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ABSTRACT ‘ _ ~

. - . Quintin wight ° o

\ . 8 .

j " Webb and WOOlf A Study of the Social and Political Relation-
’ ships between geatrlce Webb and the Bloomsbury Group, with . e

P&érticular Reference to Leonard and Vlrginia Woolf. ‘
‘ . . st . . . ) ’ X a

‘Beatrice and Sidney Webb exerted great influence ovef

- . .
British political thou&ht in-the early twentieth century. The

- , ]

" } .
members'of the'Bloomsbury Group grew up under this influence, ‘

and reacted to/it in varlous ways. . c .

- -

Thlscstfdy compares and contrasts the social, educational/

4

and philosophicdl factors which affected Beatrice Webb,ang the
members of Bloomsbury during their maturation periods, noting
P ] . < - 1

particularly‘the critical changes in lifestyles and the advent .

of a more feminin% world. It -then examines the relationships

*

. which existed between the Webbs and speciflc Group members in
the light of these factors'and of contemporary polltlcal events, ‘ ‘?

concluding that the relationshlps were significant to the liter-’ " L
£ . . . o . v . ‘
ature of the period. n . ' ‘ g

f
. N ' | ‘

Emﬂhagls is placed throughout on the parallele which can

.
N -4 ~
.

be drawn in family background, educatiop and marriage between v

}1“ '.
F;. - Beatrice Webb and Virginia Woolf.

= ,o - ’ . .
T . .
,‘\.”A.l N |4 ’ - ) . :




. . TABLE OF CONTENTS e :

- [N
¢

Chapter I TNELOAUCELON. o v vveveunoiononnnncncnacnnneaaasl o

. B o\

:.Chagter II  The Background....w.,........................8
'? . Chapter III Education and éeliefs:..........;...........20 L
'Chapfer IY' Beatrice Meets BloomsburY...eceeeeccccscessad’
' Part 1l.- Lytton Strgchey;.....;......7...t..........48’
Part 2. Clive éndAVanessa Bell.oeeeenooeavonnanceseB9
Part 3. Desmond MacCafthy........;L.........:,.....65 o
, ' Part-4. Johnrmaynafd Keynes..;;.L...;..;;....L...;.69 o

2. S T

.+ Edward Morgan FOrster..ccecesceccsanccccosasld

w

5 B

7
. - » Part

£

o . Part
¢

}ROQer Fry.;...'...o:.....‘\......’..'.“."....'..82 )
« © . Part

@ . .
[ ¥ . ,

. Fringe Bloomsberries anq,Conscriptioﬂ:.....se‘

~

-

2 - o . .o
Chapterv : WEbb al’ld woolfoocn'o-l90‘0.00\0‘00.o.co.\.o-:..ooggg

. - N . [
Chapter VI, ConcClUSiON.s.ceseceadososccacacsssacasaseeal2l
P . « » ° ‘: ‘ ‘ '% \ . )
' 1o . . . . )
! C . ;e o ' CT ' N
. , . ¢ . ‘. N
SR " Bibliography R .
r T ‘ RS C ‘ oo : .-
' v" ,’/ ke ‘WO,rkS'C‘ited.....'.....-....-.'.Q.o‘.:.....‘\o...;¢3..-9.‘.128, N N *
Backg‘)n,ound Wérks.....o‘oo-.‘ocno-o-oo‘oooocnlnooo:/a—col,;z ’
- . . . o M v - . \ . "
. o~ e = ¢ : .

IS ¥ , . . : v ’ '




Chapter I - ' .
\' ’ ‘ : H ‘ . .

. ' ' Introduction:

- \‘_A’
The search for 1nfluences in llterature is unending.

Scholars Spend years in  minute scrutiny of. the'works of one
writer in the hope bf finding traces of the thought; language,‘
or style oflanothef. If no such tfaces are evident, there is '
a sgtrong téemptation to dehy that the influebce was . felt. But *
’there are manylforms of influence; no one‘cah deny that:beef
which has met the\butch%r's_knife has been influencedé-ln o v
spite of the factlthat the meat does not produc% particles of
e steel théreafter.. In the openlng years of the twentieth
| century, the fine flesh of the Bloomsbury Group -met the stain—

less blade of Beatrice Webb.

——

There can.be little doubt that Beatnice was a stalnless

—

.blade. That was one of the problems she faced. few people

1

.~ . care for things which cut, and stainless ones tend to be more

. ‘unbearable than most..
Nothing is so irrftatlng as omniscience, nothing so
‘. galling as moral superiority, .and Mrs. Webb's con-
. troversial -methods, her contempt for social foibles® -
S - e ‘and disapproval of sexual lapses, sometimes made her, '
PN - disliked, “espécially by women, who were afraid of
B : » her; for she laid down rules of conduct with as much
assurance as she gave forth advanced opinions. eve o
" Wwhat made her so very objectionable'in the eyes of :
her Jetractors was.that no chink could be spied'in e
Wer “armour. She had no weaknesses. She and her T
husband worked unceasingly, talked purposéfully, , o e

. V' . .
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' Potter; after 1892 there was a very distinct Beatrice (and .

