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^ ^ American Foreign Policy, 
FO R a country whose foreign policies are on 

the whole directed toward attending to its 
own affairs, avoiding political commitments 

or conflicts with other Powers, and cooperating in 
practical movements designed to lead to peace-prom
ising agreements with foreign nations, it seems curi
ous that the United States has had to submit within 
the last ten years to charges of constituting the chief 
obstacle to the world's peace. Within the last few 
weeks the President of the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, in his annual report, has 
stated: 

It is a paradox, but a truth, that despite the over
whelming sentiment of the people of the United States, the 
Government of the United States has for some time past 
been a chief obstacle to every movement to make war un
likely and to advance the cause of international peace. 
Our public officials, and particularly our Senators, are 
greatly in love with formulas, declarations, and rhetorical 
flourishes, but when they come to close quarters with prac
tical action, they are so concerned with exceptions, reser
vations, and provisos that their nominally good intentions 
disappear in the smoke of unreality. 

The supposed basis for these charges probably lies 
in the refusal of the Senate to ratify the Treaty of 
Versailles and the Covenant of the League of Na
tions, in the Senate reservations to the Wor ld Court 
Protocol, and in the refusal up to the present to 
adopt the Capper Resolution, defining an aggressor 
nation as one that declines to submit its case to inter
national discussion before taking armed action. The 
charge can hardly be based on any hesitation in call
ing conferences and making sacrifices for the limita
tion of armaments or in promoting the so-called 
Kellogg treaties for renouncing war as an instru
ment of national polic)', for the reservations to those 
proposed treaties have come from the nations of 
Europe whom, less than ten years after the "Great 
W a r , " it seems now customar\' to praise as apostles 
of-peace. 
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The failure to ratify the Treaty of Versailles and 
the related treaties should hardly be deemed unwar
ranted action. An examination of those treaties in 
the light of ten years' experience has convinced many 
students of international affairs that they embody 
the germ of future war in Europe; and that the 
treaties were dictated, not by any broad statesman
like purpose to build a more secure future for Europe 
in general, but rather by the desire to promote the 
immediate political and economic interests of the 
particular nations which drafted those pacts. In 
that sense they were traditional European treaties of 
a type well known in history. T o be sure, the 
United States Senate in 1919 did not refuse to ratify 
the treaties because of their unconstructive and dan
gerous character, which at the time was realized by 
few; yet at the same time those treaties were so 
foreign to the interests and concerns of the United 
States that non-participation in them, particularly in 
those clauses designed to insure their perpetuity, may 
be regarded as a service to the United States, and in 
the long run possibly to Europe. 

It is in fact those treaties themselves and the ir-
redentas that they have scattered over Europe, the 
hostility which they have promoted among neigh
boring peoples, the'apparently accepted opportunity 
to oppress reconcilable and irreconcilable minorities, 
and the wholesale confiscation of private property 
undertaken by their authorit)^ that have made essen
tial for Europe such an organization of conference 
and possible appeasement as the League of Nations 
—although the facts mentioned materially weaken 
its promise as a stabilizer of peace. Upon such an 
unhealthy foundation as the 1919 treaties it is diffi
cult to build any hopeful structure of political or 
economic cooperation, such as is essential for the 
future of Europe. Yet the League of Nations, has 
very little, if any, power to change that foundation. 
This is probably the explanation of the fact that the 
European governments still find it so difficult to dis
arm, notwithstanding treaty promises, and to adopt 
without reservation a treaty renouncing war as an 
instruiTient of national policy. 

^ .* ŝ« 

When the European structure erected at Ver
sailles, St. Germain, Trianon, and Neuilly is con
templated, it ought to be apparent why many 
thoughtful people believe it proper for the United 

States for the present not to become committed to 
the maintenance of those political arrangements or 
to tinker with the structure by formal collaboration. 
Emotional allegiance to supposed ideals should not 
disregard hard facts. It is sometimes overlooked 
that one of the principal considerations involved in 
the American Revolution was to detach the United 
States from that system of political alliances and of 
peace by the sanction of war that had dragged the 
Colonies, without their consent and contrary to their 
interests, into practically every European war of the 
eighteenth century. Tha t detachment became a 
fundamental national policy and departures from it 
have perhaps confirmed its wisdom. It was not un
natural, therefore, for this traditional sentiment to 
reassert itself after the termination of the European 
conflict of 1914-18, notwithstanding public profes
sions that a new day had arrived and that peace had 
now become the major preoccupation of European 
policy. Whether the United States will ever change 
its position, it is impossible to say, but such a change 
is not likely to occur so long as the European coun
tries maintain the 1919 treaties as the charter of 
European public law and act on the inconsistent 
slogan of "peace within the framework of the exist
ing treaties." 

