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RhDultlcli A N D  THESE; VITAL DAYS. By Bruce Truscot. (F’aber; 

“Bruce Truscot’s” identity remaiiis a secret, but this iiew book 
will add to his reputation. liedbrick University was generally al- 
lowed to be a competent and responsible piece of work, and now 
the same qualities are displayed again on a wider field and with a 
shirrper point and purpose. The author’s competence indeed is EO 
obvious and his bent so practical that  his outlook can hardly fail 
to be a factor in the changes our system of higher education is 
likely to undergo in the near future. His name is sure to count, 
his views to be quoted, and these, being clearly set  out (as befits a 
professional teacher) are very quotable. B u t  they arc the views 
of ;I professional upon his own professional world, and to weigh 
them acciirately and in detail one would have to belong to that 
world. 

Assuiiiiiig the division oE the Ihglish Universities into “Ox- 
bridge” a i d  “Redbrick” Rlr. Truscot sets out, after a paiiifully 
facetious prefttce, to discuss “Redbrick’s post-war problems”. 
‘l’he status of Arts Courses ; the shortage of teachers ; broken tradi- 
tions and lowered stand:irds; plans and counter pl:ins for state aid, 
for and against state control ; inter-university contacts; curricula, 
iiumbers and stnffing-all this is discussed of conrse in the light of 
the flood of Plans and Reports which have made 1044 the ediica- 
tional theorist’s annus wzirabih : the Butler White Paper, the 
.\.U.T. Report (Dec. 1043), the Norwood, Fleming and RlcNair 
Reports, the British Association Committee’s Report. Most of 
this ni:iterinl is welcomed by Mr. Truscot. H e  sorts it out, as- 
sesses and judges it in detttil :lad, in the i i i i i i i i ,  f:ivourtibly. With 
one eye on his ideal, another on practical possibilities, he seems to 
arrive ot nil unusu:illy b:clanced and disinterested view of its drift 
and gist. 

Enthusiastic for “de- 
mocracy” and almost wishfully ready to welcome change (he is not 
:ilwnys incapable of claptrap, e.g. “education’s most stiibborii 
enemjLconservative tradition”) Mr. Truscot get keeps his head. 
‘rhus he wants Redbrick to play a much larger part in English life, 
b u t  without sharing the $.U.T.’s hope that “all who can profit 
thereby” should go to a University; for he sees Redbrick a s  the 
upholder of standards which are inevitably critical and therefore 
exclusive. Again he resists the easy cry for “social service”; i t  
is an excellent cry, but when it comes from the N.U.S. laying 
down, a t  its 1944 Congress, a communistic “fundamental premiss”, 
Redbrick only listens at its peril. A University is n d  bound to 
justify itself to the political and economic world according to that  
world’s standards. H e  resists the fashionable slighting of writhen 
work in favour of oral; and here, as in Redbrick University, he  
stands up for scholarship even of the “factual” sort. 

10s. 6d.). 

This review ctiii only aim at  a rongh aiid ready estimate. 

This Fense of balance is worth stressing. 
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This caution bleiids with a rare arid true enthusiasm for know- 
ledge and the life of enquiry; Mr. Truscot is a schoolmaster c o d e  
et  animn. And, however vague his thought may appear to Catho- 
lics, he knows that the final aim of all learning is something eter- 
nal. H e  welcomes the Norwood Report’s admission of values that  
are “final and binding for all (times and in all places”, and its 
sharp distinctioii of such values from the scope of the particular 
sciences, which cannot therefore “dictate aims” for education as 
a whole. H e  does not, of course, work this distinction out phil- 
osophically; yet he is, I (think, a little too vague for his own pur- 
poses. In  :I S c ~ u t i t i y  review of Redbrick Un iver s i t y  hIr. L. C. 
Knights found 12r. Triiscot’s idea of a univereity-that universities 
exist by pursuing knowledge for its own “intrinsic value”-not 
“dynamic” enough, and he tried to supply a bebter one. In  Mr. 
Knights’s view the purpose of universities is to foster “ a  lively con- 
cern for civilised values”, and knowledge is only one of these. 
The point-and here Mr. Knights’s critique is very useful-ie that  
the seekers of knowledge must be prepared $to fight for men’s right 
to seek i t ,  and this requires that  they hold :I view of life as a whole, 
coiiiiectiilg bare knowledge explicitly with manners, morals and 
final beatitude, and coordinating the different kinds of knowledge 
so .that they fall into a scale oE grexter and  less importaiice. Other- 
wise one risks pursuing a t  best a mere abstract ideal, and, a t  worst, 
a vague aspiration. And in practice, as RZr. Knights point out, 
one risks leaviiig the running of universities to “practical” men 
while the pursuers of knowledge get on with their liberal education 
undisturbed and undisturbing; they would have “intrinsic values” 
for their portion but,  without n coordinating philosophy, they 
woiild be unable either to think out or to impose in practical detail 
:i gr:ded intellectual rliecipline; they would fail in short to run 
their own show. For knowledge applies not only to life but  to it- 
self also; it can coordinate degrees of intellertiid discipline not all 
of which have a n  eqiial “intrinsic value”. The flaw in an “intrin- 
sic wliie” theory siich a s  Rlr. Triiscot relies upon ie that  it exalts 
knowledge in general without telling you enough about the value 
of p:irticular branches of knowledge in the b t a l  scheme-about the 
place of each in tmhe Civilisation for which Mr. Knights is prepared 
to  fight, aiid iii the approach to God to which the Church bears 
witness. 

