
made. It was at a period of currency disurbance. He
suggested francs. No, they might drop in value. Sterling?
No, they could not trust a currency that had gone off gold.
How, then? They shrugged their shoulders. Nothing
doing. He went to an English frame-maker, who said,
" You give meyour cheque. That'll beall right."

That was to show the extreme cautiousness of the French
in money matters. But | knew of ingances almogt identlgal
among English busness folk, and | reminded my friend,
too,that nowherehavefinancial swindlersbeen ableto catch
more mugs—or to catch them more easly—than in France.

Many British and American soldiers who served during
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the two wars in northern France spoke of the French as
grasping, mercenary, greedy to take an unfair advantage in
bargaining. These soldiers were often made to pay too
dearly for what they bought from small farmers or at small
town shops.

Meanness of that kind is a trait frequently to be found
among the peasant-proprietors of Normandy, Picardy,
Artois, and French Flanders. It is a result of their hard
gruggletowin a livelihood from the soil.  They are forced
to look at every sou, not twice, but three times before they
gend it. Their character is a conssquence of their
environment. No one who knows France as a whole would
uggest that the French in general shareit.

How or when arose the reputation of the French, in
England at any rate, for loosemorals, flippancy, irreligion, is
hard to fix. It was firmly established before the war of 1870.
Carlyle's hopes for victory by the Germans, strong, stern,
slent, virtuous, home-loving, were based on the deusion
that die French were light-minded chatterers, who had no
word for " home" in their language. " Lubricity " was
a quality commonly assigned to them : the dictionary gives
the meaning of the Word as " dipperiness, snocthness . . .
lewdness, wantonness."

Because French fiction, both novels and plays, treated sx
more frankly (though they did not approach the frankness
with which English fiction now treats it), and because
Victorian make-bdieve morality sent men who wanted a
change from it to Paris, which therefore laid itself out to
attract them, it was assumed that France was inhabited by a
nation lacking in modesty, sef-restraint, and all snse of the
value of family life.

How ludicroudy mistaken that judgment was everyone
acquainted with the country and the peoplein it well knew;
neverthdess it perssed. " Gay Paree" remained for
most of the English a mythical city of debauchery, despite
its being the most serious, hard-working of all the great
capitals.

Deeply rooted in British minds was the fantastic notion
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that Frenchwomen were mga?ed dwaysin practisng their
attractions upon men and could be counted on to encourage
illicit advances Equally common was the belief that
Frenchmen were dashing, fiery-tempered, high-spirited,
unsuited by temperament for trade or industry.

Actually most Frenchmen are, as aresult of upbringin
and education, inclined to be timid, cautious, reserved.
Walking aoross the rails at a French waySde station, |
was warned by the chefde gave that | might berun over. A
dation-master of any other nationality would have told me
" that is not allowed,” but would not have mentioned the
exceadingly remote possibility of danger. The same
apprehensive frame of mind accounts for French motorists
using their horns so frequently, far more than they are used
dsawhere.
A gret many Frenchmen and Frenchwomen are
industrious dmogt to a fault. In no other country that |
know (save in the Tehuantepec district of Mexico) do
women take so large a part In the direction of busness.
This accounts for the meticulous methods by which
hafpennies are saved and gained.  Where but in a French
hotel would you find a device ingtéled by which the
running-out of bath water caused aloud ticking noiseto be
heard, 0 asto prevent baths being taken without payment ?
~ That is an extreme casg, but it illustrates the carefulness
inculcated in the French. They are taught to value thrift
asthe highest virtue. They Bractlse in busness the qualities
which the English claim, but sedom exhibit. Yet they
were given no credit for this by Victorians. They for-
feited all claim to respect by kegping mistresses! _

That wes acurious attitude to be taken up by the English,
who had until the Victorian age no ned to go to Paris for
indulgence in " vice" and raised no objection to their
public men, including kings and royal dukes, living openly
with unofficial wives. The change proves how quidkly
and eadly " nationa character " can pess from one extreme
to the other. _ o

Nearet ndghbours aways incur censorious judgments.
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The French would have been condemned for something or
other, if it had not happened that notable " occasons for
stumbling " were provided by them. The absurd legend
that they were ungodly, libidinous, and of an incurable
frivolity endured until well into the twentieth century.

Another legend about them is that they are vindictive,
revengeful. That their hope of wiping out the shame and
bitterness felt after the German victory in 1871 and theloss
of Alsace-Lorraine made them behave often between that
date and 1914 in away that helped to makefresh war likely;
that they werein favour of loading Germany, stricken to its
knees, with burdens that would prevent its risng and
becoming powerful again; that they did by their harshness
towards the beaten enemy (sending black troops into die
Rhineland was one example of it) prevent the substitution
of a peace atmosphere for the acrid poisonous airs of war—
these things are true. But to account for them by saying
that the French national character isrevengeful isridiculous.

They were nor revengeful after their defeat at Waterloo.
They have never at any time shown any wish to wipe out
the stain of Wdlington's victory over Napoleon. Even
after theaffair at Fashoda in 1898, when a French expedition
to the sources of the Nile was compelled to haul down its
flag and retire, leaving Britain in possesson, neither the
French peoplenor their Gover nment showed any disposition
to bear malice. The explanation is that they are not
afraid of Britain; of Germany they are. Threetimesin
a hundred years Germans have fought on French territory.
Never can the French nation feel sscure while a nation so
much larger than itself is on its frontier with avowed
imperialist aims, It is not "national character,” it is
adrcumgances that make France disrust and didike
Germanyj it isfear.

The French again are generally said to be sceptics, yet
numbers of them are so grosdy superditious that they
bdieve in supernatural voices as firmly as did Joan of Are
and in miraculous descents of deties from heaven (as at
Lourdes) with all the fervour of the Middle Ages.
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Such belief is found also among French Canadians.
In the province of Quebec and in sHtlements scattered
through other parts of Canada are these two millions of
French-speaking people, who are proud of their descent,
call themsdves French, and are credited with a strongly
marked character. This ought, according to the theory
againgd which | am arguing, to be identical with the
character credited to the French in France. Actually there
is no resemblance between them.

The French sysem of education produces a type which
is intelligent, rational, logical, unsentimental, Agnogtic.
That type is common among the Frenchmen who attract
the notice of the world—writers, stentists, politicians;
men by whom the rest of the nation isjudged. The French
in Canada have none of those qualities. They are pious,
thick-headed, illogical; they are swayed far more by
sentiment than by reason.  Simplicity is the trait common
to them nearly all; even their crookednessisnaive. They
are in evey way the reverse of the great majority of
the people in France, though they are descended from
common ancestors

Nothing in this need surprise us, if we look at it in the
cear light of reason, not in the dim obscurity of pre-
judice. The French in France have been played upon by
influences entirely different from those predominant among
the French in Canada. Schooling free from priestly
domination, newspapers subject to no Church control, a
public opinion impatient of authority, have madethe French
in France what they are. The French in Canada would be
like them if they had been exposed to ideas, encouraged
to think and doubt, shown history from the point of view
of many revolutions, taught to distrust all power that is not
derived directly from the People. And the French in
France would resemble cdosdy those in Canada if they had
been aways under the influence of priests, had always
believed that disobedience to the Church would doom them
to hell-fire. '

Thisis proved by the likeness between the inhabitants of
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certain digrictsin France and the inhabitants of Quebec.

Many Breton villagers are smple, pious, irrational.
Often in the centre, and towards the south of France
(though sddom in the south itself), one feds that the
country-folk might be French Canadians. Many Breton
villages and other parts of France have been kept, as
Quebec is, outdde the currents of nineteenth- and
twentieth-century thought. The result on ether dde of
the Atlanticisidentical.

Character, whether of individuals or of groups, is formed
by environment, education; not by common ancestry, but
by the drength or weskness of intellectual forces, the
acceptance or refusal of areeds and traditions, the power of
ideels and bdliefs.



X1
HOW GERMANS WERE DECEIVED

No people ingst more defiantly, even fiercely, upon the
fixity and clarity of their national char aaer than Germansof
a certain kind. They are a small number only. In
general, Germans, of no matter what sation or degree of
culture, are neither more nor less intelligent on this point
than people dsawhere. They sddom give it a thought.
But the small number who never oease thinking about it
are noisy. They were delighted when Kaiser Wilhelm 11
dedlared : " The Germans are the st of the earth.” They
repeat this very often. They have thus given the rest of
the world the impresson that all Germans are stupid,
bumptious, sdf-centred, intolerant—an impresson which
is nowhere near thetruth.

It is untrue even of Prussans, who were not by origin
Germans at all, but a Wendish tribe. Having won the
leadership of other dements in the population, they have
contributed mog to the common belief as to German
gualities and characterigics. As usual, that common
belief iswrong. It is based on the behaviour of aristocratic
louts, brought up to despise not only other nations, but also
their own, excepting the case to which they themsdves
belonged.

Because Army officers in the time of Kaiser Wilhelm 11
pushed civilians off dde-walks, entered restaurants with
insolent swagger, and in society made themsdves both
laughable and odious, it was said that " Germans were
boorish and unmannerly.” Because Army Sergeants were
permitted to treat men on the parade-ground with a
savagery unexampled even in Tsarist Russa, the world
divided Germansinto two categories, one of brutal ruffians,
the other of cowering daves
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The dictatorship of Hitler, employing as it did Iarﬁe
numbers of such ruffians, and reducing the mess of the
nation to conditions very much like those of davery, kept
up the belief in this division, even strengthened it. But it
is still as erroneous as ever it was. _

In Germany the proportion who prefer obeyi ngi]orders to
thinking for themsdves is larger than in mogt other lands.
Ferrero goesks of their " authoritative romanticism,” by
which he means that they like to be told what to do and are
prone to romanticize those who give them orders, as they
did the Kaiser and Hitler. This results entirely from their
education and traditions. That they have no inborn
reluctance to teke aline of their own is proved by the bold
initiative displayed by descendants of Germans who
became naturalized in other countries.

In the United States Americans of German descent areto
the fore in every trade, professon, and occupation, not
through industry aone, but as the result of enterprise and
individual effort. These qudlities, repressed in Germany,
though even there many rise superior to repression, show
themsdves as soon as the environment is changed, the
education and traditions peculiar to Germany discarded.