The League for Europe 

This is not to say that the League of Nations is 
not a useful and, for Europe, perhaps an indispens
able instrumentality. Indeed, as a method of con
ference capable of being invoked at short notice—• 
being in this respect but the latest development of a 
system running back to antiquity—it affords possibly 
the only hope that the continuous crises to which 
Europe is necessarily exposed will be settled without 
recourse to war, and perhaps with some degree of 
iustice and satisfaction to the parties in interest. 
Only on such a basis of justice and acquiescence 
would a settlement, even if made, justify serious 
hope of prolonged peace. But that the League of 
Nations can only with diflnculty rise above its source 
and is mainly a method and only secondarily a politi
cal organization must be evident. Perhaps that fact 
is something in its favor. Its power is extremely 
limited, as is apparent in the fact that the Council 
in June felt impelled to give up the attempted solu
tion of so comparatively minor a problem as the 
Rumanian-Hungarian dispute, arising out of the ex
propriation by Rumania of the property of Hungar
ian optants. By its very nature, the League is 
primarily a European institution, and there is some 
opinion in informed circles even in Europe that the 
League is not strengthened by the presence of dele
gates from American and Asiatic states. Argentina 
and Brazil have indeed withdrawn. The League's 
administrative functions have been praiseworthy, and 
there is no reason why the United States should not 
wholeheartedly cooperate in all enterprises of the 
League not directly connected with the local and 
general political arrangements for Europe. Such co
operation is now extended, fairly regularly, and the 
effectiveness of the League as an administrative 
agency has thereby been promoted. The United 
States ought to take part in every conference, par
ticularly economic conferences, designed to promote 
the general welfare. Isolation, if it has any mean
ing at all, never meant more than a purpose not to 
become committed to association with Europe's polit
ical groupings. The suggestion that Europe is un
able to keep "the peace without our aid hardly carries 
conviction. Unhappily, Europe's worst enemy is its 
history, and that the United States cannot change. 
Europe will probably have to find its own salvation 
from war. 

What Is an Aggressor? 
The very fear that European disintegration in war 

is possible, now that science has given the world m-
ventions apparently capable of exterminating life 
and spreading havoc on an unprecedented scale, has 
induced the proposal of measures designed to pre
vent the outbreak of war. This is no idle t,ask, and 
it should be encouraged. T h e movement, however, 
is hampered by the desire to maintain the status quo 
under all circumstances, whether that be just or un
just, and to punish by joint action any nation that 
would upset it. T h e effort to find an appropriate 

formula to maintain the status quo, by force if nec
essary, underlies many of the arrangements proposed 
within recent years in Europe, e. g., the Protocol of 
1924, the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, the 
Covenant itself, and now the non-aggressor treaty 
contemplated in the Capper Resolution. 

Nations which most vigorously support treaties 
designed to prevent any disturbance of the status quo 
are usually those which either are the beneficiaries of 
an unjust or questionable distribution of territory, or 
are satiated, or who have no hope of growing in 
strength, or who believe that by their influence they 
will be able to act as judges of a particular issue and 
that therefore the decision as to who is the "aggres
sor" is not likely to go against them. Experience of 
the past gives little hope that legalistic definitions of 
"aggressor'/ have any more chance than heretofore 
of serving as criteria for "unjust" or "just" wars. 
In the light of the revelations of pre-1914 diplo
macy, many of the world's most thoughtful histor
ians, including the Englishman Gooch, have prac
tically abandoned the view that any one nation was 
the "aggressor" in 1914; and it is doubtful whether 
more than a few nations would agree with the ver
dict of any central body, assuming it could reach a 
verdict. Who was the aggressor at Tsinan-Fu? 
No nation has ever found much difficulty in convinc
ing its own people that its enemy was the moral 
aggressor, and that it was fighting a purely defen
sive war; and when this is combined with the mili
tary aphorism that the best defense is a quick offense, 
it will be realized how elusive in practice the identi
fication of the "aggressor" is likely to be. The 
smouldering embers of a conflict are usually so long 
in coming to life, and the conflagration then often 
breaks so suddenly, that little opportunity to present 
a case to impartial determination is afforded. 

