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RESPONSIBILITY TO THE PEOPLE. 

It has been noted  that  the  language 
held  by  the Hon. William  Sulzer 1s amaz- 
ingly  like that of the Hon. Theodore 
Roosevelt.  Eoth are tremendously  strong 
on giving  “the people” exactly  what  they 
want  when  they  want  it,  and on  compel- 
ling all office-holders  to  be  rlgldly ac- 
countable at all  times  to  the  voters.  In- 
deed, in this doctrme, Mr. Sulzer  long 
anticipated Mr. Roosevelt. He has pro- 
claimed it in  season  and  out of season, 
with  thought  and  without It-mostly the 
latter-these  many  years.  The  sonorous 
old  phrases  naturally,  therefore, come 
more  trippingly  from  his  tongue  than 
they do from Mr. Roosevelt‘s. All  power 
direct  from  the people, all  responskbility 
Immediately  and  continuously  to the  
people-that  has  been  the  “bountlful 
answer”  that fits all  political  questlons, 
whlch Mr. Sulzer  set  forth  in a hundred 
speeches  long  before  the Colonel took i t  
up. In this respect,  Roosevelt  and  Sulzer 
to-day  illustrate  the  fellowship of kin 
dred  minds. 

Responsibility t o  the people has  often 
as we  all  know,  been  made  to  cover 
multitude of polltical  sins. It 1s a glil: 
and mouth-filling  phrase,  the  real  mean 

, ing of which, in  any  given case,  dependr 
upon  the  spirlt  and  purpose of the  pub 
lic  man  who  uses It We  know  what Gov 
Hughes  meant by it. He  announced tha 
he  held  hls  commission  from  the peoplc 
of New York,  and  that  he  intended  to bc 
their responsible  Executive,  but  the  re 
sult   was  to fill the  State  wlth  cries o 
rage by offended politicians.  Hughes 
they said, was a compound of the revolu 
tionist  and  the  renegade.  Much  the Sam1 
was sa1d of Woodrow  Wilson  when hl 
followed the  same  line as Governor 0 
New  Jersey. On the  other  hand, bosse: 
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and political  corruptionlsts  have  always 

and  everywhere  simplifying  political analysis  and  egplanation.  The  thing 
give  more  power  and a longer  tenure, Croker  and  Theodore  Roosevelt,  requires 
accountabillty  in officials to  whom WE ing, as by a single  blanket,  Rlchard 
to office, while  appointing  more, fixing people,” which  is  thus  capable of covet- 
to  restore it is by electing  fewer  men that a phrase  like  “responslbillty  to  the 
scured and dissipated,  and that the  wa Smith with Gov. Wilson. It is obvious 
ity to  the  people  has  been  too  much 01 at one  with  Charles E. Hughes,  “Jim” 
when  he  Insists  that  actual  responsibi hp-professions go,  Boss Barnes  would  be- 
also  with  the  best  practlce, of our  tlmt  and  death  over  them. In this, so far as 
tainly in line  wlth  the  best  opinion, an that the  people  held  the  power of life 
wick  suggestively develops. H e  is cei s tant  effort  to  satisfy  them,  knowlng 

Tbis 1s the  theme  which Mr. Sed€  the people, and that it was  their con- 
efeectlve- said that all their  lnfluence  came  from 
People to  make  their  will  known  an’ they  might  carry it out.  They, too, have 
would  make it harder than ever  for  th what  was  the  popular will in order  that 
we have  any  reason  to  dread,  and  reall: loudly  professed  the  desire to know 
tyrannous  power  within  the  state whit: 

cannot  be so simple as it-looks.  There 
must  be  some  catch m it,  some  misun- 
derstanding. 

.The whole  question  was  examined  by 
Mr. Arthuk  Sedgwick jn his Godkin 
Lectures at Harvard,  which  have  now 
been issued  by the Scribners  under  the 
title  “The  Democratic Mistake.” Mr. 
Sedgwlck  does  not  in  the  least  reJect 
the  idea of the  necessity of political  re. 
sponsihillty  to  the people, under 
form of government.  Rather  he  exalts 
it.  But  he  shows  by an inqulry inta 
the  history of the conception,  and  its 
actual  worklng  out in practice,  what 
abuses  have  crept in under  guise of it: 
and  what  changes  are  needful if t h ~  
fundamental  idea  is  to  he  made of real 
value. In  the  beginning, the though1 
was t o  find  some  authority  other  than 
the  Crown or the  Ministry  to whom 
public officials should  be “answerable,’ 
by whom  they  might  be  censured if  un 
faithful, and deprived of their  posi 
tlons. It was  natural,  and it was  wise 
in our  young  democracy,  to  substitutt 
“the people” for the old  reviewing anc 
controlling  power of King or  Cablnet 
But from this it  did  not at all follov 
that t h e  only  way  to  enforce  responsi 
bility  to  the  people  was by frequen 
elections,  by a large multiplication o 
elective offices, and  by  the  creation o 
complicated  political  machinery. “Whel 
annual elections cease, tyranny beglns.’ 
There  may  be  some  force in that Ten 
erable  saylng,  but it all depends UPOI 1 the  political  conditions  prevailing. 
there is in  existence a greedy  boss 0 