.parentheses are evidentgﬁr not. For all practical purposes,

“ality (1942; rpt. “New York- Amheneum{ 1963), P. 174

ey

-

lived virtuously, and took their innocent and hygenic
pleasures vigorously.1l

That was Beatrice: finely forged, true—tempered,,and '
honed to incredible keenness by years of whetting against
the most superb minds ot the’age.‘ Only on the inside did '
her basically unresolved religious feelings give rise to an
occasional spurious. vibration. Outside she was hard edged
as a diamond die. - No one was ever in the dark. for long *

about.what Beatrice wanted done, and very few ever escaped

doing it for her. . ‘ 7

It is imnortantgh5realise at_this juncture. that, in . " i;zo
spite of the forego ng} Beatrice Webb, as such, never really )

existed. Before 1892 there was a very‘distinct Miss Beatrice

Sidney) Webb. . Not- Beatrice Webb but Beatrice (and Sidney) o
webb At the same time the distinct Sidney Webb of the Colon-
ial Office became after 1892 the distinct Sidney (and Beatrice)
Webb of the London Counﬁy Council. Although Beatrice Eha
Sidney were not at all equivalent in either intellectual

capacity or personality, it must be clearly remembered that

-Beatrice (and Sidney) Webb‘is equivalent to Sidney {and Bea-

trice) Webb at any point in this discussion whether “the ¢

1

Vs
vice ;érsa)a W . 3 7

. .
. . .
A K _' s e 7

Beatrice Webb must he, re\i as Sidney Webb throughout (and

lHesketh Pearson, George Bernard '‘Shaw: His Life & Person-
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:lMolly".

The Bloomsbury Croup, on the. other hand, were rather
less than definable, The Group started as a small knot in
society--hardfenough'to'be felt, but not really distinct
enough to be seen--then expanded into a larger, more visible,
but slightly softer mass which ﬂrumbled as it grew. The end
result was that by the time it had become really well knowh
;it no longer existed,as acﬁistinct entity.' All that can be

said‘with any degree of confidence is that certain people.

‘were séminal, and therefore central characters; others who

had come later, or perhaps simply not allowed their associa-
/ PR . . ‘
tion to become strong, formed an aureole about this centre;
and Stlll others made up a decoratlvT but nonessential fringe.

J.K. Johnstone, in His o, POok The oloomsbnry Grogp,’in—

' cludes as members: "John Maynard Keynes, Lytton Strachey,

Virdginia and Leonard Woolf, Vanessa and- Clive‘Bell Duncan

Grant, E.M. Forstér, and .Roger Fry. n2 n his autobiography,

Leonard Woolf includes both an 4ld and a new Bloomsbury: the

old comprising "the three Stephen®sg Vanessa, married to Clive

Bell, Virginia, who married Leonard Woolf, and Adrian, who

»

married Karin Costello: bytton Strachey: Clive Bells; Leonard . K

Woolf; Maynard Keynes; Duncan Grant; E.M. Forster. . .Saxon

‘Sydney-Turner; Roger Fry and Desmond MacCarthy and his wife

3 New Bloomsbury, that of the 1920's and 1930'8, added

®
'

27.K. Johnstone, The BloomsburypGroup (London- Secker &

3Leonard Woolf, Beginning Again, Harvest. Books (1964: rpt.
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, n.d.), p. 22. .

]
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Julia:n, Quentin and 'Ange’l,iéa Be‘ll,‘ and David (Bu;in;r) ‘Garpett,
while losing Lytt‘dp Sxtr‘aoh.ey and Roger Fry.4t Frank Swinner-
ton, a cont;emporary, albeit hostile, witness, ineludes’, by
imp'lication/, ‘Bertrand Russell- and T.S. I'i:].’.iotJ 5 ' ' -
Perhaps the best concept of "membershlp" in the Blooms-
: bury Group is that expressed by Quentin Bell in his own’ work
on the subject.6 Professor Bell uses a diagram (reproduced

below) to illustrate a type of geographical distribution of

aureole or 'fringe mer;xbers about the central core. This

E.M. Forster - . ,
AL . .
TR : . ' . A e ‘ ‘ : i
v T _ ] David Garnett . . .
o Molly" MacCarthy : ‘ {
Sydney Waterlow Desmond, MacCar;hy R
~ | T .
\ A Roger Fry . i ‘ |l - .. .
| . o Vanessa Bell i . i
e ; Duncan Grant virginia WQoif |
T . Clive, Bell - Saxon Sydney-Turner . ’ L
' Leonard Woolf ) ,
Lytton Strachey . ., Adrian Stephen = ‘

Maynard ‘Keynes ' ' _ e

DA Gerald Shove ' IR S /T -

» James Strachey / _ H.T.J. Norton

i . " Marjorie Strachdy’

.o g . ‘ - Francis }Birrell.