1^1 ( ,?* <•?• 

In fact, however, even if unanimity among the 
iudges should be obtained on that difficult issue of 
"aggressor" it would be no indication that the ag
gressor might not have justice on its side. T o throw 
off oppression has not been deemed heretofore un
worthy, but expediency has often deterred a resort 
to force. Unless those who consider themselves the 
victims of standing injustices are given some other 
method or forum b'y which to obtain a hearing and a 
righting of the wrong, even by the making of terri-
to'rial changes, it is hard to see how major political 
problems can be solved merely by a judicial deter
mination of who is the "aggressor." In fact, how
ever, even if such treaties are signed, it will be a dif
ficult task in most crises of any importance to secure 
unanimity in the decision. 

The Kellogg Treaties 
And now we have before the world the so-called 

Kellogg treaties for the "renunciation of war as an 
instrunient of national policy," with the provision 
that the settlement of disputes among the signatories 
"shall never be sought except by pacific means." 
These treaties, as originally proposed by Mr. Kel
logg, partly embodied the plan of Senator Borah for 
the so-called "outlawry of war." The particular 
occasion for their proposal was the suggestion, per
haps not intended to be taken so seriously, of 
M. Briand, that he would be prepared to enter into 
an engagement to renounce war as an instrument of 
national policy between France and the United 
States. I t took some time for this proposal to be 
appreciated; but when it was, the United States sug
gested its application not only to France, but_ mul-
tilaterally among the six Great Powers. This was 
believed to be a guaranty against all wars of a major 
character. France countered with a proposed re
nunciation of "wars of aggression"; but this proving 
unacceptable, replied with reservations, excepting 
from the renunciation, defensive wars, obligations 
imder the Covenant of the League, the Locarno 
Treaties, and her alliances with eastern European 
countries, strangely characterized by some as treaties 
of "neutral i ty"; and maintained that before its com
ing into force all the nations should become parties 
an'd that violation of its obligations by any nation 
should release all the signatories from their renun
ciation. I t has seemed much more difficult to obtain 
an agreement not to make war than to secure an 
agreement to make war. The French reservations 
seem to take out of the proposal most of its value, 
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for within their framework all wars that any nation 
desires to wage could probably be accommodated. 
T h e British reservations practically supported those 
of France, with the exception of any reference to 
military alliances, but added a new one to the effect 
"that there are regions of the world, the welfare 
and integrity of which constitute a special and vital 
interest for our peace and safety . . . interference 
in these regions cannot be suffered . . . his Majes
ty's Government . . . accepts the new treaty upon 
the distinct understanding that it does not prejudice 
their freedom of action in this respect." These 
reservations or authoritative interpretations of the 
Treaty have been categorically accepted by Secretary 
Kellogg, except the added one of Great Britain, 
which is implicitly accepted by signature of the 
treaty. T h e interpretations are an essential and in
tegral part of the treaty. 

< ^ (i?* V?* 

The question arises as to what practical effect 
such treaties are likely to have. It may be observed 
that the arbitration treaties rather promiscuously 
signed since 1905 and excepting from the obliga
tion to arbitrate questions of national honor, vital 
interests, independence, and the interests of third 
states, or the new reservations excepting questions of 
domestic jurisdiction, interests of third parties, the 
Monroe Doctrine, and the obligation of League 
members under the Covenant, have had no appreci
able effect on the peaceful settlement of interna
tional disputes. Indeed, for some disputes which 
were most adaptable to arbitral settlement, such as 

' the neutrality claims of the United States against 
Great Britain, arbitration was refused. I t is barely 
possible, that the new treaties may have practical 
value, notwithstanding the fact that the reservations 
are so broad as to cover almost every conceivable type 
of occasion for war. 

The reservations disclose the fundamentals of 
European policy. T h a t policy is founded upon the 
theory that peace is to be maintained by so-called 
sanctions or threats of force, by alliances, or now 
by multilateral League sanctions. Unless the Coun
cil is unanimous, however, authorized or privileged 
war even under the Covenant is still possible. The 
chance that Europe will be unanimous in any major 
crisis seems rather slim. Nevertheless, the League 
experiment is worth trying even though the League's 
mandate has not yet run against any major power. 
T h e Kellogg proposals do not make the peace they 
envisage depend on threats or the use of force, but 
constitute self-denying ordinances renouncing war. 
T h a t is not the European system; hence the difficulty 
of reconciling conflicting points of view. The res
ervations, or interpretations, might be deemed to 
emasculate the professed effect of the treaty, so that 
its principal purpose would be psychological. But 
even that would be of value, if upon it could be built 
further contraceptions against war, possibly more 
fundamental in nature, namely, a deflation of those 
economic and political factors which invite commer
cial and political hostility and ultimately have led to 
armed conflict. 