an all-powerful  machine,  dlctating a1 
nominations and demanding all patron 
age, the election of a lot of official 
every  year  would  merely  mean  glonou 
new  opportunities  to  build  up  the  onl; 
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oachinery as much as possible. Com- 
aisslon  government,  the  concentration 
bf authority in executives, the 5 h O I - t  bal- 
ot, biennial  or  triennial  Legislatures, 
ontinuity in office of useful  public  ser- 
,ants during good  behavior-all these 
hings, so  much  cried  out  against  by pol- 
tlcians of the  baser  sort,  are  truly de- 
,ices to  make  responslbility  to  the peo- 
,le  more  real.  Contrast  all  this  with 
dr. Sulzer’s  notlon of making  spolls of 
”11 the offices as speedily as possible. He 
vould have  “rotation in office,” as a 
neans of making  the  people a force 1n 
he  government,  but  what  he  would ac- 
ually  bring  about in that way  would  be 

demoralization  and  degradation of the 
mblic  service,  while  leaving  the people 
n such a whirl of being  “rotated”  that 
.hey  would  not  know  whom  to  commend 

whom to  punish. 

- 

“REAL”  POPULAR  GOTERNMENT. 
The  decision of the  Callforma Su- 

Ireme  Court  in  the  Taft-Roosevelt elec- 
:oral  contest is an illuminating com- 
nent  upon  the  glib  charge that 
:ourts  have  usurped  legislative  func- 
ions,  and,  besides,  are so fossilized that 
they  cannot  properly  interpret  acts 
which a re  In accord  with  modern  ideas 
3f Justice.  To  the  mind of every  Judge 
,f the  California  court,  the  primary  law 
which he  was  interpreting  was  anything 
but a guarantee of political  Justice. Its 
practical effect is the  disfranchisement 
of scores of thousands of voters.  Yet 
the  court  meekly bowed its head  to  the 
sovereign  will of the people, constitu- 
tionally  expressed,  and  set  the  seal of 
legality  upon  the  morally  indefensible 
ccjurse of the  Johnson  Republican  organ- 
ization. The recall of decisions could 
have  done no more.  Such  lncldents as 
this make  one  wonder  whether,  after 
all,  the  indictment of our  representative 
institutions  is so complete as  to  call f o r  
them  condemnation. To ask a still’ 
bolder  question, Is direct  legislation 
synonymous  with  popular  government? 

An answer,  one  would  think,  must be 
in t h e  pages of the September 

nals of :he Amerzcan  Academy of Politi- 
cal and Socaal Xczence, which  is concern- 
ed with  the  initiative,  the  referendum, 
and  the  recall. As one  proceeds  through 
the  volume, it becomes evident that the 
work of getting  the  people  to  rule  them- 
selves  has  not  been  wlthout its difficul- 
ties.  Certain  kinds of measures, Indeed, 
are  regarded as unsuited  for popular- 
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consideration at all, not  because of any 
preconceived  theory of the  limits of a 
pure  democracy,  but  because  experience, 
eBen a short  experience,  has  shown t h e  
folly of submitting  them  to  popular 
vote. Among these  are  any measure5 
that fail to  interest  the people, also corn. 
plicated  questions,  and  competmg o r  al. 
ternative  proposals. This last  class has 
caused  advocates of direct  legislation 
much  trouble.  The  unruly  voter, a p  
parently  determined  to  justify at all  haz. 
a rds   the  confidence reposed in him, if 
not  unlikely  to  vote  for  both of the  al. 
ternatlves  instead of one of them.  This 
is such an embarrassment of riches  for 
even the  greatest  admirers of genuinely 
popular  government  that  various  States 
have  been compelled to  provide  againd 

. it by  some  such  device as tha t  proposed 
for  Wisconsin,  by  which,  in  the  solemn 
language of the  pending  amendment t o  
the  State  Constitution, “if measures 
which conflict with  each  other in any of 
their  essential  provisions are submitted 
at the  same election, only  the  measure 
aecelving  the  highest  number of votes 
shall s tand as the  enactment of the peo- 
ple.” This is almost as arbitrary an in- 
terpretation of the  popular  will as we 
a r e  accustomed  to  have  from  the  courts. 

More Evtrlking than  this  deliberate 
withdrawal of whole  categories of meas- 
ures from  ‘the  domain of direct  legisla- 
tion is the  attitude of its supporters to-  
wards  the  majority of the voters. In 
the  very act of pleading the right of 
“the  people” to  originate,  consider,  ac- 
cept, and  reject  leglslative  proposals, 
they  confess a profound  skepticism  re- 
garding  the  activity of the buIk of t h e  
electorate in reference  to  such  proposals, 
In the  first place, the  percentage of sig- 
natures  necessary  to  invoke the author- 
ity of tEe  initiative  and  referendum is 
usually  small.  The  favorite  figure for 

initiative in ordinary  legislation is 
8 per cent., for  the  referendum 5 per 
cent., although  Ohio has settled on 3 

cent.  This  arrangement is modified 
here  and  there  by 8 provision  similar 
it0 that proposed  for  Wisconsin,  accord- 

to  which  not  more  than  half the 
signatures  shall  be  from a single 
county. 