Cd :
. ’l ’ [
N . 1 ’ ., .
- a | N e
‘ . 5Frank Swinnerton, The Geo,rqlan Literary Scene (New York- :
rr . Farrar and Rinehart, 193%4), Pp- 339-377. , .
_ 6Quentin Bell, Bloomsbury (New York: Basic -Bdoks, 1968),

Pe 15. Reproduced by permission of the auth r. o ‘\)._




ot
Il -

k] ! 1

diagram is useful in that it shows how E.M. Forster, for

instance, long an'intlmate of all of the true central charac-

“ters, was yet only on the fringe of the actual group itself.

At the same time it brings out a point germane to this study
~-~that not all of the "Bloomsberries" (Molly ﬁaccarthy's ‘
term) can be included, ho matter how close they were to the’
mystic core. For 7%ur purposes, /the question is not so much
"Who is hloomsbury?" as'"Who; of‘Bloomsburyf can be said to .
have had any relatlonship with Beatrlce Webb2" Th? relation-
Shlp could be purely phy51ca1-—they met talked and parted-—
or it could be pureiy conceptual--thelr ideas agreed or con-
trasted——but it could be demonstrable. In this way, we can
eliminate at onge. such Bloomsberries or hear- Bloomsberries

as H.T.J. Norton, whose early promise slowly crumbled away

i

to nothlng, Durican Grant, whose brush said little to interest

/Beatrlce, Molly MacCarthy, whO'was overshadowed by Desmond,

- left little impression for, the minds of later students. At

Saxon Sydney-Turner, who disappeared into the Treasury in the
manner of the Cheshire cat--leaving only the smile:; and

Sydney Waterlow, who went everywhere, and knew everyone, yet

-

the same time, we should add to Professor Bellﬁs diagram a.

. Fabi

fe ultra—frinée membé;s who ‘were close enough to both the
. and Bloomsbury camps to have 81gnif1cant effect. Ber-
trand Russell and Rupert Brooke would fall into this category,
as might one' or two others. ,
Of prlmary interest will be Beatrice s relationship ‘

| ! . °

]

o

O
s
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with Virginia Woolf. There were amazing parallels in the
| iivés of both women, from family l’oa‘ckground to educational
‘processes to physical appearance. There werenalso‘violgnt

. differences, many of which can be traced to the char'iging

1ifestyle of thedperiod. Since Virginia was one of .the main

channels for Webb 1deas to flow to the Bloomsbury Group, and

)

since she and Beatrlce were often connected in the mlnds of

their contemporarles, the contrasts and similgrities between
TN : u :
the two women are of great significance to this study and y .

must be borne in mind throughout.

. * . N (’
A significant question at thHis point i:o\ld be: "wWhy

bother?" Why should the relationshlp between an aging social—

ist agztator ano a movement of young literati have any par-

ticular 51gnif1cance? Perhaps it doesn_'t. On the other hand,
most critics would agree that the Bloorcnsbury Group could'only

. take root and flourish as it did in a world whose values were

A

. changing. Although they were sttomatic of the change--
which is why the Group as a whole had such significance--they

were not the Motive power behind it. They sprang from ground ¢

-

+ . - which had already been prepared. °~ The critical izears _for the %

Bloomsbufy Group were not the years of their growth and . . )

X fruition: they were the years of clearing and sowing which had
gone abe'fore. Beatrice Webb was one of those who cleared and
ploughed - the land. She: certainly had no wi‘shto propagate the
Bloomsbury Group-~the aura of cecadence which she felt sur-

T rounded it was against all her principles--yet she had no

5




*a ’ ’ Bl
’ ’ . *

- small har{d in the ‘preparaﬁion of the ‘ground from which it
sprang. That is where the fascination of their reloati'or;ship

lies. The Bloomsbury Group were the garden of her labours-- . .

»

were they weed or .harvest ih her eyes? : e

3 »



. ‘ Chapter g,{ . : J

The. Background o o .
- Vi - . ¢

% Y \
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' Peatrice Potter was born the eighth daughter of Richardm '
Potter and Laurericinda Heyworth Potter on January 22nd, 1858,
‘Her father was a second-generatlon businessman of considerable
means and much personal authorit‘y. This had a 'large effect on

- Beatrice, since she inherited both: the first enabling her to

Nspend her life doing exactly as she pleased, and the second
R

enabllxg her to force others to do exactly as she pleased.

Fortunately for Britain, Beatrice's pleasures con51sted largely

in. what others would.have conside:ed irksome‘ duties..

o

she was born to a woi;ld in whichb Blake's '"dark Satanic 2t

Mills" were only too ;.;eal; a world of appalling poverty ané y
misefy, in which the fat sharks of commerce swam freely ti‘xrough

.seas of human wreckage, gobblin}; d,o{fm'whatever they - chose.

