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scrvants (Mark, John). On the presence of Roman troops Dr Blinzler casts 
considerable doubt and his conclusion, based on an examination of the 
terms used by John, is that it is the Temple commandant and police who 
are meant. His book as a wholc is a n  attempt to asscss the guilt of the Jewish 
and the Roman authorities respectively for the crucifution, and his detailed 
discussion, criticism and rcconciliation of the sources, including the question 
whcthcr the codc of the Mishnah was in opcration in the time of Christ, 
is of grcat value for an undcrstanding of the persons and events of the 
Passion. 

A note on two paper-backs; Penguin Books havc issued a new edition of 
7 h  Dead Sea Scrolls, by J. .M. Allegro (Pelican, 3s. 6d.) ; this very readable 
introduction has becn slightly revised and additions have been madc to 
bring the story closer up to date. Collins have issued a book on the Gospel of 
lhomas-Th Secret Sayings of Jesus, by Robert M. Grant with David Noel 
Freedman (Fontana, 2s. 6d.). A long introduction deals with the writing 
of the canonical gospels and the survival of oral material, the hitherto 
known agrapha, the Gnostic background and the Gnostic charactcr of 
Thomas. The remainder of the book is a translation of the Gospel of Thomas 
with Commentary. The commentary traces the parallcls with the canonical 
gospels but docs not throw much light on the inncr meaning of the gnostic 
manipulations; granted the secret character of Gnosticism, this is naturally 
hard to define. 
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MAKISG AXD Twxmsc.  By LValter Shcwring. (Hollis and Carter; 18s.) 
’I‘hcre are several reasons for welcoming this collection of essays: they 

arc the reflections on art and letters of a Christian mind a t  once w r y  
cultivated, honest and consistent; and thcy arc cxtrcmcly well written. 
These merits arc rarc enough to justify thc reprinting of papers rll of which, 
I believe, have becn published before, except an inserted Sote  on Greek 
sculpture by Eric Gill, the thinker and artist (nowadays unjustly neglcctcd) 
whose disciple Mr Shcwring modestly declares himself to bc. I say ‘modrstly’ 
because Mr Shcwring, though greatly influcnccd by Gill, has evidently 
thought out every issue for himself‘, and also because his own culturc is in 
some respects much widcr than was that of his master. He is that rarc bird, 
a classical scholar who regards the Grceks (except Plato) without any 
special rcvcrcncc and rates St Augustinc and the Christian Latin hymns 
above Cicero and Horace. He has a keen intcrcst in rhc literature and art of 
India, China and Japan. He can write well on Dante (he knows Italian 
uncommonly wcll) and what he has to say on translation has the authority 
of a long and varicd experiencc in that difficult art. 

Yet literary matters play only a subordinate part in this book; they arc 
introduced eithcr to point some excellent idcas on educational reform (on 
which Mr  Shewring can speak from cxpcricncc as a schoolmastcr) or, as 
in the essay on Dante, to support the ideal of a culture based on metaphysics 
and thc sovereignty of the intelligence. This ideal appears more or less clearly 
in all the essays; it governs what may be called their ‘anti-modernism’. The 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1754201400011413 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1754201400011413


190 HLACKFRIARS 

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. 

.JOIIN CiiRYsosTox ASD His TIME. By Chrysostomus Baur. \‘ol. 1. h t i o c h .  

ST JOIIN CHRYsosroM. By Donald Attwater. (Harvill Press; 18s.) 
ELEhEXTARY PATROLOGY. By Nays Dirksen. (Herder; 35s.) 

KEXELM FOSTER, O.P. 

(Sands; 30s.) 
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