But  the  significant  thing in this  re- 
spect 1s the  position of advocates of di- 
rect  leglslation  wlth  reference  to the 
number of votes  that shall be neceswary 
t o  carry a measure.  AlAost, if not  quite, 
indariably,  this  number is not a major- 

I ,  

- 

T h e  N a t i o n  
ity of those voting at the election in 
which  such  measures are presented,  but 
only a majority of those  voting  on  the 
measures.  That  this  often  means gov- 
ernment  by a minority is demonstrated 
by the  records of such  elections,  which 
have  aoubtless  influenced  the  adoption 
of this  very  provision. It is not so com- 
mon  to find an advocate of direct legis- 
lation  standing  up  for this condition. 
The  usual  attitude  is one of apology for 
the people, and of hope tha t  in time 
they  will do better.  Prof. W. I?. Dodd, 
however, of the  University of Ilhnois, 
says  squarely: “It 1s not  necessary  that 
such a popular  Judgment be represented 
by a majority of all persons  votmg at 
a general  election,  or  by a majority of 
all the  electors of the  State.  Indeed. 
such  requirements  are  practically  pro- 
hlbitive,  because of the  fact  already 
ferred  to that a larger  vote  can ordi- 
narily  be  gotten  for  candldates  than  for 
measures.”  Voting  under  representative 
€orms,  then, is stlll the  “popular”  meth- 
od of government.‘ 

Such a philosophy as thls simply 
means  that  the  portion of the  people in- 
terested In a subject  should  have  the 
right of legislating  upon it. If the 
mass of voters  is  indlfferent,  let  it 
virtually  dlsfranchised. G. K. Chester- 
ton  argues  vigorously  for  the  opposite 
theory,  that  every  vote  not C ~ S Z  should 
be counted in the  negative.  We  are  not 
concerned  to  answer in that  matter 
here.  We  wish  to  note now the com- 
plete  admission,  explicit as well  as  im- 
plicit,  that,  while  parts of the  Ameri- 
can  people  have  allowed  themselves  to 
be  led  to  the  initiative  and  referendum 
water,  broadly  speaking,  they  have  not 
drunk,of it, This  may  prove  that  it  is 
a very  foolish people, but it also  proves 
something else, viz., that, in our exper- 
ience  wlth  both  representative  and di-. 
rect  government,  the  results  have  not 
been of such a character as to  permit 
the  stigmatizing of the  one  as  ollgarchi- 
cal, and  the  honoring of the  other as 
“popular.” Each is an imperfect  de- 
vice, dependent for  its  workmg 
imperfect  human  beings. The Republi- 
can  platform  adopted a t  Chicago con- 
tams a sentepce that puts  the  point  pith- 
11y: “Indifferent,  citizenship is an evil 
from,  which  the  law  affords no adequate 

: 

protection,  and  for  which  legislation  can 
provide no remedy.” , .  
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Of the  heathen it was  said  anciently 
that  they  thought  they  should  be  heard 
f o r  their  much  speaking.  But  the  modern 
man  appears  to  thmk that he  shall be 
heard f o r  his  much  shrieking.  Violent, 
language  seems  to  be on the  increase  the 
world  over.  Dr.  Crothers  has an amus- 
ing  and  instructive  article  in  the Octo- 
ber AtZantzc on the  universal  tendency 
at present  towards  vehement  speech 
and  ferocious  attitudes on the  par t  espe- 
cially of public  men. He  was in Eng- 
land  when the bitter  controversy  over 
the  Republlcan  nomination  for  the  Pres- 
ldency  was  going on in  thls country. 
Certain blts of personal  vituperation 
were  cabled to  the  London  newspapers, 
whereupon  one of them  remarked’  that 
“all this  is  characteristically  American, 
but it shocks  the  unaccustomed  ears af 
Europe.”  This -moved Dr. Crothers, as 
a puzzled American  abroad,  to  jot  down 
a few of the  things  which  the  ears of 
Hurope  were  getting  from  men  in Eu- 
ropean  public  life. In the I-Iouse’of Com- 
m m s  itself the  member8  were  called 
“miscreants,” and  the  Prime Mmlster 
was  covered  with  personal  vilidcation. 

Budapest  the  commonest  parliamen- 
tary expressions Were “swine,” “thief,” 
“llar,”  “assassin.”  What  the  Unionlsts 
said of Lloyd George, and  what  he  said 
of them,  measured  up  to  the  highest 
American  standard. If the  ears of Eu- 
rope  have  not  been  accustomed  to  such 
verbal  assaults,  they  are  rapidly get- 
ting  to be. 