The sare explanation accounts for the fact that the
pr(ojporti on of Gamansin Germany who deljl%ht inbullying
and cruelty is aso larger than dsawhere. e detedable
vices were under kings and kaisers condoned by authorities
who found them useful; in drill-sergeants they were
encouraged.  Under Nazism they were more openly and
intensively cultivated. But no one who has known
Germans In large numbers in and out of their country can
suppose them to be inherent in the German make-up.
~ Themassof Germans arelike messss everywhere—kindly,
if they are not ingtigated to be cruel; fond of liberty, if they
arenot cowed into parting withi t; neither subservient nor
dominating, but ready to become either under incitement
~ If the French or the English had been subjected to the
influence of writers, mostly half-insane, who dwelt on their
" world-misson " and the need for ruthlessness in tramp-
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ling down all who opposad it, they would havethrown up as
many harsh, intolerant patriots as Germany did. They
might even have tolerated such stupidity as Dr. Goebbes
affected when he made his dtatement that "the only
instrument with which one can conduct foreign policy is,
alone and exclusvey, the sword."

Fortunately for the French and English, they were
educated in a tradition which inculcated respect for the
freedom of others and, while this did not deter them from
acting, when it suited them, againg it, they were obliged
to pay lip-service to it. No writer of note read by large
numbers glorified the lower agpeds of British Imperialism
until Kipling did o, and he only in a doubtful tone, with
long intervals between his outburdgs.

What wasglorified in Germany during the short exisgence
of the German Empire under the Hohenzollerns was the
personality of theruler.

" | dedgre to proclaim to the nations the gogpd of
your Majesty's sacred person and to preach that
gospd alike to those who will listen to it and to those

who will not."
That declaration by Prince Henry of Prussa, brother to
Wilhelm | | , was not an isolated outburst of lunacy; it

was in harmony with the usual note of adulation which the
Emperor enjoyed and which it was thought necessary to
sound frequently in his ears. One result of this was to
make shallow observers suppose it an indication of " the
German character."

" TheKaiser hasso grown into thelife of the nation
that when you touch it anywhere you touch him;
and when you think of it from any angle or describe it
from any point of view you find yoursdf including
him. . .

" He has impregnated the nation with his own aims
and ambitions to such an extent that they may be
said to live their lifein him."

SoPriceCollier, American author, widely popular, wrote
in Germany and the Germans, published about 1910: Y et,
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so little could the Kaiser influence the political life of the
country that the largest party in the Reichstag was the
Socia Democratic, and so little did the nation identify
itself with him that in 1918 he was told to go, and went
instantly, "unwept, unhonoured, and unsung." Before
long Adolf Hitler had become far more of amob-hero than
Wilhelm or his grandfather had ever been.

It would be tedious to cite passages from widely-read
German authors in order to prove the cult of a national
destiny, to be pursued without pity or shame. Thisisin
any cae unnecessary, for they are well known. One
quotation will serve as an example : itis from Giesebrecht
(Geschichte des deutschen Kai ser zeits).—

" Germans must dominate because they ae a
chosen people, a noble race, and therefore entitled to
behave towards those who are below them in strength
or intellect as all superior races have the right and
duty to act towards individuals less well endowed."

Poisonous rubbish of that sort, if allowed to pass without
instant and vigorous condemnation, affects feeble minds,
unstable characters. For the disaster of Hitlerism the
responsibility lies not merely on those who circulated the
doctrine of Blood and Iron, but on the far more numerous
Germans of intellectual and social standing who were too
placid or too cowardly to denounce it as a foul and fatal
snare.

Yet it would be unjust and absurd to pretend that all
Germans were alike guilty. As aways, the course of
national action was s&t by afew. Vast numbers of Germans
were deluded, other vast numbers terrified, into support of
Hitler." Aryanism " was as much ajoke among intelligent
Germans as everywhere outside the Reich. They saw
through the nonsensical pretence that the Germans are like
their reputed ancestors, of whom Tacitus wrote:—

" The Teutons prefer war to industry and consider
it disgraceful to obtain by industry what they can
acquire by violence. In peace they are duggards,
given over to deep and gluttony.”
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Nothing could be more ludicroudy unlike the numerous
Germans who detest war, who are industrious and enter-
prising, who pursue their commercial ends with untiring
energy.

Tacitus, one may be sure, generalized too fredy. He
himsdf in his life of Agricola paid tribute to Teutonic
virtues. Yet his report was true of a great many: we
know this from other testimony; we know aso that the
economic dreses of the age forced upon tribes living
outsde the area of Roman civilization a life such as Tacitus
decribed.  The economics of this age having become so
entirely different, the people who livein it differ from those
of the pagt, even the pad that is not yet far off.

What arethereasonsfor theuntiringindustry of Germans
in general, for the eagerness the middle-class have shown
in their pursuit of education, for their success in trade and
manufacture, especially through team-work rather than
individual effort ?

In the Middle Ages the inhabitants of what is now
Germany could earn a comfortable living without difficulty
by tilling the soil. Trade flourished in the Hanse cities.
Industry made many rich besde the Fuggers, who added
by banking and financial enterpriseto the wealth they drew
from dlver-mines. Well-to-do Germans were easy going,
pleasant people, fond of good eating and of drinking wine.
All that was changed by the insensate Thirty Years War,
which left the country in a gate of ruin unparalleled any-
where in modern times.

Half the population disappeared. Of the men who
were left, a large part had never learned to work and had
lived so long on plunder that they could not settle down to
peace-time occupations. T he peasants and even the big
land-owners, who tried to restore agriculture, had to do
without horses and, when they raised crops, were liable to
the depredations of ex-soldiers who wandered through the
land living on what they could beg or steal.

The chief industries, wool and linen, wine-making,
brewing, paper-making, and book-printing, had been ailmost
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killed Thenumeroussmall State governments exacted all
they could screw out of their subjects in taxation. What
had been regarded as " national characterisics” —hard
work, frugality, fair dealing—gave placeto fraud, force, and
cunning. Slowly the German people struggled back
towards prosperity until the Napoleonic Warsflung them
again into bitter poverty.

Out of the defeat of their armies arose, however, a new
German spirit. After 1806 the genius of Stein planned a
recongtruction which, although it left the people for along
time poor, gave them a sysem of education far ahead of
anything in exigence at that time. " The State must
regain by intellectual power," said King Frederick Wilhelm,
" what it haslost in material power, and to this end every-
thing must be done to extend and perfect the education of
the people” Stein aso abolished serfdom, gave cities
sdf-government, deprived the nobles of some privileges,
created a military sysem which made every man liable for
service By these reforms such qualities as obedience,
desre for knowledge, and sdf-respect were subgstituted for
thedisregard of discipline, schooling, and dignity which had
up tothen prevailed.

Enthusasm for education among nineteenth-century
Germans was not due entirely to intellectual motive. Any
young man who could pass an examination, severe enough
to beathorough test of hisability, was allowed to serve one
year in the army ingead of two. Not only was this an
advantageto himin starting hiscareer. Hewaslooked down
on as a feeble-wit if he could not pass Hisfamily felt he
had disgraced them. This sometimes had the effect of
making young men over-work and damage their health;
but it raised the sandard of painstaking diligence and
mental achievement. For the habit of work once formed is
seldom discar ded.

Hence came the serious matter-of-fact cag of the
Gorman mind, the thoroughness of their work. In applied
stience they excelled. Their theorizing was tinged with
fantasy, due to their university education including so;
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much philosophy and divorcing reality from speculation.
In their practical use of knowledge (as in the improvement
of dyes and lenses) they went ahead of all others.

Unfortunately the Germans who engaged in practical
pursuits had no influence on social or political development.
Up to the eghteen-eighties the only carears open to the
gentry were in the Army, the higher Civil Service, the
Church, medicine, and the law. In these carears they had
amost a monopoly. They werethereforetheruling case
They acquired the habit of authority. They consdered
that other dasses must be kept in thelr places Germans
got no training in saf-government.

From infancy they were taught that they must, in the
words of one of Sein's reformer group, develop " those
ingtincts on which rest the force and dignity of man—Ilove
of God, theking, thefatherland." And they were assured
that they could nourish these bes by doing as they were
told, by letting others think for them, by cheerfully taking
their places as parts of the great mechanism which was
working out the nation's destiny.

Everyone had a position, a Stand, a calling; his duty was
to make good in that, for, if he did not, he would get no
other chance. Movement from one occupation to another,
so common in America, and not unusual in Britain, was in
Germany rare.

Thus few Germans grew up mentally, unless they went
outsde their own country. They remained adolescent*
Elderly men, when they met for some celebration, would
behave like sudents. Old ladies often showed that they
had not, since they were girls, had a thought in their heads
which was not put there by their husbands. Highly
intelligent up to a point, not many Germans got beyond
that point, which was fixed for them by their superiors,
everyone but the Emperor having a superior and admitting
hisrelativeinferiority.

Pflicht-gefuhl (sense of duty) wasimpressed on theminds
of all Germans as the guiding principle of their lives, and
this had many excdlent results; But their duty was hot to
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be decided by themsdlves it wes to be imposed on them
from above.  Consequently those aone had i

of judgment who were able to resst what they were taught.
Most acocepted whatever authority wanted them to acoept.
That habit of mind became even stronger under the rule
of Hitler than it wes under the Emperors, the Hitlerite
methods of enforcing it being more severe

When the monarchy foundered and the Socidigts found
themsdves unwillingly taking over the business of govern-
ment, their fumbling soon convinced the nation that little
wes to be hoped from them.  People could not recognize
an authority which clearly did not know its own mind, and
it was impossible that a nation which had looked aways for
instructions should decide suddenly for itself all the matters
left in sugpense by a revolution. Hider's sucoess wes
secured by reverson to the authoritarian regime. Once
more the people had ordersissued to them.  They wereto
hear and obey, not to do any thinking for themsdves.
Their intellects, weskened by generations of discourage-
ment, welcomed the change.

Even the academic mind in Germany failed to spread
abroad that freedom in pursuit of truth which should be
the fruit of education. Immensely industrious in research,
sholars shrank from _conclusons which might not be

ptable to rulers.  They were robbed of their snse of
reality dso by the barren philosophic studies into which
they were plunged, other lines of activity more actud and
productive being dosed to them. Thus
on "superiors' became, and remans, the sSrongest
eement in German life.