There were three worlds really-—-worlds which existed side by

! 3

side, yet which rarely took cognizance of each other in any
m@aningful way. ' Taking London as an example, we find that: oo

tondon then epitomized -the extraordinary cont‘ragts R
that  characterized nineteenth century liberal England. ' .
There was bourgeois London, Wwith its grand ‘boulevards, o

_ its great puhlic monuments to industry, trade, finance :
and governm , its affluent homes, its nevw parksf -

. opera houses fand museums, its stores, richly stocked
with goods from every corner of the earth. Ther there
was petit-bourgeois and working-class London, with its’
tidy  streets, tidy shops, tidy homes, its numerous o LT
churches, its music halls and its pubs. Finally, .
there were the slum ghettoes radiating out into the °
subur'bs, w1th thei&unpaved streets, their disease—-

0
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vote

o

the pa531ng of the Reform Act,

[

ridden and owver-crowded tenaments, their poorhouses

and old age homes, their midsionary sects, their
pervasive dirt, prostitution, and alceholism.
Thesé three component societies of Loncon might
have lived in different cities for.all that they
knew or cared about each other. = ) “

[}
o

Polltlcally and admlmistratively, London had
scarcely advanced beyond the Middle Ages. In the
1880's, with a population of over four - million, it

* -

-still lacked a water, sanitdtioan, and public health

system; it still suffered from periodic plagues of
typhus and -cholera; and its pdor laws wergaas-®
archaic and oppressive as evgr. There was no cen-
tral government to speak of. Not until 1888 was a
County Council established to assume over-all re-
sponsibility for education, sewage dlsposal, hous-
ing, and. hospitals.1l-

- t
That wa's the England in which Beatrice grew ‘up. - At the

‘tine of her blrth roughly n§§m11110n men were eligible to

in Britain. Twenty-six ears earIler, in 1832, before

there had been only 435, 000

eliglble out of a total popqlatlon in England and Wales of

‘over

.

four%gen million. ,In 1867, when Beatrice was nine,

Dis-

raeli, ‘a near riot in Hyde Park, and a hastening letter from

¢
ter,

3]
- N

to int oduce‘the Second Reform Act to Parliament. -

Queen ViCto:fT comblned to force Lord Derby, the Prime Minis

N

The

nuﬁbeg.of eligible voters then rose to two mfﬁlioqy~but very

. few workiag-class mehl&ere included,"

of the working class wére brought to Parliament

\14

London (New York Pantheon Books, 1968), p. xv,

°

ol 4

’

!

. C

and no representatives.

The fact

.tarred the participation of the lower-middle and working

-~that Members of Parliament were ynpaid -at this time effectively

classes anyway,'since only those with independent,means could

1Albert Friedwand RichardaM. Elman, éds., Charles Booth's

e

-

A

a
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afford the positionJ Not until 1884, when Gladstone shep-
her@ed the Third Reform Act through did every male house-
holder acqhire the rlght to vote. ,Ehat‘still meant a total
of only five million voters--a mere 20% of the poﬁqlatgopr-

By that time Beatrice was twenty—sik, and an experienced

v

social worker; Virginia Woolf w two years old.
jil

'In this world of grim_ pursuit of wealth, Beatrice grey

up sW1mm1ng with the sharks. This is a vital point to

%

_remember in exam1n1ng her" future-&%tions, because although(v}
she devoted her life to the relief of the misery of the comyon
man ard bent all her energY'towards chaﬁoihg the world form:;s
benefit, she}always remainedoa shark at- least in her methods.

F

Years of business trainlng with her father tdught her all the
intricacies of the use of power, . and she had RO scruples at
all in applying pressure wherever needed "to achieve her aim.‘ -

As she noted in her autobiography-‘ : .

’ ‘ The consciousness that was present, I speak for my

-

" ~own analytic mind, was the consciousness of superiqr .o
- power. As life unfolded itself I became aware that 'y

I belonged to a class of -persons who habitually gave ot
orders, but who seldom, if ever, executed the orders
. of other people.2 . = . .

» » ' -

' This passagefmarks one of the really great d&fferences

—fetween Beatrice and’ the Bloomsbury Group,,and has’ a bearing

. |
on a second difference. The first difference is simply time, B
with its attendant chaﬁges in 1ifesty1e. . Although the major-
ity of Bloomsbury Group- membérs were born during the 1880's,

y 2Beatrice Webb, My: Apprenticeship (1926; rpt. Harmonds- x -
’ worth, England- Penguin Books, 1971), p- 65. /g ' :
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when,London was still a human swamp on the Thames, they grew
PR

A

o up into the twentieth peptury. The England which they became
aware of as they matured was a softe}, more pleasant 1ano in
which the wers of the robber-baron liberals had to some

. extent been trimmed. Beatrice, on the other hand, grew up
into®the 1880's. The England which greeted her emefging )
maturity was the swamp in all its dismal grangeur. Beatrice
grew up in a medium in which personal power was not only use-

-

Origin of Species was/publlshed on. November 24th, 1859, and

her growth c01n01ded.wizﬁ“gnefpézlod in-which the doctrine of *
the 9eurvival of the fittest" (4 veloped by those rapacious ‘
minds‘who'saw oppogﬁuni?y for persznal gain in’Spence}'s’some-