Dr. Crothers has his own  theory of 
the  causes of this  sudden  rush of the 
democracies of our  day  into  linguistic 
not.  Vast  and  impatient  bodies of men 
dlmover,  either that-as they belleve- 
their rights are  being  taken  from  them, 
or  that  something  which  they  intensely 
desire  is  denied  them,  and  by a common 
impulse  they  take to shouting  and 
throwing  stones an; making  violent 
threats.  But  whatever the explanation, 
there  can  be no doubt of the fact. Po- 
litical  argument has come .very  often 
to -have_  a shrill and abusive  note. 
Speeches a re  expected  to  rise in a vio- 
lent crescendo. Interviews  and  state- 
ments  are  couched in= the  most  savage 
words’. Wrlting  is  thought to be.feeble 
unless’it splits its cheeks and tears  the. 
language  to  tatters. A typical .anstance 
is the first of Tom Lawson’s  new ax- 
ticles, which 1s one  ,long  blowing off 9f.e 
eplthets  and  unintelligible  invective. 
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Only by  such  frantic  hurlmg  about oj 
adjectives is it thought  that a contro 
versialist  can  establish a reputation fol  
being  truly  forcible,  or  induce people 
listen  to  him. 

This is quite  explicable,  and  not  a1 
of i t  is to be condemned. As a sigr 
that  men  feel  strongly  about public 
questions, it is to  be we!comed. Indlg 
nation and hot  convictions are n o t  bat 
thmgs in politics. Only, it is importan 
that  they  be  well  founded, that the fura 
be  directed  against  real  political slnr 
and  the  right  political  sinners,  and tha- 
roused  citizens do not  content  them 
selves  wlth  “slaying  Kruger  wlth  theil 
mouths.”  And it is equally desirablc 
that  people In a democracy  should no 
forget  that  there  are  other  ways  thaI 
vehement  oratory  and  loud  outcries t c  
produce a deep  impression Of this wc 
have  had a noteworthy  Instance in thc 
present  campaign It has been  remark 
able f o r  din and  vociferation.  But 
day a man detached  position anc 
long-established  reputation addressec 
himself  to  the  public H e  analyzed tht 
political  struggle  now  going on and gavf 
his  opinion of the  protagonists  in it 

dld  thls  in a spirit that was entire15 
calm  and in language  that  was stronE 
without  rage.  Not  one  heated  expres 
sion  escaped  hjm.  From his pen  then 
dropped  not a single  objurgatory  word 
Yet  the  oplnlon  was  general that thl: 
contribution of ex-President  Ellot’s t c  
our great  political  debate  was  more ef 
fective  than that of any  other  man. - 

We  are  not  obJecting  to  vehemencf 
as  such. It 1s sometimes  necessary, an6 
it may  frequently  be  useful.  But  thert 
is danger of its becoming  monotonous 
Not  every  man  who  seeks  to  get a hear 
ing  from  the  public  should  think it need 
ful  to  adopt  the  ’Ercles  vein.  The  con 
stent  strain of noisc  gets  to  be  tiresome 
There  are  other  ways of obtaming  atten 
tlon. By very  force of contrast  to thf 
strident  methods  in  which  we  bave beer 
over-indulging,  a  quieter  tone  woult 
have an excellent  chance of attracting 
notice.  Our  polltlcal  speakers  and  writ- 
ers  would  do  well  to try the effect of a 
littIe  variety.  They  might  profit  by 
reading  Emerson’s  essay on “The SU-  

perlative.”  Restraint is often  more  forc- 
lble than raging;  under-statement  than 
exaggeration.  We  believe  that  the ex- 
cess of violence from  which  we  have 
been  suffermg  this  year is but a pass- 
ing  phase of our  political  temperament. 
It seems  popular now, but is bound  to 
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wear  out; for, like  opium, its use com 
pels a constant  increasing of the  dose 
thus  defeating its own end. 

PSYCHOLOGY 

Although  betting on election  result$ 
has seen its best  days,  there is stil 
enough of It left  to  make  statements o 
prevailing  odds of interest t o  those 01 

the  lookout  for  “straws”;  and thesc 
straws  are  much  more  to  be  relled 01 

for a knowledge of the  way  the  win( 
blows than  are  the  straw votes,  little 01 

blg, wlth  which  indlviduals  and  news 
papers  amuse  themselves.  Whenever thc 
prevailing  odds  are  decidedly  and  stead 
ily in favor of a given  candidate, thc 
opinion they  reflect  is  almost  a~way: 
vended  by  the  result of the election. 11 
the  present  campaign,  the  odds havc 
been  steadily  quoted at about 2 to 1 or 
Wilson against the field;  and, in thc 
light of past  experience, it will  be  ex 
tremely  surprising if the  man pickec 
out  in  the  betting as so emphaticall] 
the favorite  should  proke  to  be a loser 