‘Hitler did not chenge the German character.  What he
did wes to arouse fedings of sdf-respect and confidence in
the future among many who had lost them, and to givefree
play to some of the lowest dements in the nation, to
glorify acts and impulses which all decent people, whether
In or out of Germany, condemn. _

Long before Hitler began to attract attention, Rathenau,
with his unusua insight, said that the nation had not in
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political wisdom got beyond the instinct to find scapegoats

" Such processess of thought as' the police are to
blame, the Prussans are to blame, the Jews are to
blame, the English are to blame, the prieds are to
blame, the capitaliss are to blame'—all these we
quite undersand. But Germans have, properly
geaking, no understanding of political tendencies.
Our blatant patriotism bore the plainest sgns of such
a temper; half nationalism, half aggresson againg
ome bugbear or other; never aproud calm, an earnest
sf-dedication, a struggle for a political ideal ."

Rathenau wr ote Die Neue Gesellschaft (The New Society)
while the German spirit was still submerged in the flood of
disager, when there was none of the " blatant patriotism "
that had helped to cause the 1914 War. The spirit was
reborn in an even more violent and retrograde shape. It was
asRathenau described it—" half nationalism, half aggresson
againg some bugbear or other."

But this cannot be explained by " the German character.”
If we try to fit it in with Rathenau's prediction that
" blatant patriotisn " might lead to " atemporary reverse
of humanity and culture” ; or if wetry to make it square
with " the ultimate aims of living" which Dr. Dernburg,
another prominent German, outlined soon after the 1914
War ended, we find that they have nothing whatever in
common.

What Dernburg, at one time Germany's Colonial
Secretary, said wasthis . —

" However much we may smile at those who venture
to-day to put the dictates of morality and humanity
above eating and drinking, richesand prosperity: who
can be happy only in an atmosphere in which not force
but judtice rules: who wish for an ordering of the
world not in violent oppostion to their reigious
professons : who interpret peace on earth as a peace
of the consdience and the soul—yet these are, lifter all
the ultimate aims for which we mugt all strive, and
without which life would not be worth living."
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Now, if Dr. Dernburg andWalther Rathenau and men
who shared their thoughtshad put thosethoughtsbeforethe
German People as emphatically and persgtently as Hitler
trumpeted his, they would have drawn over to their way
of thinking enough of the nation to make the world say,
" This, then, is the German character."

For the " character " of any group, whether small or
large, is imparted to it by leaders able to win assent for
their proposals their ideas. Under a democratic sysem
forceful leadership is necessary, as it is for the success of
dictatorial rule. The only difference is that the dictators,
having secured power, keep it by violent suppresson of
opponents, whereas democratic leaders try, not to compd,
but to persuade the mass of a nation to adopt their policies.

The frequent failures of democracy are due to the
scarcity of men with ability to congruct policies and with
a personality sufficiently vigorous to impose itself on the
mass  Paliticians, skilful merely in speech, in the conduct of
intrigue, in " eyewash " and " wangling," are plentiful.
Statesmen are rare—epecially rare in countries which,
like Germany, have been governed by dynads and heredi-
tary nobles, and where, in its upper ranks, the social order
was S0 long based on " unscrupulous personal interests and
exploitation, on shows and shams on the demand for
service and the claim to command " (Rathenau).

Of all the Germans prominent in politics snce the
Hohenzollern empire fell, Stresemann came nearest to
gatesmanship. He fell short, partly because he beonged
more to the old sysem than the new and had not the
compdling personality essential for the moulding of a
national spirit; partly because the British and French
Governments refused him the help he needed.

Had they given it, there would have been no chance for
Hitler to poe asthe restorer of German morale. It would
have cometo life again without him. The Germans would
have reflected the character of men far above the Nazi
leaders in intellect and intentions. They would have been
congdered till a nation in the forefront of civilization.
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Instead of their being looked upon as the unhappy and
dangerous possessors of qualities inimical to peace and
good government, the strong ethical sense, which Prof.
Werner Sombart claimed for them* and which until a few
years ago was generally recognized, would be accepted now,
not lessthan it wasear lier, asthefoundation of their national

character.

* Die Deutsche Volkswirthschaft im X1 X Jahrbundert, 1903.
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“"MY COUNTRY, TIS OF THEE . . ."

~ The English look down on Germans and condder them their
inferiors—Admiral von Tirpitzto Col. Housein May, 1914.

Deutschland, Deutschland uber Alles,
UberAllesinder Welt.
—Gearman popular song.

Thereisadegree of culturewherenational hatred vanishes, and
where one gands to a certain extent above nations and feds the
weal or woe of a neighbouring people as if it had happened to
onesown—Goethe (to Eckermann).

THE reault of inventing national blood-ties has been
disatrous. From the mistaken belief that there exigt root-
differences, due to different ancestry, between peoples of
different nations spring:—

(1) the ignorant conceit cherished by aimog all of
them that their country is superior to other countries;
(2) the dangerous ddlusons of patriotism;
(3) the chimera of national honour.
These, pressed into the service of economicrivalry, arethe
mog potent causes of war .

Wer e thexe to be uprooted and flung on the rubbish-heap
of discarded ideas, it would be impossble to make Peoples
imagine that economic rivalries tpuch their intereds.

No one does actually represent to Peoples at present that
their intereds are so affected. No one has done s0 in the
past. They aretold that the theory of wars being due to
economic causss is Marxist and therefore untrustworthy.
They are given other reasons for desiring to kill as many
men, women, and children as possble of the nation or
nations opposed to them.  Such reasons as

that they are being, or are about to be, attacked, that
their national honour is involved, that their patriotic
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duty istofight for " their country " whether they know
what they arefighting about or not.

National honour | have called a chimera. It has beenin
the past taken so much for granted as a reality that even
Cobden's shrewd intellect was induced to accept it at its
face value. Hating war asinhuman, unjust, and wasteful,
he held it to be legitimate " in defence of our honour."
He did not explain what this meant.

"National honour" cannot be explained. It is a
deluson equal to, and growing out of, the deluson of
national character. If a nation is personified, if it isheld to
posess virtues and defects;, then but a short sep further is
needed to endow it with honour, asif it were an individual.

If we admit national character, thus recognizing the
exisenceof acertain mystical entity, thenation, wemust also
admit national honour. We must reverse Burke's familiar
saying and declare that it is possble " to indict a nation,"
toinsult it, toinjureitsinterests, toimpugn its honour.

But if wergect national character asan illusion, if we say
that nations are mases of people who happen to have been
born under the same Government, if we deny that any
mystical bond unites them or that there can be national
interests opposed to the interests of the individuals com-
posing the nation, then we must refuse to believe there can
be any such thing as national honour.

Some would go further, would say thereis no such thing
as personal honour; would argue that the term has for
along time, if not always, been used to hide real motives or
cover cloudy thinking.

It was honour that compelled men unaccusomed to arms
to fight duds with expert swordsmen and crack shots;
honour that obliged a spendthrift to pay gambling debts,
while he left his baker, butcher, milkman, tailor, doctor,
unpaid. " My honour as a husband " used to be pleaded
asareason for refusing freedom to unhappy wives. Honour
has been invoked times out of number for paltry or dis-
honest reasons, sedom for any reason that was sound.

What is called now " the honour of a nation " is almost
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alwaystheinterest of those who decide what national policy
shall be. General Gordon declared before he waskilled at
Khartoum that hehad " done hisbeg for the honour of his
country." He confused honour with profit. Hehad done
his best to add a vag territory to the British Empire. But
extenson of power confers no honour either on a nation or
aman.

In the past monar chs have pretended that dights offered
to them were offered to the Peoples over whom they ruled;
they have appealed to Peoples to take up arms for private
monarchical interests on the pretext that "national
honour” compelled them to do 0. Thus James | of
England persuaded the English that they were insulted
because the King of Spain would not let hisdaughter marry
an English prince, while Louis X 1V, and later Napoleon,
made the French people believe that by fighting inter-
minable wars for their monarch's benefit they were
defending " the honour of their country.”

When dynastic interests gave place as gover ning forces to
those of trade and finance, " national honour " as a motive
for war gave place to " national interest.” Now Peoples
had to be induced to identify their advantage with that of
the leaders in commerce, industry, and speculation. In
the eighteenth century the M er cantilists, who believed that
the more trade was shackled the more active it would
become, declared that the Government ought to impose
regrictions for the benefit of " the country.” They meant
that they wanted restrictions for their own benefit. Nor
were they insdncere. They were convinced that their
benefit and the country's must necessarily be the same.

This conviction was firmly fixed in the minds also of
their opponents, the Free Traders, who urged that the
regrictions should be lifted. " The country " would .thus
be move prosperous, they asserted. But they had in mind
the trading dass to which they belonged, or, if they were
political economigs, those members of the trading dass by
whom they wer e supported.

The palitical economigs did not invent but they did put
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into generd currency theideathat" the country " was, not
the whole mass of the population, but the commercia part
of it, the part which was engaged in trade on abig scde.

This idea had been in the air of Britain ever ance
commerce began to oust agriculture from its place as the
chief national industry. "The country" had once
meant” thelanded interest."  But the pamphleteer of 1749
talked about" the whole Nation suffering in its Commerce "
because trade wes hindered by old laws. The "whole
nation" had no connection with, no interest in commerce
of any kind. But the phrase had an impressive sound.

Some hardihood would have been required to maintain
that " the country " did include everyone in it at a time
when the land-worker had become a kind of self at the
disoosd of the parish overseer, and when pressgangs still
forcibly kidnapped men to sarve in the Fleet, so that many
injured their health, as Janes Watt did, by staying indoors
to be secure. The political economigts, however, were able,
thanksto the dense ignorance then prevailing, to spread the
belief that, in the long run, the many would be better off
because a few becamerich. It must, they said, eventualy
improve conditions for all, if those few piled up large
fortunes for themsdves. Therefore it wes the duty of
those few to meke their fortunes as large as possible. They
were benefiting " the country.”

Unfortunately for their argument aong this line, the
political economigts put out at the sametime atheory which
completely destroyed it. They declared it impossible for
the mass of people to be any better off than th% were.
The&/ showed that subssence wages were all that the
workers could expect. There were " iron laws™ which
must prevent their ever being paid more than would keep
them alive, with hedth and strength enough to do their
work, and to produce children who would go on doing it
after their parents had been scrapped.

It was ds0 " proved " by the Saolitical economidts that
the hours of labour could not be shortened without ruining
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clearly included those alone who drew large profits from
industry and excluded the mass of the population who were
ether working for subgsence wages or not employed
industrially. And this conception of "the country”
perssed. The mases were stupid enough to acoept it as
thetruth, without thinking about it.