As it stands, the Treaty with its reservations or 
interpretations may not be a step forward. The 
reservations expressly recognize the legality of every 
war embraced within them. Few, if any, escape. 
T h e signatories, including the United States, recog
nize Britain's right to make war in any part of the 
globe in which her special interests are involved. 
And the United States is morally, if not legally, 
bound to accept the decisions and political conclu
sions of the League as to "aggressors," etc., without 
opportunity to participate in the deliberations leading 
to such important consequences. Possibly the Senate 
by appropriate reservations may be able to mitigate 
some of the more disadvantageous results of this 
latest peace proposal. 

The European reservations indicate how deeply 
the world structure is built upon force and how long 
is the probable road to a more rational system. Not 
only would it become necessary to identify a "de
fensive" war, but ' " w a r " itself needs definition. 
Were these proposed treaties really to outlaw all acts 
of war, such as the invasion of foreign territory 
without the consent of the state invaded, as is ex
emplified by such recent incidents as those in Russia, 
Egypt, China, and possibly Nicaragua, they would 

revolutionize international relations and interna
tional law. It is probably not intended by the trea
ties to go so far, but to justify such invasion as po
lice action to maintain the interests of the Great 
Powers. Moreover, so long as each nation is to 
determine what is defensive action and so long as 
no satisfactory method can be devised to make such 
determination, the treaties are not likely to stop bel
ligerent action. But this much can be done; police 
action can be internationalized in Europe by deny
ing a Great Power the privilege of alone determin
ing when it will invade foreign territory without 
the intention of waging war in the full sense; and 
on this continent the United States should be willing 
to agree to consult the major Latin-American states 
before undertaking to invade the territory of any 
state. 

Moreover, the ratification of the treaties should 
lead naturally to a serious movement for the limi
tation of armaments. If it does not, the world will 
have to prepare itself for the conclusion that the sys
tem of sovereign states, with independent freedom 
of action in the waging of war, with independent 
economic weapons such as tariffs and other barriers 
and monopolies, is probably impossible to maintain 
for any length of time without war. Those in re
sponsible charge of their nation's affairs doubtless 
already realize that many minds throughout the 
world no longer accept the political and psycho
logical paraphernalia of sovereign states as the ulti
mate guaranty of the security of the individual. 
Unless that security is in some degree moderately 
assured, which perhaps presupposes the establishment 
of methods of adjusting national resentments and 
disputes without the necessity for war, the system 
may some day be changed. W a r is probably the 
most dangerous factor in the existing international 
and social system; yet an insistence upon the main
tenance of injustice and an incapacity to cooperate 
so as to redress the admitted wrongs of the disinher
ited, will make an effective renunciation of war 
practically impossible. More, then, is needed for a 
peaceful world than a mere renunciation of war. 

Limitation of 'Armafnents 

Some efforts have been made by the United States 
within the last few years to bring about a limita
tion of armaments. It may be that the United States 
has not, by virtue of its policies, the same need for 
armaments that some of the European powers feel. 
At all events, on the initiative of the United States, 
the first genuine effort to limit armaments on a 
broad scale was undertaken at the Washington con
ference of 1921. Those efforts do not suffer by 
comparison with what was accomplished or not ac
complished later at Geneva, either among the Euro
pean powers or among the United States, Great 
Britain, and Japan. The 1926 Geneva conference 
was also called by the United States to extend to 
cruisers and destroyers the battleship limitations be
gun at Washington. France and Italy declined to 
participate. It soon became apparent at Geneva that 
the United States and Great Britain could not agree 
on a common basis of discussion. Great Britain pro
posing in fact an increase in the total tonnage of 
cruisers while moving for a reduction in the size of 
individual units. The United States, on the other 
hand, proposed a reduction of the total tonnage with 
a maximum cruiser of 10,000 tons. Japan seemed 
willing to agree to the American position. 