But  while  the  mere  selection of thc 
wmner-in a case  where  the ba.ttle i! 
not a close one-is executed  wlth i 

hlgh  degree of trustworthiness  by thc 
hlggling of the  bettors,  the  like  can  bJ 
no means  be  sald as to  the  arlthmetica 
measure of his chances.  Indeed, fro= 
the  very  fact  that  whenever  the stan 
dard  odds in favor of a candldate a r c  
at all heavy  the choice IS vindicated  il 
the  outcome, it may  be  Inferred thai 
these  odds  are,  generally speaking, noi 
heavy  enough. If it hardly  ever  hap 
pens that  a candidate on whom  the oddt 
are 2 to 1 is defeated; it follows thai 
in  most  cases  these odds, to  reflect tbf 
actual situa.tion, ought  to  have  beer 
much  heavier.  If,  for  example, it coulc 
be established  that  out of every  ten in 
stances in which  these  odds prevailed 
the  favored  candidate  was  successful  ir 
aIi but  one  instance,  this  would be i 

sufficient inductive proof that  when thf 
bettmg  odds  are 2 to 1, the candidate’t 
actual cGance of winnmg is such  that 
,be j;st odds  should  be 9 to 1. What- 
’ver  the  reason,  the  fact  seems  evident: 
lettors  who  feel  almost  certain  that  a 
:iven candidate  wlll  win  are  either  un- 
r,.lllmg t o  offer, or do not  find it neces- 
;2ry to  offer, odds  anything  like  as  high 
LS those w b x h  that conviction  would 
ust1fy. 

A not  uninteresting  confirmation of 
.his general  view is furnished by the 

I 
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jcxtaposition of the  rates  said  to ob- 
tam  during  the  present  campaign as af- 
fecting  the  three  Presidential  candi- 
dates, Wilson, Taft,  and  Roosevelt. It 
is  stated that the odds on Wilson  have 
been, all along, 2 to 1; that  on Taft the 
betting  stood first a t  1 to 4 and  after- 
wards  became 1 to and that on Roose- 
velt  the  odds  were 1 t o  3 and  later 1 to 
4. We  have,  then,  for  the  three possi- 
bilitles  (ignoring, as the bettors  doubt- 
less do, the off chance of Col. Harvey’s 
magmed  deadlock)  odds of 2 t o  1, i 
to  3, and 1 to 4. Now, amumlng  that  
Wilson’s  chances are  correctly  measur- 
ed  by  odds of 2 to 1, the-odds  against 
Roosevelt  and  the  odds  against  Taft  are 
necessarily  too low. This IS a simple 
arithmetica1,fact.  For  the  odds of 2 to 1 
mean  that  the  probability of Wllson be- 
ing defeated is onethird,  and  hence 
that, if Tait‘s ana Roosevelt’s  chance6 
were  equal,  each of them  would  have a 
chance of one-sixth of being  elected- 
Thai  is, the  odds  on  either  Taft o r  
Roosevelt, if alike,  ought  to  be 1 t o  5; 
and if either faxed better  than  this,  the 
other  should  fare  worse.  Instead of this, 
the  odds  are  l’to 3 and 1 to 4; showing 
that  even  the  degree of confidence re- 
flected in the  Wilson  odds  fails  to get. 
registered  where a Ugher  numerical 
preponderance is required  to  embody 
it.  The W~lson figures  doubtless  lag be- 
hind  the  reality of the situation; and  
the  Taft  and  Roosevelt  figures  lag be- 
hind  even  those. 

To  explain the general  phenomenon 
of which  we  are  speaking  might  form 
an interesting  study in psychology. But 
it must  be  remembered that election, 
odds do not  register  the  attitude of t h e  
participants  towards a known or agreed 
state of facts,  such as belongs  to an or- 
dinary  game of chance;  nor  can  they 
properly  be  regaxded as a mean  between 
different  estimates the  mathematical 
probabilities.  They  are  the  result of a. 
bargammg  process,  like  the  play of de- 
mand  and  supply in the  market.  There 
Ire  many  men of many  minds;  some  re- 
:ard the  favored  result as almost  cer- 
:am,  others as somewhat  doubtful,  while. 
;till others  feel that there is a reason- 
tble  chance of the opposite  result.  If, 
!or the  sake of simplicity,  we  exagger- 
tte  thls  condition of things,  and  ihag- 
ne  bettors  divided  simply  into  two 
:lasses, those  who  feel  sure that A wilL 
mn and  those  who  feel that there is a 
rery fair chance of hls losing,  then, if- 
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the  former  class  are  decidedly  more nu- 
merous  than  the  latter,  the  odds  will  be 
heavily in favor of A;  but  the  figure at 
which  they  will  stand  wlll  depend  sim- 
ply on the  relative  strength of these 
two bodies, and  there 1s not  the shght- 
est  reason  why it should  correspond  to 
the  actual  probabilities of the  case, 
they  would  be viewed, say,  by an ex- 
tremely  well-informed  and  impartial ob- 
server. Thus  the  fact   that   the  odds  in 
A’s favor  are 2 to 1 expresses, n o t  any- 
body’s deliberate  estimate of the  math- 
ematical  chances of the  election,  but  the 
undeniable  fact  that  among  those  en- 
gaged  in  betting there is a heavy  pre- 
ponderance of opinion that A w.ill be 
elected.  And,  viewed in this  light,  the 
actual  experience of campaigns  seems 
Just  what  it  should  be;  for it is  not sur- 
prlslng  that  when  the  dominant  opin- 
ion among so large a number of shrewd 
observers  points  emphatically  and 
steadily to  one  result, that opinlon is : 
almost  sure  to  be  correct. 