As a trriined sc1iol:ir in the field of literary history NZr. Knighhs 
brought damagiiig criticism to bear on the bibliographicxl “jumble 
of names” with the aid of which Mr. Truscot seems confident of ’ 

guiding the young on the road to  ciilture, and T $think this passage 
from the volume under review gives out the same note of naive 
indiscrimination : “Here you have. ” says Mr. Truscot approv- 
ingly, “an undergraduate who, without neglecting set books and 
periods, uses his special studies dto delve into philosophy, theology, 
educational theory, political science and so on ; who reads widely 
in contemporary literature”, etc. The “and so on” is surely re- 
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vealirig. It is worth insisting that  a university does llot exist 
simply ,to give undergraduates n chance of picking up miscellaneous 
bits of ‘‘knowledge” and opinion (the resulting assortment being 
called a liberal education) but  to  provide a training in each discip- 
line according to the part it  plays in human life as a whole (Mr. 
Knights’s “civilisation”). Mr. Truscot would, in general, no 
doubt agree; but  his grip on the  proper coordination of the discip- 
lines intrinsic to liberal education is weak. H e  cannot guide us 
into all Redbrick’s problems. With ways and means, with a host 
of items contained in the official reports, h e  is quite equipped to 
deal, and his instincts are right enough; bu t  governing these par- 
ticularities there is only, one feels, an ideal of knowledge in ab- 
stracno and a confused aspiration; and this probably is insufficient. 

For Catholics this book raises particular problems by its double 
insistance upon (a) the continuity of Redbrick with English life as 
;I whole and with preliminary schooling, and (b) the interconnexion 
and unification of all the Redbricks into a single intellectual Qlite 
“ the chief educational force in the country”. With (a) especially 
Mr. Truscat concerii~ himself, and what he says is well-informed 
and well-argued; but AS he leaves us Catholics out of his reckon- 
ing (explicitly a t  one point) we can refrain from immediate com- 
ments and questions. Where he says he is not referring to us is 
in the first of two carefully critical chapters on Public Schools; blpt 
his remarks, or most of them, might very well have been ad- 
dressed to us; we can hardly plead an alibi. But it is with respect 
to (b) that  the chief difficulties are likely to  arise, if as  is probable, 
RIr. Truscot’s hopes are going in the  main to be realised: if Red- 
brick becomes a nation-wide system with organised contacts, 
transfers of staff and students, and inspection. The Newman As- 
socialtion, I suppose, is going to have plenty to do. 

One closes the book with a feeling of gratitude. As a piece of 
writing i t  is rather undistinguished, but its conclusions are Eolid, 
discreet and reasonable to a degree not often attained. It always 
appeals to renson. It contains scoreF of remarks that were well 
worth making, milch humane discernment and much shrewd moral- 
ising which hits hard and goes home and will be found healthily 
distnrbing bv many people no+ directly envisaged by it (see chapter 
4: The Leisured Profe.ssor a t  Buy). 

LA PHILOSOPHIE DE CLAUDE BERNARD. B y  A. D. Sertillanges, 0.1’. 

PAre Sertillanges, whose books it is good to have again in this 
country, here shows the aptness with which the Cat$holic doctrine 
of soul and body can meet modern physiological developments. l i t .  

is his ably maintained contention, against those who have ac- 
claimed the eminent French physiologist Claude Bernard a stan- 
dard 19th century positivist, that  not only his scientific findings 
but even t,he incidental philosophising into which he was led, de- 
mand a Thomistic setting. The assertion would no doubt have 
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(Aubier 42 fr.). 