In the wars of rdigion (sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries)the soldierson both sdeswerelargely mercenaries.
Those who fought of their own accord or were forcibly
conscripted had to be duped with the assurance that they
were fighting God's battle.

Actually these wars sprang from economic and political
rather than rdigious causes Catholicism was bound up
with despotic government and redrictions on trade.
Protestantisn represented the desre for democracy and
trade freedom. But the democratic and laissez-faire ideals
were then too nove to be used as incitements to fighting.
It was necessry to drag in God.

To-day it would be as impossble to induce nations to
makewar in defenceof areligion, or in thehope of extir pating
it, as it would be to persuade them to engage in a dynagtic
war. Butitis still essntial to deceive peoples, as it was in
the monarchical age and during the period of religious
wars, if they are to be persuaded to fight. They can now
be so persuaded only by skilful use of inducements which
derive from the deluson of national character.
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WHAT "OUR COUNTRY" MEANS

A man's country is first the natural love and preference he has
for the surroundings among which he was born, the peoFIe who
ek the same language, with whom he has played and laughed
and worked. . . . ) )

Second, there is an economic busness concern competing with
other concerns and trying to make larger profitsthan they.” This
is also called a man's country and, Snce nobody who did not carry
hisheart in hls_Pur_se could loveit, its promotef's have done all they
can to confuse it with thefirst country in men's minds— .

—Jaohn Langdon-Davies.

France is governed by an arigocracy of bankers and lawyers,
who use " the country " for their own interests just as the priests
used the monarchy in days gone by.—Balzac.

MOST powerful of the inducementsto war istheinvention
of a mystic abstraction, " the country.”

This has not merely been employed to stir the emotion of
the crowd and make it amenable to the desgn of rulers;
it has imposed even on men of diginguished intellect. Let
me recall what C. H. Pearson wrote in National Life and
Character :—

" Attachment to a great country is bound, other
things being equal, to be more dignified and generous
than attachment to a city, though the city may have
been Athens or Rome."

That is, in effect, a plea for power politics. A country is
called " great" becauseit is powerful, because it cite back
its demands with big armed forces Did C. H. Pearson
ever ak himsaf how generosty and true dignity (far
removed from bluster and pompousness) can spring from
pride in being able to browbeat and overawe? Evidently
not.

The inhabitants of Athens were attached to their city-
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date for quite other reasons. The famous gpeech of
Pericles explains them. They were proud of the beauty of
their buildings, of their dramatiss and sculptors, whose
work every one of them saw and talked about; of a
congtitution which gave them all a share in governing; of
orators to whom they listened with critical enjoyment.

Romans loved their city because it was orderly, well-
proportioned, conveniently arranged. They respected its
laws, they admired its senators, conauls, tribunes of the
plebs. Its citizenship was both a privilege and of practical
value.

To be attached to a large nation-state in the ssme way is
impossble.  No common daily life unites the citizens, they
share no gandards of taste, they take part in government
only at afar remove. Few of them s their public men,
few of them travel more than short digances from where
they were born. Their country cannot be to them what
a city was to its free citizens.

Theveryideaof" country " inthepatriotic snsederives
from our knowledge of the city-state, and from theillusion
of national character. In a city-state the citizens, all
educated in the same schoals, all attending assemblies in
theforum, all sitting at playstogether, all goingtowar in a
body, did acquire certain common characterigtics. Athen-
ians were alert for novelty, Spartans clung to old customs,
Boedtians had homely wits. Ancient Romans wer e hard but
reliable; mediaeval Floientines artistic but treacherous;
and soon.

As | havetried to show, no such agendes are at work to
press members of nations in a uniform mould. They may
repeat the same dogans hang out the same flag; but, in
spite of national newspapers and the voices on the air which
penetrate to millions of homes, the people of different
dases different districts, different occupations, have little
in common except language, and that may vary so much as
to make it difficult to understand each other's speech.

Only danger can for a short while draw them together,
efface their divisons, give them a single purpose, though
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even then exceptions must be admitted—for example,
profiteers who enrich themsdves at the expense of their
felows, as armament firms did in Britain during 1914-15
until they were pulled up. As soon as the danger is past
the dements of nations fall apart again. Even while it is
present individual qualities are more noticeable than any
characterigics which could be called " national.”

What is " our country " ? It is supposed to include all
who inhabit territory encosed by national boundaries, but,
in some way which has never been explained, it transcends
them and becomes an entity initsdf. " Unenation est une
ame, un principe spirituel” wrote Renan in his vagudy
sentimental manner, but hedid not make hismeaning plain.
Nor has any commentator done so.

The personification of " coimtry," of anation apart from
theindividuals composing it, ssems to be a re-hash of the
old monarchical doctrine: " L'Etat, c'est mo." A monarch
regarded the country over which he ruled as his property
and the inhabitants of it as his subjects, bound to serve the
interests of his country. The toag " My country, right or
wrong " is a relic of the days when subjects had to agree
with their monarch, whether they thought him wise or
foolish, whether he was just in his dealingsor a tyrant and
deceiver.

It isgrangethat thisacceptance of atradition dating back
to the time when kingshad almost unlimited power should
be gronger in a republic, the United States, than it isin
any other democratic coimtry. One of theleading American
newspapers (Chicago Tribune) prints the motto daily as a
dogan. One of their ablest presdents (Cleveland) told the
dudents of Princeton University: " Support your
country when sheisright, and | am not sure you ought not
to support her when sheiswrong.” A judgein urn State
of Louisana refused in 1930 to admit a man to American
citizenship because he would not agree with thisview of an
American'sduty.

Personifying the country, calling it * she" giving it a
personality, srengthens the emotional appeal. The idea
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is conveyed that it mugt be as shameful to accuse your
country of being in the wrong as it would be to denounce
your mother in public.

Any open disagreement with your country is, therefore,
liable to be called disgraceful, because it is unpatriotic. A
patriot isonewho loves his country—whowill diefor " her,"
whether he undersands what is the cause for which he gives
hislifeor not. A patriot never hestatesto put the country's
interest before his own.

That isthe theory, but it does not always work like that.
Oftenit ishard to decide what the country'sinterestis. To
Cavdliers in the English Civil War it was unlimited
monarchy; to Roundheads, setting Parliament above the
King. Americans fought with one another (1861-65),
actually in a dash of economic sysems but ostensbly
because they held different views as to what their country
meant. To the Southerner it meant dave-holding and
agriculture; to the Yankee freedom of daves and manufac-
turing. Two generations had to pass before Southerners
could acknowledge that Northerners were their fellow-
countrymen.

Not only have men of the same nation frequently fought
among themselves; they have brought in outsders to strike
at their country. Strafford would have liked to employ
half-savage I rish troopsto subdue his country for Charles I.
Scottish  Jacobites invited a French invason of ther
country, so that the Stuarts might be kept on the throne.
French emigres at the time of the Revolution fought againg
their country in any army that would have them—English,
Prussan, or Austrian. Russan emigres in 1918 urged
France, Britain, the United States, even Japan, to send
troops againg their country. Spanish rebes called in the
aid of Germans and Italians to bomb their country's cities
and devadate the land. A Spanish autholr, D. Manuel
Azafia, saysthisprovesthat Spain doesnot exist asanation.

The explanation is simple, if we examine the problem
without sentimentality or prgudice. To all those mention-
ed just now " the country " meant a form of government,
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a sda sysem. That is what it means to amos
everybody.

Russans who were ready to take part in war for their
country so long as the Tsarist Government maintained
itself were equally ready to take part againg the Govern-
ment which followed that of the Tsar. Their country to
them meant Tsarism. To other Russans Russa meant the
economic sysem to which they were accusomed. A
former Tsarist Finance Minister named Bark had no
ddudsons about the Tsardom or its last representative,
Nicholas I | . But he left Russa when the revolution
occurred and lived therest of hislifein London, where he
was in bugness as a banker. Herefused to call Russa his
country because it had renounced Capitalism.

Those examples and many others might be attributed to
personal interest. But in other casss ideology cannot be
excluded. Spanish Catholics, for ingance, like English
Catholics 400 years ago, were unable to be loyal to a
country that did not acknowledge ecclesagtical authority or
promote the interests of their religion and its dignitaries.
They may have had nothing to gain by such promotion, but
Spain to them meant the Church of Rome.

It is possble to divest " our country " of all political,
economic, religious ideas, but for mog of us this is very
difficult. Few would admit the feasbility of making the
attempt. To nearly everybody " their country " isless a
territorial than a political, economic, or religious idea.

When Cardinal Newman prayed for his country, he
meant a Catholic England. No genuine Bolshevik would
drike a blow for Russa if it returned to Capitalism. A
Highlander asked a Royal Commission in 1884: " Why
should we fight for our kingdom, when we s so much
poverty and neglect by our sovereign and legidators? "
Bismarck declared: " A State which deprived me of my
property would no longer be my fatherland.”

What everybody aks of " his country " is that it shall
secure him a aufficient livelihood, protect his possessons,
enforce the economic sysem he prefers, shdter the religion
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he professes If it does not satisfy him in these respects it
isnot" his country."

Thusto different people " their country " is represented
by different ideas, and among these ideas nether the
territorial nor thehistorical has ever held any leading place.

We can prove this by the readiness of so many people to
transfer their allegiance from one State to another by
taking out naturalization papers.

Royal families are supposed to represent nations in a
peculiarly intimate, even mystic, way. But members of
them frequently change their nationality by marrying
princes or princeses of other countries. They have no
hestation about it. Nobody blames them, or even hints
that they are” unpatriotic." Thatisavividillustration of
theunreality of theideathat nationality is something sacred,
precious, creative of character.

Very few change their religion, or go to live under a
different form of government, or can contemplate Socialism,
aseasly aslarge numbers changetheir nationality. M ost of
them changeit for amonetary reason, becausetheir busnesses
will benefit; occasonally, being resdentsin a country other
than that in which they were born, they fed awish to beits
citizens;, in a few cass the motive is sentimental, a
preference for this or that form of social, relation, for a
republican or a monarchical sysem.

Without any inward struggle they secure their advantage
or givetheir preferencerein. If a novdist were to represent
a character torn by mental srife as to whether he should
change his nationality, mos novd-readers would say
" What a fuss about nothing!" | can recall many novels
which show men or women hesitating between tworeligions;
in nonethat | haveread do | remember any description of
such a turmoil of spirit over the relinquishing of one
citizenship for another.