i 

1 

REWARDS LITERATURE. 1 

There 1s one  very  considerable por- ‘ 
tion of the  British  people  for  whom  the 
questlon of minlmum-wage  legislation ‘ 
must  possess  pecullar  interest.  The con- 
dition of the  large body of men  and 
women  who  are  engaged  in  the  produc- ( 

tion of novels that do no t  sell  verywell, 
i f  the  subject  were only brought up In 
Parliament,  would stir public  sympathy 
quite as powerfully  as  the  case of the  
coal  miners o r  the  railway  workers  has 
done.  What  Parliament  would  be  fac- 
ing is  not a problem  but a mystery.  The 
ques’tlon  how a mine  worker  can  live ‘ 
and  bring up a family on his meagre “ 

wages is a problem.  The  question  how ‘ 
a minor  novellst  lives IS a mystery. One ‘ 
minor  novelist has Just  recounted  his 
experlences in the Natronal Revzew. It ( 

is a brlef,  matter-of-fact  record of thir- I 

teen  years’  hard  labor at the writing ‘ 
game,  involving an output of fourteen ‘ 
published novels, three  unpubllshed 
novels,  and a volume of stetches, and 

I showlng a gross  profit of S646, or a lit- 
( 

tle  less than two  hundred  and fifty dol- 
lars a year. This author  now  announces 2 
hls intention of giving up literature  and 
settlng up as  drlver of a taxi-cab; a I 
position, i t  may be  remarked,  for  which 5 

h e  should  be  eminently qualified. Any E 

man  who  has  been  able  to  steer  hls  way L 

through  life  for  thirteen  years on five 1 
dollars a week  should  find  no difficulty I 
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in  threading a taxicab  through  the mosi 
congested traffic i n  Piccadilly. It i! 
true  that  in  some  quarters  thls  confes 
slon by  the  writer  in  the Natzonal Re 
vaew has  been  characterized as undulJ 
pessimistic.  Another  minor  novelist  ha: 
written a reply In which  he  shows  thai 
in the  last  nlne  years  he  has  writter 
eight  novels  and  made  an  average profil 
of a thousand dollars a book, thus l if t  
i ng  himself by strenuous  effort  to thc 
economic level of a motorman  or an as 
sistant bookkeeper. 

Patriotic  Americans  wlll  note witk 
prlde a strlking  difference  between this 
country  and  England in the  matter 01 

llterary “confessions.” In England t h c  
magazlnes  print  the, confeslsions of nov 
elists  who do not  sell. In thls countr3 
the  magazines  print  the  confessions oi 
best-sellers. The  difference  cannot be 
explained  simply op  the  ground of dif. 
eerences m national  temperament. 
may be that as a people  we  know  how t c  
take our medicme  better than the   Eng 
Lishmen do. If an American  writer’s 
books refuse t o  sell,  he  either  drops oui 
3f the “game,” or  else  sticks t o  the game 
without  making a fuss  about it. Our 
Zharacteristlc  optimism  induces us t o  
lay emphasis on the men  who  have “ar- 
rived.” Nevertheless,  the  preponderance 
If cheerful  confessions  over  the  other 
rind  must  be  accepted as proving  that 
:he rewards of authorship In this coun- 
;ry  are  much  higher  than  abroad  and 
ire  much  more  generally diffused. But 
;he Interesting  question IS, Just  how 
nuch  better  paid  are  our  novellsts  than 
;hem fellow-craftsmen  abroad,  and does 
?yen  our  higher  average of pay supply 
;he  members of the  profession as a 
whole with a living  wage?  A  careful 
study of several  recent  human  docu, 
nents in this field leads  one  to  the con- 
Ausion that,  even in this country  which 
Jroudly  counts a dozen  men  who ask 
L thousand dollars for a short story, 
md  which  produces  every  season  a 
lalf-dozen  novels that sell by the  hun- 
keds  of thousands,  the  fiction  business 
lardly  pays. - 

We  mean  that It hardly pays  when 
r‘ou consider the  mental,  physlcal,  and 
noral effort th’at goes  towards  the at- 
;amment of success.  There  are m -  
ltances, of course,  where  writers  have 
iucceeded in hlt t ing  the bull’s eye  with 
t first or a second book. But  from  the 
Iubllshed  confessions as a whole it is 
)lain  that,  to  the  average  “best-seller,” 
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success  comes  only  after  years of hard 
work,  discouragement,  and,  what 1s 

most  important of all,  disenchantment. 
And  here  our  native  wrlters  are at one 
with  the  Englishmen.  The  American 
producer of best-sellers is at palps t o  
show that  he  has no illusions  with  re- 
gard  to his work.  Commercial  success 
1s the  only  thing  he  claims t o  have 
achieved.  He  did  nourish  artlstic  ideals 
in those far-off days  when  the  high 
price of beef was a much  less  vexing 
problem  to  him than the  high  cost of 
postage  stamps.  To-day  he  is  engaged 
in giving  the  public  what it wants. Now 
and  then a novelist  will  venture  to ar- 
gue  that  writing  the  kind of literature 
the  public  wants is not a very  degrading 
occupation,  after  all,  but  even this writ- 
er  will  seldom  pretend that he  enjoys 
doing it. So we still face the  question 
why  men  will go on.writing  books  whicb 
they do not  regard  as  worth  while,  when 
the  same  amount of labor,  persistence, 
and  brains  would  be  sure  to  bring  them 
much higher  rewards  in  any  other  line 

business.  Suppose  there  are a dozen 
writers In thls  country  to-day  who get 
1 thousand  dollars for  a short story,  and 
?arn twenty-five  thousand  dollafs a 
year. What  other  profession o r  calllng 
is there  whose  twelve  most  successful 
x-actitioners,  in a nation of one  hun- 
ired  mlllions,  must  be  content  with 
30 modest an income? 