Without allocating blame for the breakdown of 
the conference, it seems apparent that the United 
States was willing to propose a smaller navy. Pos
sibly it was inadvisable to make admirals negotiators 
for the reduction of navies! It is also said that the 
service men in the Navy resented the concessions 
which they claimed the United States had made in 
1921 in scrapping battleships, whereas the other 
countries, they claimed, had merely scrapped blue
prints, and in abandoning the privilege of the 
United States to build certain fortifications in the 
Pacific. At all events the atmosphere for Iar<Te con
cessions was lacking at Geneva. The result was 
immediate. The Navy Department in Washington 
demanded a large increase in our naval equipment, 
reviving earlier plans. The effect of the recent 
Anglo-French naval "compromise," the details of 
which have not been published, cannot yet be esti
mated. 

^ Private Property in Wartime 

Other issues, minor in appearance, but majors in 
importance, have in recent years concerned Ameri
can foreign policy. The return of the sequestrated 
alien property held by the Alien Property Custodian, 
8 0 % in kind and 2 0 % in bonds, constitutes a dis
tinct American contribution to sanity and security 
for the future. The European Allies wrote into 
the treaties of 1919 a provision authorizing them 
to confiscate the private property invested in the 
allied countries by citizens or subjects of Germany, 
Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey. Turkey, 
however, in 1923 at Lausanne, won back, through 
the force of arms, the private property it had surren
dered at Sevres. It is hardly possible to overempha
size the dangerous tendency of the practice of con
fiscating private enemy property. International law 
had condemned it in unequivocal terms for genera
tions and it was regarded as obsolete as slavery. 

It is still a mystery how the capitalists of Eng
land, France, and Italy could permit their political 
representatives to write into any public document a 
principle so subversive and demoralizing. Confis
cation is always a two-edged sword and makes all 
private property insecure. 'It weakens decidedly the 
moral force of the protest against the Russian policy. 
But it was done, and on an unprecedented scale, and 
the world will have to bear the consequences. It 
unfortunately seems to establish the doctrine that 
foreign private property depends for its safety not 
on law, but on the preponderance of armed force. 
I t thereby hampers materially the realization of any 
considei-able limitation of armaments, and it has in
creased the feeling of insecurity in Europe, espe
cially in the confiscating countries themselves. By 
refusing to follow that retrogressive precedent, the 
United States has furnished the world with an ex
ample of good judgment and integrity of far-reach
ing importance in international relations, possibly 
greater in its constructive effect than the signature 
of treaties to maintain peace by force. The minor 
departures by administrative officials from the prin
ciple of the integrity of foreign private property in 
wartime may also some day be made good by Con
gress. 

On the whole, it is not believed that the United 
States in comparison with Europe iS subject to criti
cism for any alleged disinclination to aid the cause 
of peace. The charges, when originating in Europe, 
are not perhaps entirely disinterested, for it is still 
frequently asserted that the insistence upon the col
lection of the debts due to the United States is an 
incipient and constant ground for unfriendliness. 
Possibly the debts may some day be traded for a 
sounder political order in Europe. But at the mo
ment a further remission of the debts beyond that 
already made seems unlikely. The whole problem 
of international organization requires reconsidera
tion, not merely to perfect and centralize political 
arrangements to maintain the status quo, now the 
major interest of many, but to examine those under
lying factors which make international relations 
what they are, notably tariffs to monopolize the 
home market and handicap a favored competitor, 
and the political struggle to secure and control for
eign raw materials and markets, the means of com
munication and transportation—in short, all those 
forms of international unfair competition which 
make for economic and political hostility and ulti
mately lead to a secondary competition in arma
ment. When those underlying problems and fac
tors are seriously appreciated and studied, there will 
arise a justifiable hope of a better order in interna
tional relations, for the deflation of the unfair com
petition in question will alone serve to remove much 
hostility and make unnecessary large military equip
ment as an instrument of national policy. In the 
solution of these problems, the United States has an 
unprecedented opportunity for service to humanity, 
worthy of twentieth century minds. Possibly with 
a President and Secretary of State having a broad 
outlook on human affairs in their international con
notations, we may hopefully anticipate a gradual 
and perhaps permanent improvement in international 
relations. 

