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modcrn world, for Mr Shewring, is sick with irrationality. His main topic 
is ‘making’ or art, which for him-as for Gill and the Scholastics--is a 
thoroLrghly rational activity: the making well, according to known rules, 
of things rcquired by body or spirit. ‘Thercfore art and utility (in the sensc 
that incl tides what may be usefully contemplated) are inseparable, according 
to nature and reason. Thcir divorce in a world governed by mass-production 
and the profit motive involvcs a deep cultural debascrnent, thc chief 
symptom of which, from the point of view of these essays, is the withdrawal 
of a small class of ‘artists’ from thc mass of ordinary men, with the consc- 
quencc that art itself has bccomc emasculated, a prey to the vanity and 
illusion of a pseudo-autonomy. ‘l‘he decline of art as handicraft since the 
Industrial Revolution has joined hands with the decline of religion sincc 
thc Renascence (and of reason t o e ‘ t h e  Renasccnce was intellectually a 
dcclinc’); thc result being an art divorced from both kinds of utility, the 
bodily and thc spiritual. ‘I‘his last sentence is, admittedly, what I take 
Mr  Shewring to mcan rather than what he actually says: and if he con- 
stantly implies this double ‘dcclinc’, he never explains just how they arc 
connccted. In any casc, he denounces on every page the ‘decadcnce and 
abnormality’ of thc modern world, using always his critcrion of the Scholastic 
notion of art; and this \\.ith a mordant wit a i d  faultless logic. 

Granted his prcmisscs, then, I find it impossible not to agree, in general, 
with his thesis. But I have two objcctions, which, for brevity's sake, I must 
state rather crudely. First, as to the ‘arts’ that supply the body’s nceds: 
according to Afr Shewring’s ideal they ought to be, in the main, such 
handicrafts as wcrc practised before applied scicncc got to work on a large 
scale. Rut applied scicnce has also caused, indirectly, an enormous increasc 
in the world’s population, requiring an enormous development of natural 
resources to meet its needs. Is this conceivable with prc-industrial methods? 
Secondly, as to the arts that minister to contemplation, the so-called ‘finc 
arts’, Mr  Shewring’s assault on the snobbish mumbo-jumhcry that has been 
and still often is associatcd with them is absolutely right in principle; but 
he gives his encmy a rather old-fashioned look, a t  least when it is poctry and 
the thcory of poetry that he is speaking of. I don’t wish for one momcnt to 
uiidcr-rate thc problem of the poet’s or painter’s or sculptor’s or musician’s 
integration into modern society; but a t  least certain attitudcs have changed 
for the bcttcr in the fifteen or twenty years since these essays were written. 
And even before Mr  Shewring, in 1938, wrote the one cntirlcd ‘Book- 
lcarning and Education’, with its splendid scorn of the ‘harmonious mad- 
ness’ view of poetry, such a view had bcen badly damaged by thc criticism 
of Mr Eliot and the practice of Mr  Auden. And in general the impression 
given here that modern art-theory is dominated by anti-intellcctuaIism 
does not, I think, quite tally with the present situation. 
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EARLY Ciiuncri PORTRAIT GALLERY. By Maisic Ward. (Shccd and Ward; 
25s.) 
OIIC sometimcs ivondcrs whcther, if St Thomas Aquinas had been ablc 

to obtain Chrysostom on Matthcw, which he would have given Paris to 
possess, hc might not havc found i t  rather a disappointrncnt. Is that work 
not most rcmarkable for the glimpse i t  gives of the skill of a great preacher 
rather than for any hint of dccp theological insight, remarkable above all 
for its occasional brilliant characterizations of contemporary life, which 
make oiic feel that it might be more exciting to read about Chrysostom than 
to rcad him? I t  sccms, howcver, that w e  shall still havc to wait that for 
deft rccrcation of Chrysostom in his setting which ought somc day to bc 
possiblc. Dom I3aur’s painstaking and monumental study, of which the first 
volume now appears in an English translation that avoids fcw of the idioms 
of Gcrnian grammar, may well require of the reader something of the 
ascctic ardour appropriate to the mmnasium in which, according to thc 
translator, thc author rcceivcd his earlicr education. ’ f i c  student will be 
better able to find his way about in a book which will never make easy 
reading, whcn the second volume, which will contain an index, bccomes 
availablc. Meanwhile k l r  ilttwatcr’s more modest book, which is con- 
tinuously aware of Baur’s work, will be of bcttcr service to the general 
readcr. For, although it docs not give us the portrait that would bring 
:htioch in Chiysostom’s day to life, it is likcly to lcave one with a tastc to 
hiow morc about him. 

This is presumably the service that an elemcnrary patrology ought also 
to do, but it can scarcely do so without a morc vital and pcrsonal contact 
with the matcrials than that which Fr Dirkscn, with disarming frankncss, 
claims for himself in the prcfacc to his Elemenlor): Patrology. It is, he tells us, 
‘meant to he a relatively inexpensive tool. For thesc reasons thcrc arc no 
footnotes, there is no bibliography, and quotations from foreign languages 
havc bccn reduced to a minimum.’ I t  is difficult to apprcciate the reasoning 
that connects thesc txvo sentcnces and anyone Jvho is really bcginning to 
take an interest in the Fathers will be likely to turn with rclief and a good 
deal inore profit to liaisic \\lard’s Earb Chiirch Porlrai& Gallery, which may 
not be a studcnt’s tool, but is a workmanlike demonstration of how to use 
one’s rcading u-cll, and a gcnerous, personal, appreciative introduction to 
many great saints and Fathers from St Ignatius of Antioch to St Rcnedict. 
Thc student will even find a bibliography a t  the cnd which he will probably 
reach in a mood to follow up. 
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J. G. ILLMXYS. .-\ Study in Christian Existcncc. \2‘ith Selections from His 
IVritings. I3y Ronald Gregor Smith. (Collins; 2 1s.) 
Thc \Vizard of the Sor th  is ccrtainly not cvcryone’s cup of tea. Nobody 

would dcscribe him as a systematic thinkcr. So r  did he evcr claim to bc one. 
O n  the contrary-, hc dcclared that he had no aptitude for ‘truths, principles, 
systems’, but only for ‘crumbs, fragments, fancics, sudden inspirations’. But 
his style is so allusive that even thcse fragments and suddcn inspirations tend 
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