The  only  professlon that is worse  paid 
;han  literature  is  the  ministry. The 
number of clergymen  in  the  United 
states  who  receive  even half of twenty- 
ive  thousand  dollars  may  be countecl 
lpon  the  fingers of one  hand.  But  then 
;he minister  does enjoy, those non-mone- 
;ary compensations  which  the  writer of 
lest-sellers  expressly  has  sacrificed. J o y  
.n creative effort, JOY in  one’s mission, 
;he good opinion of one’s fellow-workers 
“all these,  according  to  our  printed 
:onfessions, the  successful  novelist has 
:hrown overboard.  The  wrlter in the 
Vatzonal Revzew defines a minor  povel- 
.st as one  whose books average a sale 
IL two  thousand copies. If these  two 
;housand  copies  were “TEe Egoist” or 
‘What  Maisie Knew,” t h e  problem  would 
)e a simgle one. But our writer  tells 
IS that   he  was n o t  engaged in  turning 
)ut  masterpieces,  but  pot-boilers; 
what is  the  use of writing  pot-boilers 
;hat do not  even  serve  to  make  the pot 
)oil?  The  case of our  own  best-sellers 

essentially  the  same. It is true  they 
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do keep the pot  bolling,  with  something 

Only. the  motor  cars  and  the  bungalows 
them  would appeal: with  the  new  hairy motor Car and a house in the COUntTY. 
of modern  English  statesmen as each of over for  dessert,  and  even  an  occasional 
had  the  whimsey  to  print  some  portraits 

ornament. s i r   Edward carson might 
could  be  more  easily  and  more  plenti- have seemed even: poytentous in 
fully  earned if  our  writers  gave  up lit- Ulster if he had worn the truculent 
erature f o r  business.  There  at  least  one 
finds the  opportunity  for  doing  honest 

Churchill; 
whiskers  here  assigned  him,  while 

similarly  arrayed, 
work‘ Business men do not work with 

to  make a handsome  income. 

could no more  be  exposed  to  the  taunt 

not  have  to  say  to  themselves, “I could 

-which,’ for that matter,  was  flung at 

turn  out a very  superior  brand of soap, 

. their  tongue in their  cheek, in order 
They do Pitt-of Angry Boy. 

Most publlc  men in England  are  care- 

but if the wants bad soap, I give ful  of them  appearance,  and  their  pre- 
vailing  style  has  been  to go close-shav- 
en. The  full  beard is, to  be  sure,  toler- 
ated:  one  could  hardly  Imagine  the 

THE RETURN OF SID&WHJ,&ERS. Duke of Devonshire  without it, and the 

It is in France that they keep  the gray  wisps at the  side of Gladstone’s 

closest eye on fashlous, and is from a face familiar.,  Lloyd George’s bel- 

French that we le&, of the be- llgerent  moustache is an exception,  but 

ginnings of a movement to it goes well  with his reputation  for be- 

restore so far it is 

ventured  to go. The first step that eosts 
fashionable  horizon,  what  mad  excesses ton-chop,, has any bold yet 
so large as a man’s  hand now on the of him. ~~t even so far as the  “mut- 

Constitution.  But,  with a whisker not or as Byron appears in D 7 ~ r s a y p s  sketch 

him a fundamental  part of the  British the chin, as pictured for us, 

long seemed as indisputably as it did  to . century, falling from the ear far below 

many of his fellow-countrymen  this  has lisbmen in the years of the last 
eight,  close-shave a t  a quarter past.” To which  used to frame the faces of Eng- 

the  maxim of Mr. Podsnap:  “Rise at long and hirsute appendages 

the  Englishmen of to-day. One recalls rluestlon as yet of bringing back  the 

less  face:  and it is most  often  seen in turn to an earlier style. There is no 
lutionary.  The  general  rule  is a hair- only a and modest effort to re. 
ing unconventional if not a trifle  revo- 

Of beard may impending! 