{For a brief biblibgrccfhy bearing ufon the sub
ject-matter of his article and a personal note upon 
Professor Borchard's status and career, see fage I 59) 
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S S H M S E B E S S i 

Founders of the Middle 
Ages 

B y E D W A R D K E N N A R D R A N D 

M e n of t h e e leven th , twe l f th , a n d 
t h i r t e e n t h cen tu r i e s looked back 
to t h e i m m e d i a t e l y p r e c e d i n g 
cen tu r i e s—espec ia l ly t h e four th , 
fifth, a n d s i x t h — a s to t h e epoch 
of t h e F o u n d e r s of t h e i r c ivi l iza
t ion . A m o n g these F o u n d e r s 
P r o f e s s o r R a n d h a s c h o s e n f o r 
d i scuss ion St . A m b r o s e , t h e 
M y s t i c ; S t . J e r o m e , t h e H u m a n 
ist ; B o e t h i u s , t he first of t h e 
S c h o l a s t i c s ; a n d St . A u g u s t i n e 
as a p r e c u r s o r , in some respec t s , 
of D a n t e . H e pays special a t 
ten t ion to the a t t i t u d e of t h e 
C h u r c h t o w a r d P a g a n c u l t u r e 
a n d e m p h a s i z e s t h e v a l u e of t h e 
R o m a n t r a d i t i o n in l e t t e r s a n d 
t h o u g h t . $4.00. 

H A R V A R D U N I V E R S I T Y 
P R E S S 

2 R A N D A L L H A L L 

C A M B R I D G E , M A S S . 
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Books of Special Interest 

Book Note from Chapel Hill 

Our representative on the League 
oj Nations' list oj 40 notable 

American books of 1927 

AMERICA 
and F rench Cul ture 

By HOWARD M U M F O R D J O N E S 

' T ' H E definitive book on its subject 
-*- —Franco-American cul tura l re
lations from 1750 to 1848, with im
portant interpretat ion of American 
cul tural backgrounds. Besides being 
honored by election to the League of 
Nat ions ' list, i t has been given a 
special Canadian edition and will 
shortly be t ransla ted into F rench . 
Leading reviewers, headed by no less 
an authori ty than Vernon Par r ing ton , 
Puli tzer prize winner of 1927, have 
received it with high appreciat ion of 
its importance and li terary distinc
tion. 

Howard Mumford Jones is Professor 
of Literature in the University of 
North Carolina, as well as a poet, 
translator, and critic of reputation. 

$5.00 
T H E UNIVERSITY O F N O R T H CAROLINA P R E S S 

Jesus and Mark Twain, 
God and Ben Franklin, 
Noah and Charles Darwin, 
Socrates, Teddy Roosevelt, 
Billy Sunday and other 
cheery folk move merrily 

through the pages of 

HEAVENLY 
DISCOURSE 

by G. E. S. Wood 
A delicioMS and stimulating book, 
this volume is the satiric hit of the 
year. Countless worthy critics praise 
it, and countless worthy people buy 

it. Get your copy today! 

Sa/es more t/ian j^,OOOf 
J^,000 can't be 'wrong! 

A beautiful new edition at %i 

MACV-MASIUS: The Vanguard Press 

Tke 
T r a n s p l a n t i n g 

-By Marit 'Balascheg 

Edited by Martha Genung Steams 

A CHARMING BOOK 
— The London Times 

SPLENDID AND INSPIRING 
—N. Y. Evening World 

At all boakstores - - $2.50 
The Macmil lan Co . , N e w York 

Wasps, Ants and Men 
F O I B L E S O F I N S E C T S A N D M E N . By 

W I L L I A M M O R T O N W H E E L E R . N e w Y o r k : 

1928. A l f r ed A . Knopf . $6. 

Reviewed by B E V E R L E Y J . K U N K E L 

Lafayette College 

TH E au tho r of this volume is professor 
of en tomology at H a r v a r d and possibly 

the most eminent au thor i ty l iv ing to -day on 
the ants . A l t h o u g h his own foible is the 
pursui t of ants in this and other lands , tha t 
pursui t has not been so arduous that he 
has not found abundan t oppor tun i ty to delve 
into the l i tera tures of the w o r l d of both 
modern and classical times. Indeed, his re
sources and powers of l i te rary expression 
are such that no zoologist to-day is listened 
to a t scientific ga ther ings wi th grea te r de
l ight and eagerness. His addresses are char 
acterized not only by the richness of 
biological knowledge , but also by their satire 
and wi t . 