Nor has any novdigt, | believe, dealt with the change of
character resulting from altered nationality. The theme
might be very amusingly developed. A prim Englishman
transformed into a blatant Yankee, a dour Scandinavian
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becoming an enthusagstic Sav, a bombagtic Italian turned
into a taciturn Hollander. Why has so fertile a field for
fiction not been cultivated? Simply because no one
condgders such changes likely, or even possble. No one
really believes in national character. They only bdieve
they believe.

Y et the influence of the illusion, and that of " country "
which goes with it, are infinitely harmful. They st up
artificial barriers to sgparate human beings whose interests
can best be served by co-operation; they spread the belief
that these interests are conflicting, whereas they are the
same; they areusad to create suspicion andfear. They are
among the most pestilent secondary causes of war, and they
conceal the primary causes in a haze of patriotic emotion.

When we sy " we love our country,” we mean what an
Irish character is made to say in one of Howard Spring's
novels—" My country is where I'm happy and where I'm
let livein peace” Maybe its landscapes are dear to us, our
earliest memories may clugter round them; our friends are
there, we are accusomed to the ways of living which prevail
there; in our country weare" at home."

But, dearly as we may love it in that ssnse, our love need
not make us proclaim it the finest country in theworld and
our readinessto diefor it. 1f we had to choose between
dying in it and leaving it to live somewhere dse, we should
not hestate. Many make the choice willingly when they
arewarned that they can gay in theland of their birth only
at therisk of their lives; they pack up and gotoawarmer or
drier climate, to the high mountains, or to foress of pine.

Were our country to be attacked brutally, without
provocation, we should take up arms to defend it, as we
should defend our private homesagaing gunmen or thieves.
But if in our homes we were instigated to take up arms
againg our next-door neighbours or the inhabitants of the
other sdeof thestreet, on theground that they wer eabout
toattack us, but in reality to servethe private purpose of the
ingtigator, or mayhap because the ingigator was foolish,
what would our reply be?
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It would be an immediate and resounding " No," We
should s plainly that we were being asked to do something
mongtrous, something which could bring us no advantage,
something both damaging and disgraceful. Why do
Peoples not as quickly and clearly see through appeals to
defend their country, ingtigations to make war on neigh-
bouring peoples ?

Simply becausethey do not takethetroubleto under stand
what is called " foreign policy,” though as a rule it is no
more than a successon of makeshifts. Simply because they
allow themsdves to be doped by that word " country,”
and make no attempt to discover what it means.

We assume that the " country " is the joint possesson of
all thepeoplein it. Actually the mass of these people own
no part of it. If one of them were to dart cultivating a
small piece that was being used by nobody dse the law
would sharply teach him his error.

We believe that " we" are somehow threatened by other
nations, overlooking the truth that the interests of the
masEs ar e ever ywher ethe same. We acoept the gatements
of interested persons that other nations have desgns upon
us. Asa preliminary to war, each party in the dispute is
always told that it is defending itsdlf, that the other party
is the attacker. History blames both alike.

History aso makes it plain that no people ever gained
anything through war, whether dynastic or economic.
" Nations "—that is, the rulers of nations—have gained
influence and power. " Countries "—that is, the leading
people—have become " greater.”

England took rank as a leading country when its navy
broke the might of Spain's Armada. |ts statesmen gained
in dignity, its merchants could do busness more securély.
The people were no better off.

Germany had a more important place in the world after
defeating Austria (1859), Denmark (1864), and France
(1871). But what this meant was more importance for
German rulers; larger profits for German manufactures
and commerce. The value of England's leading nine-
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teenth-century postion as a country was likewise shared
among those at thetop. In nether case did the mass of
people benefit.

" The country " is sometimes invoked by a very small
number of the highly-placed, who, though they are oppossd
by aimogt all the other dements of the population, get their
way. In the firsd Franco-German War the French were
called on to fight for la patrie; thousands died in the
belief that they had done so. But Thiers, one of the fore-
most of French statesmen, told Lord Granville that neither
the nation nor the Chamber of Deputies was in favour of
war. It was the Empress Thiers said, who pressed it on
the Emperor,” and the generals promoted it on the hope of
becoming marshals, and the marshals because they desred
to be dukes and princes.”

Goldsmith had an equally dear vison when he wrote the
lines.—

" Though patriots flatter, still shall wisdom find

An equal portion dealt to all mankind."
When a Peopleis encouraged to believethat the" portions "
are unequal, that it rises superior to other Peoples, that
its country has virtues possessad by no other, it should
distrust such oratory, which isin England and the United
Sates more foolishly blatant than dsewhere. A committee
of the American Bar Association drew up a creed for citi-
zens. One article of it was. " | believe that we Americans
have the bes Government that has ever been created—
the freest and mogt just for all." The same claim is put
forward in Britain, and on such occasons as the criss
which forced Edward VIII off the throne the nation is
assured both by newspapers and paliticians that no other
people would behave so sensbly and calmly.

To spread an exaggerated notion of the merits of " our
country” is dangerous It foments a foolish national
pride. It circulatesafoolish digparagement of" foreigners.”
It betrays a weak sense of redlities. For it may be said
boldly that all assumptions of racial or national superiority
reg on no bass more solid than ignorance and conceit.



XIV
NATIONAL CONCEIT AND IDEALS

What Professor Alison Phillips calls "the vital interests of
anation" | call thearbitrary fantasy of its rulers—Prof. Charles
Seignobos.

In direct contrag to Socialism, nationalism is a thoroughly
aggressve impulse directed againg the outer world; its concern
is not with consdience, but with power; not with human achieve-
ment, but with war —Thomas Mann in " The Coming Victory of
Democracy."

ONLY ignorance can explain the prevalence of the idea
that some nations arein a higher dass than others. Only
concat can make certain nations exalt themsdves by
saying : " Wearethefinest race on earth."

Few go as far as General von Bernhardt who consdered
war necessary in order to gdamp a great part of humanity
with " the impress of the German spirit," or as Prof.
Wilhelm Hauer, theologian, who founded " the German
religion " on

" the vitality of the German genius which has perssed
without intermisson until now and will perds 0
long as German blood flows in German veins."
To imagine any but German blood flowing in German
vens is difficult. To suppose that German blood can be
different from the blood of people not German is a grotesque
biological error.

Even if Prof. Hauer's satement be not taken literally,
if it be treated as meaning that to be born of German
parents confers some merit or digtinction denied to the
rest of mankind, it is manifest nonsense
Yet unfortunately there are as many British people who
believe, with Cecil Rhodes, that: their race is " the finest
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which history hes yet produced " as there are Germans
who hold the same to be true about themselves.

Rhodes wes young when he wrote that. Lord Grey
(not of Falloden) lacked this excuse when he said in his
Memoir of Hubert Hervey that, in so far asan Englishman
differs in essantids from men of other nationdities, he
" represents a more perfectly developed standard of generd
excdlence" and regards the rest as being " on the whole
not so excdlent as himsalf." If this were not so, Lord
Grey added, Englishmen would try to meke themselves
ressmble men of other nationdlities,

| quote that lamentably stupid remark because Lord
Grey wes looked on as afine type of Englishman. Not
only wes it stupid to suggest that the Eng Ish standard of
excellence wes higher than that of any other nation; even
more stupid weas the notion that a man must either believe
himself the superior of all other men or ds= try to be like
some other! _

Almost everyone would sooner be himself or hersdlf than
anybody dse * This does not imply, however, that we rate
oursdves superior to everybody dse Almogt certainly
we shall admit that there are others more excdlent than
we. Yet we do not direct our enerqr|1es to copying them.
We prefer to be oursdves even though we may not
" represent so perfectly developed astandard " as others do.

here wes a %rea ded of heated talk during the two
wars about fighting for the victory of this or that
conception of tie purpose of human exisience, this or that
method of aiming at a right development of individuals
and of society. Even Walther Rathenau so far departed
from hisusual wisdom asto dedlarethat

" the beds of the conflict is a difference in fundamenta

idedls of life and duty. That is the degp resson why

the war must go on until it is proved which of thee

idedls is the trueone."
Vagt numbers of people, Britons as well as Germans, were
decaived into thinking in this fashion. They did not stop
to ak themsdves how the possesson of more engines and
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munitions of warfare and of men sufficiently numerous and
aufficiently skilled to use them, which were the deciding
factors, could possbly affect " ideals of life and duty."
The doctrine that the way to prove ideals to be true was to
daughter as many of your opponents as possble did not
sem to them tragically absurd.

Nor, of course, did they go degper into the matter and
inquire whether the supposed difference in ideals was real.
If they had, they would have been compelled to admit that
it was not. The fate of Walther Rathenau proved this.
He was murdered by Germans, by the very people for
whose ideals he professed to be contending. In a short
time his murder was approved in the name of the nation by
rulers who taught that all Jews (he was a Jew) would be
better out of the way. Was that one of the ideals for which
he contended ?

The whole pretence that in idealism can be found
judtification for war is nonsenscal. It ssams astonishing
that men with active and trained intellects should put out a
plea so futile. The explanation is that they are not
Immune from the poisons of patriotisn and the worn-out
mystical cult of " national character.”

To Lord Grey, as to Walther Rathenau, war ssemed
dissgrous folly. He forced himsalf to plead some excuse
for it. He found the excuse in the rivalry of " independent
nations " each with a "sandard of excedlence” which it
vaunted as the highest. This rivalry, he declared, was
" the moral judtification for international strife and war."
He took exactly the same line as Rathenau. It was the
only lineleft for an apologist of war to take.

It was still being taken by a few shallow-minded persons
even during the sscond of the world wars which brought
western civilization to the verge of collapse. In a book
which was published while this conflict was still raging
(St. George and the Dragon), Lord Elton wrote fatuoudy
of war as" the supreme agent of the evolutionary process "
and " the one test mankind has yet contrived of a nation's
fitness to survive" A doctrine which was rightly
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denounced as poisonous and damnable when Bernhardi
and other German writers put it forward, and which was
cited as proof of the German character! Yet British
writers adopted it and presumably therefore betrayed the
same character. They could find no other plea which
could seem to justify war.

Nations have aways been taught by their Ruling
Glases that it is a patriotic duty to fight for * the country.”
Themass of people everywher e have accepted that teaching.
They have fought whenever a Ruling Class told them they
must beloyal and patriotic.