’

what garbled account of Darwin's concepts? was applied quite

( ful, but essential. She was twenty-twOOmonths old when The

’ 1iterally'to economic fﬁnctions; "Freedom! in Engla&d at that >

.

time meant freedom to starve if one could not maintain a_

» . measure of personal success. . : o
No relief whatsoever was to be offered to able-
bodied persons and their ‘families except the work-
", house. And khe workhouse itself.was to be deliber-
ately made so unpleasant that any person would do Co- .
his utmost to av01d being sent_there.3 . ¢

.Aside from Roger Fry, who was, even at that, a‘good eight years

. younger than Beatrice, the. Bloomsbury Group matured in a period

©

<in which this doctrlne was dying. The Poor’ Law of 1834 did not

die in its entirety until 1945--two years later than ‘Bedtrice

1 . k
LN ‘ -

S o 3Brian Jackson, . intro. to My Apprenticeship, by. .Beatrice
: wam,;h 21. - T - | ) *




12

~--but it was her personalppoﬁer.and vital energy which sapped

much of its strength., Her work with her cousin-in-law,
. - \

Charles Booth, on his great effort The Life and Labour of. the .

People brought her into contact with the statisticsacf pover-
ty: her work as a rent coiﬁector for Octavia Hill in the
slums near St. Katherine Dock brought her into cohtact with
the poor themselves: aad her work on the Royal Commission on
the Poor Law brougpt her into coatact with those who adminis—

tered them. Only her own pers nal sense of power and her

ability to use it--an ability thrust upon her by the timing'
and circumstances of her upbringing--kept her going. The

Bloomsbury Group had neither .the sense of, nor~need for, such

_ power.,K Their, feelings were of intellectual superiority, not

of aukhexriby over others, and except perhaps for Ieopard ‘

1

ﬁoolf, and in a minor sense for Virginia, their contacts were

‘not with the poor. X : o

¥

The second difference betweeaneatrice and Bioomsbury‘

which is brought out to some extent in the passage quoted .

above, (s that of apparent sex, It has to be "apparent sex",ﬁ

for in spite of the fact that Beatrice was beautiful (her

contemporaries said so), an accomplished hostess (Lf eccen-

tric) ané fond of fine dresses (her diary anguishes over

L

guiit at their purchase), she-was essentially masculine. Her -~

entire makeup was masculine and paternalistic. Her interests
were economic and’ political, and her satisfaction at having

wiegied power ef*ectiVely was the satisfaction of the tycoon
l} .~ "l

s
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Ty
- - at the barghining table, not.that of the wheedling woman in -

«the‘%raw1ng room or boudoir. In a further passage, she states

v > (referring to her father):

. When those maps of continents were unrolleé before

Ce him I listened with fascinated interest to eager dis-

cussion, whether, a line of railway shoul¢ run through

this section or that; at what.-exact point the station

‘or junction should be placed; what land should be |,

’ purchased for the contingent town: whether this patch

T or that, of forest, coalfield or mineral ore should _ &
be opened up, or left for future generations to ex-

ploit. Ard these manifold decisions -seemed to me to ‘ "
be made without reference to any superior authority,

without consideration of the desires or needs of the

multitude of lives which would, in fact, be governed

1]

by them: without, in short, any other con51deration .
" than that of the profit of the promoters. e e o It 7
-, remains to be added, though this is foretelling my . «

.tale, that on the death of my-mother 1 found myself -
i3t .
giving,or s and hever executing theft. Reared in
1s at sﬁﬁere of giving orﬁers»xt was not altogether

1ngKthat I apparently acquired the marks of the
.caste. - -

e 4 ".w.

An attltudéﬁsgch as: this does not fit clearly 1nto current {to

| o or past, stereotypes of a £feminine role. 'In her. later machina-

.
L]

tions as a member of the Royal Commission on the POOr Laws, her . . .

)
— ]

hard-mindedness is brought out even morerclearly-ato the pdint,

. _in fact, that she suggests the eXistence of a masculine char—

“ -

‘acteristic herself* . S - " - '

\’ N

.Witﬁvsidney, thls attitude of indifferenceé to his col-
leagues on public-bodies is habitual--perhaps I am
merely becoming masculine--losing the "personal note"
which §s the characteristic of the woman ia human o
"intercourse. What is rather ‘disconcerting is that I . . . r
.catch myself "playing the pelsonal note" when it suits
my purpose--playing it without feéeling it. Is that. a

C o ¢haractefistic of the. woman on public bodies? I do : S
v try to check myself in this mean little: game; but it K .
N has the persistency of ap inherited ornacqulred habit.? ° ‘

1 + .
R ! . . . A 4
. . .