T h e present vo lume, with the exception 
of a single chapter , consists of essays and 
addresses which have a l ready been published 
in the scientific journa l s . T h r e e or four of 
the essays are of special interest to the 
entomologis t , but their sparkle and satire wi l l 
p rove delectable to the general reader a l 
though addressed to groups of specialists. 

T h r e e of the essays have to do with cer
tain habits of wasps and ants which are 
quite pecul iar , but may not appeal especially 
to the non-biological reader . " T h e Physi 
o g n o m y of Insects" is not only a t ho rough ly 
scientific discussion of the general f o rm of 
the insect body, especially of the head and 
legs, i l lustrated wi th some for ty figures of 
the extreme types of insect phys iognomy, but 
?lso a ra ther whimsical comparison of the 
same wi th human types of bodily fo rm. 
" T h e Ant Colony as an O r g a n i s m " is a 
careful discussion of the mean ing of the 
term organism and the necessity of r e g a r d 
ing the colony of insects as an organism of 
a h igher order than the individual . 

" T h e Organ iza t ion of Research" which 
was addressed to the zoological section of 
the American Association for the Advance 
ment of Science is delicious in its react ion
a ry point of view wi th which many 
biologists must be heart i ly in sympathy. 
Af t e r po in t ing out the futi l i ty of t ry ing to 
organize invest igators, M r . Wheele r sums up 
the whole question as fo l lows : 

As the earth becomes more densely covered 
with its human populations, It becomes increas
ingly necessary to retain portions of it in a 
wild state, i. e. free from tlie organizing mania 
of man . . . Why may we not regard scientific 
research, artistic creation, religious contempla
tion, and philosophical speculation as the cor
responding reservations of the mind, great w'orld 
parks to which man must resort to escape from 
the deadening, overspecializing routine of his 
habits, mores, and occupations, and enjov verit
able creative holidays of the spirit? These 
world parks are in my opinion the best substi
tute we are ever likely to have for the old 
theological heaven. 

" T h e D r y Rot of our Academic B i o l o g y " 
is not a paper on the fungus that at tacks dry 
t imber as the au tho r tells us it was so 
ca ta logued by a college l ib ra r ian , but a 
valuable contr ibut ion on the teaching of 
b io logy both to freshmen in college and 
g radua te students. I t is ra ther too bad to 
spoil the del ight fu l satire of this paper by 
a t t emp t ing to summar ize it, but at the same 
time every teacher of biology should take 
the au thor ' s idea deeply to heart . T h i s dry 
rot he at t r ibutes l a rge ly to a depar tu re f rom 
the study of l iv ing creatures in their rela
tion to their envi ronment and a too close 
adherence to the study of the pickled re
mains of active organisms constantly do ing 
things . 

T h e most de l igh t fu l of al l the essays in 
this vo lume is the concluding one on " T h e 
T e r m i t o d o x a , o r Biology and Society" ad
dressed to the American Natural is ts at their 
annua l meet ing. W i t h c h a r m i n g whimsica l 
ity, it takes the fo rm of a letter f rom the 
k ing of the termites to the au thor in which 
he discusses h u m a n society f rom the point 
of v iew of the f a r more ancient and 
and smoothly r u n n i n g society of the whi te 
ants. Says the k i n g in his letter, " O u r 
ancestors did not start society because they 
though t they loved one another , but they 
loved one ano ther because they were so sweet 
( r e f e r r i n g to a skin secretion which the 
white ants lick wi th great satisfaction from 
e:'.ch others ' bodies) and society supervened 
as a necessary and unforeseen by-p roduc t . " 
T h e founders of the termite society, he con
tinues, realized that its success depended 
upon its construction on the p lan of a super-
o ' gan i sm with the same b^s•c problems to 

solve as the indiv idual o rgan ism, nainely 
nut r i t ion , reproduct ion , and protect ion. T h i s 
na tu ra l ly involved a physiological division 
of labor a m o n g the individuals composing 
the society and the developinent of castes. 

As might be guessed f rom the sub-ti t le 
of the essays, the solution of modern 
society's probletns rests wi th the biologists, 
inc luding the psychologists and a n t h r o p o l o g 
ists, wi thout whose best efforts " y o u r theo
logians, philosophers, juris ts , and poli t icians 
wi l l -cont inue to add to the exist ing confu
sion of your social o rgan iza t ion . " 

Modern Psychiatry 
T H E P S Y C H O L O G Y O F M E N T A L D I S 

O R D E R S . By A B R . ^ H A M M Y E R S O N , 

M . D . N e w Y o r k : T h e M a c m i l l a n Co. 
1927. $1.40. 