Once kings and nobles appealed for personal loyalty.
When that trick failed because of the perception that their
interests and the Peoplés were by no means identical, they
changed the form of their incitement and urged, not only
the necessty, but the beauty of risking life for " the
country."

Dulce et decorum est pro patria mori (Dying for onés
country is a fine and fitting end). This concealed what
were actually the same interests as before—those of the
Ruling Class, but the mass of people did not know it.
They fought and died, poor fools, deluded into the belief
that they had something to gain, territory or prestige,
or wiping a dain off national honour, or preserving
democracy.

But, while the masss are thus easly decelved, a few
people here and there fed the need of intellectual con-
viction. In order to satidy and entrap them, a new theory
of " patriotic" duty was invented. This represented war
to be necessry as " a means of testing gandards and
ideals," and of securing progress by the aid of thosewhich
triumphed, and were therefore the more worthy of
acceptance.

This theory was not produced for the mases They
would be bewildered by talk of conflicting ideals;, they
would laugh with wholesome common ssnse at thesuggestlon
that theymustuphold their " standard of general excdlencer!
as superior to all others.
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No, the " dash-of-ideals" excuse is intended for the
few who use their intellects, and who form what is called
public opinion. The many aways take their beliefs
from a few. To hinder the few from proclaiming the
folly and needlesness of war, and of causng it to ceasg,
this notion of conflicting ideals was conceived and gravely
argued.

Successively the apologists of war have had to abandon

theduty of fightingfor God,

the duty of fightingfor divinely appointed kings,
theadvantage of fighting for territory,

the advantage of fighting for trade.

Each of these defences has been, in turn, thrown down.
Now die defenders try to screen themsdves behind this
flimsy invention of warring sandards and divergent
national ideals, an offshoot from the deluson of national
character.

How has progress ever been hasened by war? By
what war havefiner idealsbeen imposed on the conquered ?
Why did the French fight from 1793 till 1798 for freedom
from despotism, and then until 1815 for a despot ? How
could the Tsarist tyranny be said to have the same ideals
at the outbreak of the 1914 War as French Republicanism
or British congitutional monarchy? When did the
American people discover that they and the Germans had
differing sandards of excelence? Only when the anti-
German allies owed so much money in the U.S.A. that
Big Busness could not afford to see them beaten !

Both Lord Grey and Rathenau deceived themsdves.
No rulers ever went to war for ideals. Nor are different
ideals to be found among nations, though at times, under
the influence of masshyseria, they may repeat certain
dogans, bellow catchwords they do not understand.

All peoples living under conditionsthat are in the main
the same (economic, climatic, dietetic, agricultural, and so
on) havein themain the ssme dandardsand ideals. Th*se
are smple enough, | have stated-them more than once.
| will gate them again. To live in moderate comfort, to
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earn a deady income, to fed secure againg calamity or
change. To be loved by wife and childien, respected by
neighbours. To deal honestly and helpfully with friends
and acguaintances, and not too hardly with others.

These are the usual srings of conduct among people of
all nations. They do not talk of ideals, do not even think
about them—unless they are presented in vague, attractive
guise with an intoxicating flow of words. They can be
madeto believein war-timethat they areafiner breed than
the enemy; that they aim at making the world better,
while the enemy aims at making it worse. But, when war
is over, the peoples pick up again the threads of daily life.
Ideals and sandards remain on each sSde what they were
before.

There was far more divergence of ideal among the
well-to-do middle-class and the mass of the population in
Britain, in America, in Germany, than there could be
among the warring nations. In all of these countries the
well-to-do middle-dasses held the ssmeviews; the masses
had their views also; and the views of the first were far
from being identical with those of the others.

In each Sate the well-to-do middle-class followed the
gandard of Finance. To them the" country " meant the
financial sysem. In each the masss had no dear idea as
towhat they meant by " the country,” but were attached to
an abdraction. They did believe, however, that, because
it was their country, it was superior to any other. That
belief both causes and prolongs wars.

Not less unfortunate in its results is the identification of
the" country" with aparticular group of temporary rulers,
and the pretence that patriotisn compes a blind following
of those leaders for the time being.

| dress " temporary " because so many people, seeing
the conditions of the hour with no background of history
behind them, igaaginethat" whatever is" is, not necessarily
" bedt," but unalterable. Objectorsto Socialisn are most
of them convinced that the sysem called Capitalism has
been in operation from time immemorial. Even if you tell
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them that it is scarcdy more than 150 years old, and that
during those 150 years it has congantly been changing its
form, they will not believe you. Yet if anything can be
aserted as a generality beyond cavil, it is that nothing lagts
long.

As late as the middle of the nineteenth centuiy, when
Trollope was writing his novels, dukes were ill revered
and influential in England. Less than a century before
that they had been the mogt important people in the State.
Now it is no exaggeration to say that dukes have les
importance than dustman. Were dusgmen to be with-
drawn, the greets would be dirty; the wind would blow
noxious germs into our nogrils, eyes throats, disase
would rage; death would diminish populations. If all the
British dukes were knocked on the head or exiled, their
disappearance would make no difference, it would not be
noticed outsde the circle of their rdations friends,
and employees  All would go on as before.

The same is true of the nobility in France who for 150
years have had the same position as the dukes in England
now occupy. Yet both the French and the British
arigocracy seemed at one time to be as necessary and
permanent as the sun, moon, and sars

Since 1900 we have seen for our sdves how temporary are
even themod per manent-looking structur es of gover nment.
Anyone who had predicted in that year the disappearance
within lessthan a generation of thethree European Empires
—Russa, Austria, Germany— would have been laughed at.

Only twelve months before he was an exile the dictator
Louis Napoleon ssamed to be at the height of his power.
Diaz, dictator in Mexico, had the appearance of unshakeable
drength until he was compelled to save his life by flight.

In all these cases and in every case like them, " the
country " meant something different as soon as the sysem
of government had been changed. What had been patriotic
was sditious (for example, attachment to dynasty, loyalty
to tradition). What had been treasonable became the
law of theland.
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" COUNTRY" MEANS RULING CLASS

The daims of sodiety have always, as a matter of brute fact,
been identified with the daims of a ruling dligarchy—Aldous
Huxleyin" Endsand Means."

We have till the continuing menace of a comparatively small
number of people who honestly believe in their superior right to
influence and direct the Government, and who are unable or
unwilling to sseeand admit that the practicesby which they maintain

their privileges are har mful to the body politic—Presdent Franklin
Roosevelt, 1938.

The colour of a State is determined by the colour of the mind
of itscitizens or, perhaps one should say, of those citizens who con-
trol its government.—Leonard Wool/.

I HAVE tried to show, =0 far, that the phrase " our

country" has two meanings, one domegic, the other
political. In this sscond snse " our country" is the
sysem of government under which welive, and in particular
the rulers who happen for the moment to be running that
system.
The eighteenth century saw the connection between
country " and rulers more clearly than we do—saw that
patriotism was used often as a doak for dishonourable,
even criminal desgns " The last refuge of a scoundrd,”
Dr. Johnson called it. Gibbon meant the same thing
when he wrote in 1772: " Charles Fox has become a
patriot, and is already attempting to pronounce the words
" country,” 'liberty,” ' corruption '—with what success
time will discover.”

When a nation istold: " The country mustprepare to
defend itself" at enormous cos because armaments
preserve peace, it means only that the politicians in power
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have decided on an armaments programme. Wer e a change
of government to occur, the new one might prefer to rely
on a sysem of collective security. Then the opinion of
" the country " would be that armaments on a large scale
always lead to war.

When the 1914 call went forth in Britain, " Your King
and country need you," it meant that the politicians had
" sumbled and staggered " into a war which had to be
fought with all the resources available. They were " the
country " for the time being; they had to be supported.
The king, who had nothing whatever to do ether with the
war or with the eventsthat had led up toit, wasput in asa
matter of form.

Her eagain wefind that the past hashanded usawor n-out
tradition which ought to have been thrown away, but
which we have treasured and adapted to modern use

A monarch (literally, a sngle ruler) was in truth " the
country." He could call on all his subjects to sacrifice
themsdves for it. Then the monarchs places were taken
by Cabinets, which kept up the distinction between " the
country " and the peoplewholiveinit. When they talked
of "the country's interest,” they meant "the interest of the
Ruling Class" It wasthe perception of thisfact which made
S0 many young men declare that the appeal to fight for
their country did not move them. In cool blood, looking
at the matter in the geady light of reason, not in a glow of
emotion, they saw that " the country " was a rhetorical
expresson meaning the small number who mainly own
and effectively control it.

Under monarchical rule "the country" was the
monarch's etate. Under dictatorship it isan embodiment
of the dictator's will or whim. Under a democratic sysem
it means a Cabinet, and behind the Cabinet the individuals
or dass whose will Ministers must obey.

Far back in the pas we s this method of dupery in
Operation. At one period there were in England almost
as many separate kingdoms as ther e are counties now. They
fought frequently againg one another. Appeals for the
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mystical loyalty of their inhabitants to petty rulers induced
them to fight. At a still earlier period priest-kings had
ordered their subjects to kill and ravage for the honour of
their tribal deities.

As belief in local gods faded, as small independent
territories became merged in large ones, as the delusion of
dlvmel?/-appomted monarchs lost its grip, it was necessary
for rulers to use some other mydtical appeal. " The
country * came into being as an object of worship. Under
the name of " the State ™ its supposed interest was even
exalted above that of the individuals who composd it.
As priess of Baal showed their devotion by gashin
themsdlves with knives, so men and women were expect
to sacrifice their comfort, their liberty, their self-respect,
for the benefit of " the State," which, in fact, sgnifies those
who arein control of the State.

Not until the Peoples put from them all thought of war,
and have done away with Ruling Classes which look on war
as necessary for the stability or enlargement of their power,
will the worship of the country, the State, die out. - With
it will die the ignorant belief in the differences between
people inhabiting different territories, from which belief
sorings the illusion of national character.

When that occurs, all men will be known to belong to
one great family. The trlfllnq surface differences which
distinguish some from others will ssem unimportant when
S againg the ingtincts and qualities which are common to
all—the fundamental humanity which all share.

Then there will be no cult 6f " the country "; national
patriotism will be as dead as the patriotisms which once
centred round an altar, athrone, acity. Mankind will be
free from many of the bugbears which haunt it—the bug-
bear of racial pride, the bugbear of inherent ditinctions
between groups of humanity, the bugbear of supposedly
hostlle;})]opular interestsand of enmitiesdiligently engineer-
ed. Theworld will be everyon€e's country, and theaim st
beforeall men—tomakeliferich and full and free.