4Webb Apprenticeship;‘p. 66,

. 5Beatrice Webb, Our Partnership, ed..%prbara Bwake and. 4 “5§
Margaret I. Cole (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1948), "

ppo 377 8. > 4 . "’\;.\_ - ] v
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The evidence is fairly clear that Beatrice was purely . ,

masculine in mind. Even her.twist of conscience dbout her use
of a feminine attribute--“playing the personal note"—-has the

ring of . masculine distaste for such an action about it. .This . %

eviderice, of course, relates only to a masculine mind It has
little bearing gp the emotions of a feminine body. Beatrice
could, and_did, fall in love, in one way or another,'with two

men. The implication of those relationships, however, belongs
to a further study. . P : ' )

£~

It Beatrice was essentially masculine in intellect, the

| ‘, ‘ meﬁ%ers of the Bloomsbury Groupcwere essentially feminine. , As ‘ \

“with Beatrhge this feminine cast of mind was not necessarily

’associated w1th actual sexual preferences--in spite of the

homosexual tendencies of some of the Bloomsbury members (e.g.'’ .
Lytton Strachey and Maynard Keynes). It was, rathef, a pref R ”oT’
ference for a softer, more feminihe approach to life, .to o

- '1iterature, and to art. It would be stretching’a’point to say

, = ' B .

5 P that - arE and literature are‘more feminine occupations than

e business and commerce. On the other hand, it can reasonably

be said that there are masculine and feminine aspects to art
; and literature, and . .that the Blogmsbury Group tended towards

“ _ the feminine--to thendrawing room chic rather than turbulent
"\ s N N . " : Cl N t R Y
C. epic or heroic saga--to decorative sculpture and padinting

v

SR rather than inspirational statuary or monumental architecture. © - °
At the risk of stirring up great controversy, the feminine,in'

: -y D o P
. " ¢« art and literature is the,introspect%ye, epigrammatic, intel- -

et ' . *

]
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}ectpal,'decorative material, and the masculine the inspira-

tionél,bemotional, stirring querial whiéh appeals to the

primitive urges of warrior man. Bloomsbury preferreé the '

”

former. As Desmond MacCarthy tells us, Sidney Webb himself

clarified the point thus: . ‘

- )
+ . I . “
.

he said, in quiet Iisping way, "we are;interegte&

' metaphor, buff I was glad he had spoken like that for
it showed he'did. not expect me to take to plumbing.6

The questlon of the apparent sex of the prlncipals may not

~at this point be clearly tied in with the background and the

‘\‘

age. It is significant, however, if one notes that the sw1tch
. 3 ' .

| . : A .
from masculine to feminine was a characteristic of the period.

.t

What was héppening? As.Sir Mortimer Wheeler has pointed oué,

prior to 1914, Eur0pp was bottled up by decades of ,
. comparatiye peace and ‘good-feeling, tempered by un-

ventilated or at - any rate unremedied social ills, -
.and above all corked with complacency.7 ‘\\y**ik\

T

Beatrice had been born intdé a thoroughly corked ﬂorld,.butvthe‘

cork had been wofking loose, and was ready to blow just at the

/ I Y

tI%e the Bloomsbury Groub was forming. There were many .
anges, but the poiﬁt to emphasize is that these changes,

'
C

though often harsh and bloody, were essentialiy femfnine.t

Stern aristocratic paternalism was replaced by a more per-

missive middle;class ethic, and the real. power of woien was
Lo ’ .
rising. As’ Bantock notes,

c

. 6pesmond MacCarthy, "The Webbs ds T saw them," The Webbs - _
and their Work, ed. M.I. Cole (London: Frederick Muller, 1949), . ’
p. '20- ’ ’ o L , .

Swebb, Apprenticeship, p. 35.

. | . .
- s L . O .
’ : 1
i

-
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Before the First World War, male hegemony had .suf- ¥
fered a reverse in the rise of the "new women'" and
the suffragette movement. Shaw's analysis of fem-
1n1n1ty in Man_and Snp?rman and Candida implies an
error in the continéntal nineteenth-century assess-

ment of the relative role of the sexes. .. . L

{
|

Beatrice, oddly enough, hdd at fipst been opposed. to the

new.freedog{sought for women. There is peasqa.enough in.hgf .
background for th%s. “As on en women in the household of
one. lone man, with\whom she had great sympathy, Beatribe earlyg
developed a dislike fo; her oWn sex4-~ad did all her‘sisters:

¢

- Of her father she says: S ’ "

He worshipped his wlfe, he admired an¢ 1oved his
\ﬂaughtets- he was the only man I- ever knew who
genuininely believed that women were superior to
men, -and acted as if he did; the paradoxical,
result being that all h§s nine daughters started
life as.anti-feminist -

This original feeling for :Lr father, plus;ein all probability,

of Huxley anfl Spencer gave her the original boost; towards the

v

. the early contact with very superior male minds. such as thoses |
. . ‘
4

easy acceptance of a quesiJmaeculine‘role. At the same time,
her youthful’eﬂgibaéhy to her mother (herself a very:puperior.
' feminine mind) relnforced this bent by pushing her into a self-
reliant, indlvidualistic channel. There is strong evidence

t hout her dlaries that, to, Beatrice, feminlnity spelled

"weékness.? The passage quoted above concerning ﬁ%r behaviour

in comﬁittee is an example of this.