M E N T A L H Y G I E N E . By D A N I E L W O L -
FORD L A R U E . T h e same. $2. 

T H E I N N E R W O R L D O F C H I L D H O O D . 
By F R A N C E S W I L K E S . New Y o r k : D . 

Apple ton & Co. 1927. $3 . 

Reviewed by J O H N E . L I N D 

St. Elizabeth Hospital 

T J E C E N T L Y there appeared in a m a g a -
* ^ zine admi t ted ly f o r the intel l igentsia an 

article on psychiatry of which the thesis was 
that that science had advanced pract lcal lv 
not at al l in a thousand years. Different 
names were g iven, the au tho r said in fluent 
journalese , to menta l diseases and symptoms, 
but Hippocra tes and Galen knew as much 
about the cause and t rea tment of insanity 
as Kraepe l in and Whi t e . 

W h a t e v e r mav be the founda t ion of t ru th 
fo r that wr i te r ' s gaudy dialectic, psychiatry 
is at least m a k i n g an honest effort to do 
three th ings : to find out w h y menta l disease 
occurs, to find out h o w to prevent it, and to 
enl ighten the public on menta l problems. In 
short , f a r f rom pos ing in sacerdotal g a r 
ments and u t t e r i n g — f o r a cons idera t ion— 
mystic and p ro found phrases, the psychi
atrists are bust l ing about t e l l ing parents h o w 
to t ra in children in hea l thy menta l habits, 
they are conduc t ing clinics in menta l hy 
giene, and they are wrl t i r ig books like the 
abo\ 'e . 

Dr . Myerson 's book is an effort at or ient
ing the intel l igent l ayman in the field of 
psychiatry. Myerson Is a competent psychi
atrist , t ho rough ly versed in his subject, and 
wr i t i ng wel l . He has at teinpted, however . 
In a very small book, to discuss psychology, 
no rma l and abnorma l , neuroses, the minor 
and m a j o r psychoses, F r e u d , Adler , and 
J u n g , mental hygiene and a few other k in -
died subiects. It is to be doubted that his 
book wi l l be a real help to the social 
worker , the educator , and others w h o , lack
ing a medical education, wish to become ac
quainted wi th the premises of psychopathol -
ogy. T h e author has, in fact , a t tempted too 
much in too lit t le space. 

Doc to r La Rue's book, on the o ther h a n d , 
contains the whole subject of mental hygiene 
neatly abstracted, condensed, annota ted , dis
cussed, out l ined, and p repa red fo r classroom 
exercise. At the end of each chapter are 
such academic calisthenics as "Class E x e r 
cises," " F o r F u r t h e r S tudy , " and " T o p i c s 
fo r Special Invest igat ion and R e p o r t . " LTn-
der these headings al l the mater ia l in the 
chapter is analyzed, paraphrased , dissected, 
and reconstructed, and var ious more or less 
aopropr la te menta l acrobatics are suggested 
for the aspir ing ephcbos. A few questions 
may be quoted : " H o w can one know when 
he has found the r ight love m a t e ? " " T r y 
to make clear wha t is meant bv 'unconscious 
radiat ions of personali ty, ' " " W h e n I con
trol mvself, which pa r t of the bra in acts as 
' I ' and which as ' m y s e l f ' ? " 

M r s . Wilkes 's book is one of the docu
ments g radua l ly accumula t ing in refu ta t ion 
of such articles as the one ment ioned above. 
If the causes of mental disorders are ever to 
be discovered, and any th ing done to prevent 
their occurrence, it wi l l be t h r o u g h such 
studies as these. Leav ing aside the li t t le ex
plored field of heredi ty and not accept ing 
the b«haviorists in toto, we still have the 
vnst field of child hygiene fo r a psychiatric 
k b o r a t o r v . T h e i r r i table , suspicious child 
of to -dav is the pa rano iac of t o - m o r r o w ; 
the reserved, diffident child, improper ly h a n 
dled, becomes a precox, and the wh in ing , 
nervous child a neurot ic . 

Wi th such chi ldren as these, M r s . Wilkes 
is w o r k i n g . .\ thousand more such workers 
to-dav , and twen ty years hence there would 
b'.' no co'iges' ion of the Insane asylums. 
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