James Russell Lowell defined "country ™ in its political
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sne as " certain persons eevated for the time being to
high station." He saw, too, what a French boy, fighting
for Spanish freedom, expresssd nobly when he said:
" My country is wherever liberty is in danger. The
American poet and diplomat put the same thought into
different, but not less stirring words :—

" QOur true country is bounded on the north and
south, on the east and the west, by Justice.”

He proclaimed that patriotisn was a shifting quicksand
which called for enthusasm, now on behalf of one causg
now in favour of another, and that its different objects often
followed one another with bewildering rapidity.

Patriotism denotes support of theaimswhich at any given
moment are being pursued by the visible or invisblerulers
of a country. It has no solid or permanent quality. It
alters with the tides—tides of national sentiment, material
prosperity, bold democratic advance, or cowering sub-
misson to despotism.

" Be patriots ! " cries the monarch intent upon theft of
territory. " Whereis your patriotisn ?" aks the dema-
gogue, urging the mob to fling the monarch out. " Your
patriotic duty to die!" shouts the same demagogue,
when he has muddled his country into war .

Analyse what is meant by the word " country " when
it isused in conjunction with patriotism: it will be found to
Sgnify always, as Lowell put it, " certain persons elevated
for the time being to high gation " —in plainer language,
the momentary rulers who sesk in a nation's name.
Equally, what these rulers gesk gives the key-note to the
" national character." | will illustrate this by examples.

In the middle of lag century a British Government
declared war on Russa. Many thousands of British young
men " patriotically" gave their lives " for their country,”
as they believed, in the Crimea. Not many years passd
before it was agreed that this war had been a ghasly
misgake. A member of another Government, the famous
Lord Salisbury, for a long time Conservative Prime
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Minister, said it had been an error to back the Sultan of
Turkey againg the Tsar.

Was it " the country" that sent all these patriotic
young men to their deaths in the Crimea? Was it " the
country " which admitted that they threw away their lives
for nothing ?

No, it wasin each casea group of politicianswho, in the
first, made a hideous blunder; and, in the second, admitted
that a blunder had been made. Theadmisson was belated.
The patriotic young men stayed dead.

Again, during the years 1899-1902 " the country"”
was called on by a British Cabinet to send large numbers of
its young men to conquer the South African Dutch
Republics (Transvaal and Orange Free State). Immense
cod was incurred in subduing the Boer farmers. Theaim
of the gatesmen who made the war, Cecil Rhodes, Josgph
Chamberlain, and Alfred Milner, wasto add theterritories
then annexed to the British Imperial possesons The
Government (Conservative) which was in power in Britain
concurred in this plan. Some years later a new Govern-
ment (Liberal) resolved very wisdly to hand die territories
back to the Boers.  Thisled to the Union of South Africa
being formed as a sdf-governing Dominion. Now the
British Government in London has nothing to do with
South African affairs.

Thus " the country” changed its mind completely within
sven years. Those who protested againg the war, those
who declined to " fight for their country,” were proved to
have been right. Those who died or were disabled for
life "on behalf of their country” were shown soon after-
wards, by the action their country took, to have died or
been mutilated for an end which their country repudiated.

Until monarchs became back numbers, the flame of
patriotism used to be fanned by monarchical belows.
L oyalty bordered very often on lunacy. The Churches
proclaimed obedience to kings as an essentia virtue, on a
level with obedience to God (except when kings refused to
do what the Churches told them; in such event subjects
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were released from their obligations and at times even
encouraged to murder their soveregns). A mysic
devotion to the idea of monarchy conquered all the doubts
aroused by the wickedness or imbecility of monarchs.  In
general, thewor s kingswer ethemost popular.

Thenoveis Smollett made Roderick Random ridicule a
French soldier who told him " he had the honour of seeing
Louis X1V and of receiving many wounds in helping to
esablish hisglory." Roderick " could not help expressng
his astonishment at the absurdity of a rational being who
thought himself highly honoured in being permitted to
encounter abject poverty, oppresson, famine, dissase
mutilation, and evident death, merely to gratify the vicious
ambition of a prince by whom his sufferings were disre-
garded and his name utterly unknown."

If Frenchmen were forced to fight, Roderick continued,
he could praise their patience and fortitude; if they were
taking up arms in defence of their injured country, they
might be applauded; if they had fled to the Army in order
to avoid greater evils (though greater could hardly be
imagined), they might justify their choice. But for a man
to undergo hardship and risk his life to win glory for his
prince

" was no more than professng himself a desperate
dave, who voluntarily underwent theutmost wr etched-
nessand peril, and committed themos flagrant crimes
to soothe the barbarous pride of a fellow-creature, his
superior in nothing but the power he derived from
the submisson of such wretchesashim.”

That wasthe ddusion which afflicted the mind of Europe
before the chimera of national character was invented.
It lasted longer in France than dsewhere.  The devotion
inspired by Napoleon was fully as warm as that lavished on,
Louis X1V . In England the last king for whom subjects
felt proud to die was Charles |, though as late as 1745 a
worthless descendant of his found many Scots and some
English foolish enough to offer him their lives.
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Napoleon was a romantic figure, a skilful commander
in the field. Hetook care of his men, gave them oppor-
tunitiesto rise.  Sdf-sacrificing loyalty to him was not $0
ludicrousastoakingwhodid nothingin all hislifeto endear
himself to his subjects or in any way impress their imagi-
nation. The Young Pretender and the first two Georges
extinguished personal devotion to the idea of monarchy in
England. For that idea, however, there was promptly
substituted another almost equally harmful—pridein being
English. Thiswas cleverly fosered by cunning paliticians
as a means of gaining votes. It led their dupes into
exoesxs not less absurd than those which were born of the
monar chical illusion.

Just about the time when Smollett was satirizing the
French, Voltaire, as we have seen earlier, was making fun
of an English sailor, who was boaging of English liberty,
although at the moment hewas being carried off by a press-
gang for forced servicein the Navy. Freedom became the
national deity and was wor shipped, like other deities, with
decent dissmulation by rulers, with unthinking acquiescence
by theruled.

Wordsworth wrote sonnets to it while the population
was being reduced to a condition harder than that of daves
Tennyson made rhymes about it at a period when another
poet with cearer vison and purer sympathy called on her
countrymen to heed " The Cry of the Children." The
middle-class, enriched by davery and thetoil of tiny hands,
declared England to be the finest country in the world.
And the poor fools who had been liberated from the
dominance of the King legend rushed to put themsdves
under adeluson not lesshar mful.

As we look back across the bloodstained wagte of history,
the temptation is strong to give up hope that the massss
will ever oceae to be victims of sdf-seeking, ruthless
domineering men. Escaped from one tyranny, they pass
immediately under another. Relieved from the. super-
gitions nurtured by priestcraft, they allow ptesbyters to
mpose upon them follies and horrors not less disgusting.
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Now that kings can no longer treat them as " packs of
svage hounds " and halloo them on againg other packs,
they are persuaded by paliticians to halloo themsdves on.
The concept of royalty having become what Crown Prince
Rudolph of Austria called it—" a mighty ruin "—mabs
allow dictators to build upon the dust and wreckage fresh
dructures of absolutism.

" What is the u2" we are at moments forced to ak
oursves " of trying to save these credulous, unreflecting
mases ? Their degtiny is to be deceived.”

Yet, if our belief in the ultimate triumph of what is
rational and natural can overcome this temptation, we cast
off doubts. We take courage from the emergence in
the U.S.S.R. of a group of governing men who made
what Carlyle called the Condition of the People question
their main concern.  Weremember, too, that inthe U.S.A.
a Presdent proclaimed that a nation's greatness can lie in
" threatening none, coveting the possessons of none,
desiring the overthrow of none."

At the time those words were spoken by Woodrow
Wilson, the American people thrilled to them as their
forefathers had thrilled to Abraham Lincoln's. Noble
words sincerdy sooken sddom fail of their effect.  Unfor-
tunately the effect does not lagt long if it is followed by
words, deceitful, cynical, from other people; words
appealing to the basar dement in human nature.

Americans have been through many moods snce Wilson
stirred the bes in them by refusing to make war on the
worn-out pretext of defending national honour, or in order
to protect busness interests. They saw him compeled
to fight so that the Allies might not default on their debtsto
American manufacturers and money-lenders. That made
them doubt his sincerity. But there will came other
leaders with Wilson's ideals and more than Wilson's ability
to make them realities,

Neither the American nor any other nation can attain to
such reality under its own steam, so to gpeak. No crowd
has initiative. It acts upon suggesion or remains inert.
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It mugt beled if it is to do more than make a noise.  Its
leaders must have the power to persuade, the forceto carry
mases of people with them, the persstence that alone can
keep the mases keyed up to high resolves  This implies
belief in themsdves, joined to belief in a cause; it implies
the consuming, fiery faith that can move mountains.

All great human movements have energy of that order
behind them. If the energy lads long enough to let a
sysem be formed, the movement remains for a time part of
the world-order. If it evaporates before its achievements
can be systematized, as Orphism did, and Mithraism later
on, it is no more heard of, except in a footnote to history.
Sometimes a sysem alters completely the bass of a move-
ment. Thus Pauline Chrigtianity altered the teaching of
Jesus substituting for comradeship as the bads of a good
life the acceptance of unintdligible dogma, while later
development laid upon Christiansthe necessity of surrender -
ing conscience either to a priest or to a book.

Often a sysem disappoints those who were persuaded to
follow the movement out of which it grew. Voices are
raised againg it. The belief spreads that a migake was
made. Institutions which claim to be insgparable from
" the country " are thrown down. The French mistook
their emperor's interest for " their country's"” when they
went to war in 1870. They quickly changed their minds,
however, and chased their emperor out. Did he take
" thecountry " withhim ?

Do we say that the Germans were animated by genuine
" love of country " when they cheered for war in 1914 ?
No; we say they were dduded by the Hohenzollerns.
When they discovered the deuson, out went the
Hohenzollern dynasty. But "the country” did not go
toliveat Doomin Holland!