1

8g.H. Bantock, "The Social and Intelkeccgal Background"‘ S
The Modern Age, The Pelican Guide to English Literature Vol.' 7,
ed. Boris Ford (Harmoadsworth, England° Penguin Books, 1961), :
p- 20. ~ | .

_9Webh; Apprenticeship, p. 35.- “ o " f‘fﬁ




Sﬁe did, howeveri'change~with age. ﬁfiting in 1926 she’

describes her anti-feminist feelings, saying:

| - s ‘

| . " Why I was at that time an anti-feminist in feeling

| is easy to explain though impossible to justify.

‘ Conservative by temperament and anti- democratic

| ‘ through social environment, I had reacted against my

\~ father's over-valuation of women relative to men:
and the narrow outlook and exasperated tone of some

of the pioneerg of woman's suffrage had intensified

this reactlon.1 p

/

) SN
v There are three significant cifferences between Beatrice

——

and the Bloomsbury Group which are illustrated by this passage.
In theofirst place, Bloomsberries were, on the whole, sup-
porters/ﬁf the femininst mot ement, Virglnla Woolf in foct,.
supporting it to the point of magnifying it out of'all propor-

tion. 'Aileen Pippett points out that Virginia's friends were

dlsturbed by—her~ex+remewsensxtiv;ty—tO“rnequtIes imthe
treatment of women well into the 1930’s, and thought that she
appeared to feel excessive anguish over the prdblem.l? In the
‘'second pla;e, where Beatrice“wes conservative--in the sense
: that she wanted tevmake small, comfortable advances in prac-
| tical ways, giving here and gaining therej to obtain her an
h (ﬂyimited, and therefore achievable, ggg?gL—the Bloomsberries
were radicals--in the sense that their goals were ideals based
i ’ on pfinciple,iand they did not think that ptinciples shoul? be

compromised. 1In the third place, while both Beatrice and

<
ot

10Webb, Apprenticeship, PP. 353-4.,°

. laizeen P;ppett, The Moth and the Sﬂ!g (Boston- Little,:
Brown, 1955), p. 56. .
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was fit té rule himself,

18
anc¢ Bloomsbury. were anti-democratic, they were so fbr—entirely

0 >
different reasons: Beatrice because she had been in very close

. contact with Demos, warts and all, and did not think that h?L/>

~and Bloomghury because tﬁey wer on
the whole; completely unacquainted with the gentleman, thou

of him only in the: abstract and found no room £or him on their
!

intellectual plane. Only Leonard Woolf among the Bloomsbury

v

members had any intimate claim to knowledge of poverty or the

common man--ané Leonard himsel f, was tHoroughly anti-democratic”

L

in eveything but theory. He was perfectly willing,' as was

Beatrice, to fight.to the end for the betterment of e masses,

vet he had no wish to associate with them. . . - _

of life during the Second W9rld War.

I hated the stuffiness and smell -of human beings, o
and, if a bomb was going to get me, I'preferred to
t die a solitary death above ground and in the open .

air. Like so many convinced and fervent democrats, '

"in practlce I have never found human belngs physic-
ally in the mass at all "attractive--there is a good. | '
deal t? be said for solitude whether in life or in
death. 2 ‘

:The stuffiness and smell to which Leonard refers were paft

@ . P

But they were even more

pronounced in the nineteenth century, and it'ﬁs the nineteenth

I

1 «

century above all, which forms the badkground’to heatrice\and .
Bloomsbury. BeatLice lived as a subject of Queen Victoria for

exactly forty-three years (the Queen died on January 22nd——

’

.Beatrice's birthday--in 1901), and ‘she could neter hope to

-escape whoLly from thg alifpefvaéing moral. aspects of the era,
\ ,

12Leonard Woolf, The Journey not the Arrival Matters (New
York: HarCQurt Brace JOVanovich 1970), p. 59.

* .
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the Queen died, There is no.evidenc th

i Lt

"/ nineteen and forty-three was any less in 1901 than it is to-day,

and this particular gap lay between two worlds as well as two | -

- [

women.. Virginia and the majority of BlOOmsbury Group members -

were climbing out of the dark canyon of *i:he nineteenth century "
into the promi.,ing sunshine of the earI‘y twentieth. They, . |
however, had started the climb wel’l up the cahyon wall,. only

Beatr.ice had seen the depths. ’ : '

TR
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& : ) Chapter III

N :‘4"0;)';‘2‘

Education anéﬁﬁliiefs

[N

-In discussing the relationship between Beatrice and Blooms-
bury, we must be'careful to bear one point in mind--that there
is no question that the members of the Bloomsbury Group were ’
influenced by Beatrice Webb. All of England was influenced by

Beatrice Webb. She wasg, in the early n;neteen-hundreds, a

\x

highly visible,: very much talke3 about personality. ‘As an  ._ )

R

eccentric grande dame who had rubbed shoulders on intimate

L

terms with‘peers and‘prqgtitutes,'she was, to many, the figure-

head fgr Fabian and socialist ideas. Reactions against such

ideas were often personalized as against "the Wegbs“, while

hopes in favour‘of the ideas were just as yociferousiy tacked"
.'to their coat-tails. ’Ip-this way, the Blooﬁsbury éroup~could

no more escape being influencéd by the Webbs thae a fish can

escape being wetted by the wateL through which 'it swims.
The thing that is in question is exactly what that in-