amounts  at  present  to no more  than a The  fluctuations O f  custom  in  this  re- 
sl ight  tuft  of hair hardly  going below gard have Certain$ been  extraordinary. 
the cheek-bone. But  this is now  admit- wOI4en are  entitled t o  turn the laugh  on 
ted  by  fashion  and soon may  be  decreed. men, in long ‘view of the  styles of 
At  the  recent  marriage of a popular wearlng a beard, or going  without one. 
a,ctress in  London  it  was  noted  that  the The  velleitiev of feminine  fashions  could 
bridegroom  as  well  as  each of his best show no greater  vagaries or more sweep- 
m.en wore  this  faint  suggestlon of a %de- ing  changes. GO $0 the  llbrary of 
whlsker.  Note of this  was  instantly  tak- college and  look at the class-pictures of 
en by the devotees of the  latest  style, students graduating between  about 1840 
and  the  reporters  made  haste  to  inter- and 1855. The  faces  are  clean-shaven. 
view  the  best-known  coiffeur of  May- That  was  then the orthodox  American 
fair.  He  solemnly  predicted  the  speedy fashion. old  German, who came  to this 
coming in of the  side-whisker,  though country in those Years, has  told O f  his 
h e  added  the  warning: “It is not suffi- vain  looking  for  Fork in all the shops 
cient  for  the  man of fashion  to  have and offices up and  down  Broadway.  At 
side-whiskers.  The  essential  thing  is  to last one kind  merchant  drew  him  aside 
Know how to  wear  them.” and  informed  him k h a t  was  the  trou- 

He, of course, as an expert,  was pre- He  wore a hiavy moustache.  There 
pared  to  give ad$ice to  young  elegants was  no  hope of finding  employment’till 
to  whom  Jove, 1n hls next  commodity of he  cut that off: i t   was too defiant of 
hair,  might  send a beard. He  had  pre- custom,  too  suspicious.  Who could trust 
‘pared a series of carefully  designed 8 man  with  hair on his  face?  But  pass 
models, some of them in wax, showing on a dozen years to, the Civil  War pe- 
the  various  arrangements of whiskers riod  and  later, cayd the  land  was filled 
permissible.  Naturally,  the comic pa- with  flamboyant  whiskers.  Some of the 
pers’  took  the  matter up. One of them  pictures of college baseball  teams of that 

the  public  what it wants.” 

” 
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date, as of the Erst  football  elevens-or 
fifteens-look as if no one  were  eligible . 
unless  he  were  bearded like the  pard. 
The  beard,  instead of being a badge of 
irregularity  and  something  like op- 
probrium,  became a symbol of respecta- 
bility-  and  even  dignity.  Everybody 
knows that Lincoln,  when  he  was elect- 
ed President  felt it necessary  to  “raise 
a beard,” with a result  tbat  was  little 
short of a national  misfortune. 

There  ought  to  be  the  largest  indi- 
vidual  liberty in all this  matter.  To 
some  faces a beard  means  salvatlon; 
t o  others a calamity.  We  have  all  seen 
clean-shaven  men who appear  almost 
as If making an indecent  exposure of 
their  character.  There is a story Of 

Gibbon allowing  Madame d u  Deffand, 
who  was  blind,  to  finger his face,  but . 
she  found his features so repulsive  that 
she  instinctively  cried  out: “Why, this 
is a bad  joke!” A stout  hedge of beard 
would  have  prevented  that;  and  there 
are  plenty of men  whose  friends  ought 
to  advise  them  not  to stoD with the  in- 
cipient  side-whisker of the  coming Eng- 
lish  style,  but  to  cover  up as much of 
their  faces  as  they  can. 

NEWS F O R  BIBLIOPHILES. 

That  the  briefer  form of “Diana Of t h e  
Crossways”  was a condensation of the 
extended  novel f o r  the convenience of serial 
pubhcatlon 1s made  virtually  .certain by 
the  statement of Meredlth In one Of t he  
letters  prmted In the  September 
In May, 1884 (before the  appearance of the 
first instalment of “Diana”).  Meredlth 
writes  that he is conductlng his heroine 
on “her  sad  last  way t o  wedlock,”  showing 
that  he  probably  has  already  got  her 
through  the  scene  that ends the  story  in 
the My is further borne 
out  by  the  following  consideratlons, of In- 
terest also on their own account 

It is known that “The  Shaving of Shag- ‘ 
pat,” :'Richard Feverel,”  “Evan Harring- 
ton,” “Harry Richmond”  were  all, 
the  origmal  form,  much  longer  than  as now 
published  “Shagpat”  and  “Richard  Fever- 
211’ not  appear  serlally. In the  other 
cases, the  princlpal  reductions  were  madc 
from  the  version common to  the periodical 
and the first edltion m book form.* In all 
these  cases, the  earllest form is the  longest; 

*In the  flnnl  volume of the  Memorlal  Meredith 
is dven   an   ex tens ive   t ab l e  of a l teratmns  “on  the 
original  text” of Meredith’s  novels  But it should 

that  eEect,   the  “original taken  to  menu, 
observed  that,  mhlle no s ta tement  is made  to 

in the  Of the  prose the  , tent  of the 
first editlon In form 1s the  

case the  or iginal   tes t  1s s ta ted   to  menu t h n t  
trnw of the  method  followed  with  the poems. ~n 

Of “the first pubheation of the  poems,  whether 
a  Periodical 01’ i n  volumc As result of 

statement  wven of the   very   pent   n l te rn t lons  
this polley ln  reference,  to  the  prosc,  there is no 

those discussed ~n the  following 
in Some of the  novels  when  published serlally--vxz, 

I 