Therewas no cheering for Hitler'swars, no belief among
the German People that they were fighting for anything
worth while. Hitler had to give out that they were
defending themsdlves, that he had been forced into war by
Britain. But they werewell awarethat he attacked Poland
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with the knowledge that Britain was pledged to its support.
They say: " Our country made ancther mistake, greater
than that of 1914." They mean that Hitler did. Hewas
" thecountry " for thetimebeing.

When peoplearetold " Y ou must fight for your country "
it means they mugt fight for the policy of a Gover nment—
that is, for what a dictator or a Cabinet of politicians have
decided on. (They do not always decide, do not always
haveapolicy. They" sumble and sagger,” they blunder
intowar.)

That in the pagt aimog any king, emperor, dictator, or
bunch of poaliticians, as soon as they made war deliberately,
or blundered into it, could count upon the almost united
support of their nations, shows how completdy crazy the
mass of people go at the sound of the word " war " after
hearing or reading a few warlike spesches made by poli-
ticians.

Try to imagine " our country,” in the political snsg,
apart from politicians. Try to attach any other snse to
" patriotism." Itisnot possble

It is sometimes argued:—

" Politicians represent’ the country ' because they have
been eected to do .

" | f the dectors change their minds, the paliticians can
bedisplaced.

" Persuason can make dectors change their minds;, o
the road to better thingsis always open.”

That sounds plausible, but nobody who has seen how
eections are won can admit that persuason has much to
do with victory. It should be the deciding factor, but at
the gage which British and American democracy has
reached it is usually propaganda which decides,

Far more powerful than any argument is a catch-word,
a dogan, a phrase that gicks in a voter's mind, while
reasoned appeals can get no lodgment there.

Analyss having shown that "our country" holds
different meanings for different people, no succinct
definition of it is possble. That any mysic bond exists,
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uniting al who belong to a nation, is palpable nonsense,
saing how frequently they fight among themsdves for
opposng interests or ideals. _ _ _

We do nor need to go back to past history for illustrations
of this. We have ssen for oursdves many examples of
nations divided so deeply and bitterly asto make theideaof
national character or the genius of the race nonsendcd.
Does the Spanish character lean towards feuddism, the
rule of soldiers, submission to priestly pretensons, or inthe
direction of democracy, equality, freedom from every kind
of dominance and superstition? Is the genius of the
Russan Savs favourable to absolutism or arepublic, the
rule of aﬁrlvneged few or government by and for the people,
a Church corrupt and retrograde or unfettered play of
mind? Were the Garmans more truly represented by
their triumvirate, Hitler, Goering, and Goebbels, or by men
whom they droveinto exile such asEinstein, Bruno Frank,
ThomasMann? . .

Sometimes we can attribute what are called " da;?es in
national character " to the initiative of a sngle man. Kemal
Ataturk had this kind of influence on the Turks. He gave
them new outlooks he altered their ingtitutions and, more
important still, their customs; he aroused them from the
lethargy of fataism. In China Sun-yat-sen's gppeds,
backed up by prominent and powerful friends, persuaded
the Chinese that they were not behind the West in energy
intelligence, or enterprise, and soon the world was saying
" The Chinexe character is not what it wes"—without
perceiving that such an admission exploded the " national
charecter ™ idea.

Another proof of its falsty is the asence of ay tie
dosdy binding together the members of a nation. To
ugoes that all who are™ fellow-countrymen " are conscious
of mutual sympathy is as plainly untrue asit would be to
sy that they have common interests. Bring together
haf-a-dozen busness men of different nationdities, or
half-a-dozen doctors, or haf-a-dozen professors: they will
meke friends more quickly, find more to talk about,
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discover that they have more in common, than half-a-dozen
people chosen haphazard from any one nation.

If there were reality in the " fellow-countrymen " idea,
employers would not keep down the wages and refuse to
shorten the hours of their workers who share nationality
with them. Manufacturers and traders would not pile up
profits at the expense of citizens of their own State. They
might be harsh or extortionate to "foreigners” but not to
anybody beongingtothesame™ fatherland " asthemsdves.

We do not find that the " country " has any of these
effects; it is no more than a sentimental catchword,
sve in the mouths of those who use it for their own
pur poses.

All are bound up together:—

the nation as a separate entity,
national interest,

national character,

national superiority,

national honour.

All are used—unwittingly by some—to deceive people;
to make them subservient to self-appointed rulers, who may
flaunt the power of absolutism or may remain in the shadow,
giving directions unseen, as financial groups do; to keep
up the deluson that war is natural and necessary.

uUntil we can blow away these deceptions we cannot hope
for moresanity, greater tolerance, wider sympathy, in human
affairs. Thefirst gep towards lasting peace is to convince
oursglvesthat the barrier of nationality isno morereal than
barriers of religion or race, both of which in the past have
been looked on as insurmountable.

When men divided themsdves into smaller units than
nations, a gens, a family, was hogtile to other gentes. Then
families coalesced into tribes, and tribes warred with each
other. Inhabitants of different digricts in England and
Scotland lived in enmity, so long as they had different
rulers whose interest lay in keeping them at loggerheads

Now we admit that these barriers were artificial. We
laugh at the suggestion that Y orkshiremen and Devon men,
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East-country and Midland folk, could ever have been in any
sne sparate drains of humanity; and if it be suggested
that their interests may have been opposed before they
were merged in the English nation, the reply is that,
while their rulers® interess certainly dashed, those of the
ruled were identical. What all wanted was security of
livelihood at home and peace abr oad.

So long as Scotland was an independent kingdom,
and Ireland the unwilling vassal of England, the surface
unlikenesses between Scots, Irish, and English were dwelt
upon, emphasized, exaggerated. When they intermarried,
lived under the same laws, were given education which
aimed at wiping out any ingstence on sgparate nationality,
theidea of it gradually faded.

Snce Ireland became a Dominion and its rulers st
about reviving the idea, the separateness of the Irish has
been assrted afresh. |If Scottish nationality were to be
transformed from a pleasant glow of romantic idealism
into an illusion that Scots and English are racially and by
character unlike one another, there would follow a smilar
parade of separatism. That might occur if Scotland also
had Dominion satus and were to be ruled by paliticians
eager to enhance their own importance at no matter what
expensetothe mass of people.

Such eagerness always has been noticeable in politicians,
if allowed to be shown. Wisest of all democracies, the
Athenian made provison for expelling by the method of
odracism any ruler in whom such a tendency appeared.
In all democratic congitutions of the future the principle
of the recall should be firmly embedded. Otherwise
politicianswill beasmischievousaswer ekingsand emperors
in keeping peoples apart.

T he advance of knowledge, the extending of civilization,
have thrown down many of the fences which helped to do
that. We recognize our common descent, we -are begin-
ning to realize our common interest. The chief obgtacle
in the way of that realization is the illusion of national
character.






The Saentific Outlook

IN critical times, when emotional forces are dominant in most of
us, the scientific outlook becomes especially valuable. What is
the scientificoutlook ? 1t isan attitude of mind, away of think-
ing which is_characteristic of all true men of science. The
essential quality of the scientific outlook isfreedom from biasor
ﬁrejudlce.TheonIy obj ectiveof thescientististruth, nomatter

ow unpleasant it may be or how much discomfiture it may
cause among people whose cherished beliefs are proved to be
€rroneous. he genuine scientist searches out the facts, test-
ing and evaluating as he proceeds. Hetriesto distinguish the
true from the false, the significant from thetrivial. Hisdis
ciplined imagination suggests explanations for the things he
observes. Every fact and idea must be impartially examined
and tested beforeit can beaccepted or rgjected, and the scientist
is prepared to abandon any hypothesis or theory if some new
fact showsit to beuntenable. This cautiousand critical testing
of ideasisahabit of mind difficult for theaverageman toadopt,
particularly in regar_d to the problems of human society. Itis
relatively easy to be impartial about the properties of matter,
but it isdifficult to be objective and unFrej udiced when con-
sidering the great and complex problems of political and
economicor ganization.

The Rationalist Press Association exists to foster and culti-
vate the scientific outlook and the arts of reason. Since its
foundation over forty years ago it has printed and sold more
than six million cheap reprints of the works of the great con-
structive thinkers, and hundreds of thousands of copies of
new wor ks on Science, Philosophy, History, and Religion. The
R.P.A. defines Rationalism as the unreServed acceptance, of
reason asthe guidingfactor in human affairs and the rejection
of all arbitrary assumptionsof moral or intellectual authority.
Ethical values must be subject to the sanction of reason and
experience, and not dictated by any vested interest.

TheR.P.A.bdievesthat if ascientificand rational outlook is
toprevail it must be fostered by groups of sincere men and wo-
men in every part of the country who will strive to makeits
meaning and valueknown tothepublic. By becoming members
of the R.P.A. they can maintain personal contact with other
Rationalists and discuss with them the best methods of prop-

aganda.
JOIN THE RP.A. NOW

(See over for Application Farm)

NOTE.—Member sareentitled toreceivepublicationsof the
Association to the full value of their Annual Subscriptions.
Minimum Subscription, 5e.



APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP

To THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
TheRationalist Press Association Limited,
Nos. 4-6 Johnson's Court, Fleet Street, London, E.C. 4.

DEAR SIR,

1 desireto become a Member® of the Rationalist Press
Asxociation | imited, and enclose herewith my first annual
UDSCrPtion” Of...oveeveerreerse g my Membership to
commence with thecurrent year . | agreetoabld_ebﬁtheRules
and Regulations of the Association as st forth in the M emo-
randum and Articles of Association.

Pl [If lady, date whether Mrs. or Miss]

write Address

block

letters
Occupation...........ccceeeveinn...
[Completion Optional]

Date........oooveviiiinnnn. Signature

A Subscriber who does not wish to have his or her name
published in the Annual Report or any other subscription list
can add heretheinitialsor pseudonym under which the contri-
bution is to be acknowledged.

Initials or Pseudonym

1 Persons under twenty-one years of age are not eligible for Membership, but
ma}l become " Non-member Subscribers”

The minimum subscription is 5s, but it is hoped that those who can afford
to subscribe more liberally will do so. )

3 Subscriptions are due in advance on the first of January of each year, so
that persons who apply for Membership late in the year should cross out " the
current" and subgtitute " next" if it be not their intention to renew the sub-
scription in the following January. Members joining late in the year, how-
ever, areentitled to receive the Assocdiation's publicationsto the full value of .their
subscriptions. ) o o )

4 The Memorandum and Articles of Association, or any desired information,
will beforwarded freeon Armliratinn to the Secretary