-, fluence meant to Bloomsbury. membér§ZEnd to Beatrice. Some -
agreed with her and some disagreed, some adopted her phrasing
or ideas in their writing, some ignored her; and some angrily
rejecteq everything she stood for, Why? What was therevin thp\"

. makeup of individual Bloomsberries_w%ich caused them to react -

to her in. such diverseafashion?(Qg? have already discussed the

, backgrouﬁd to the age” There is no question that there had




be pYaced on their relationship in, parficular. K

o

been vast changes, nor;that the Webbs had helped with some. of

them. These changes, however, .are not in themselves sufficient

- A:Y

to account for the mental differences between Beatrice and

.y ©
.

Bloomsbury. Theredhad to be some new ingredients or aichange
in quality_of the ingredients already available tdvéroduce
these daring young thinkers. 1In this chapter, we shall examlne
some of the basic ingredients that went into Bloomsbury. How
were they educated, what were their beliefs,gand how Jid they
compare with those of Beatrice? Since Beatrice and Virginia ,
were in so many ways alike, yet so different, eﬁphasiscwill

A case in point is the striking similarity between their
families. Bothswere large, Victorian families; both were ’
comfortably weli‘off, though they had experienced monetary
difticulties in th past; both had one parsimonious'barent ~ ‘
(Beatrice's mother and Virgihia s father), both had very intel-

ligent parents w1th a wide range of acqualntances amdng con-

temporary intelligentsia- both educated their daughters at home

in sporadic fashion, both operated in an atmosphere of free

thought and discussion, and both produced strong minded s a///"

- , \

~daughters who married men who wére in many ways also alike .

LY
(Leonard}and Sidney). What were the 51gn1ficant differences?
The time gap we have already- covered.\ A smaIler difference.is

that(Beatrice's father was forty-one at the time of his

daughter's birth, and Virginia's was fifti. Virgiﬁia's mother
o N ) A o ner .
was her father's second wife, and there was an older family-~ ..




Q

. ' oo ‘ | o )
but Beatrice was a{&ounger daughtefJédd[had sis%ers up to.
thirtéen years oldér than herself. Only two things really .
seem to have maitered: Béatricé joined her father's gatherings
’;fx@llingly,‘while Virginia did not-—and Virginia had two . , ::‘J
~ >N

T4 brothers. g ,
. oV

These factors are tied -very closely together, "and their

-flh * impact is enormous. Virginia loved her brothers, Thoby and -

s i

L Adrian, very deeply, but she also‘resented tHem, not on a per- -

7

. sonal ‘level, but on a purely sexqal’one. She was intensely :

jealous of fheir masculine preregatives. “Masculinity to Vir--
. T a , _ C
ginfa meant A.E.F.--Arthur's Education Fund. She-was bitter .

-

about Arthur's Education 'Fund:

Ever since the thirteenth century English fam-
ilies have been paying money into that account. . . .

It'is a voracious receptacle. "Where. there
. were many sons to edurate it requlred a great effort
. : ) on the part of the family to keep it full. - For your®
‘ .education was not men ly in book-learning; games ' .
Lo educated ydur body; fifiends taught you more than ' '
books or games. Talkiiwith them broadened your out-
look and enriched your mind. In the holidays you
travelled; -acquired a taste for art; a knowledge of
foreign polltics, and then, before you could earn
your own living, ,your father made you an allowance
upon which it-was possible for you to live while you
learnt the profession ,which now entitles you to add
t the letters K.C. to your name. And to this your -
. . ' sisters, as Mary Kingsley indicates, made their con- -
. : tribution. . . . It was a voracious receptacle, a
solid fact--aArthur'’s Education. Fuhd~-a fact so solid
indeed that it cast a shadow over the entire land-
scape. And the result is that though we look at the
same things, we see thgm differently. . . . So magic-
ally does it change the landscape that the noble , ,
courts and quadrangles of Oxford an” Cambridge often’ '
appear to educated men's daughters like petticoats
with holes in them, cold legs of mutton, and the
boat train starting for abroad while the guard slams

D

L
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<the door in their faces.’1 . ) ' o °
\ i " " ’

This bitterness remained w1t\’b Virginia all her life—-—a

conclusion easily attested to by the fact. that Three Gulneas,

" in which thek passage appears, was not published until 1938,

By 1938 wome”n weré well entrenched in universn.ties throughout

the Bngllsh+speaking world at least as students lf nog as

faculty, an“d'although there remained a sizeable gap between

]

the ecucational opportunities a‘fférde;i to women’ a_nd those

afforded to men, it was not enough to rf]:ustify the depth of

feeling“which Virginia expresses. Tgiiee Guineas is c'ertainly

pac]gd with ehough facts .to demonstrate that ir;“equitie's--.oftenk

large ones--continued (and still cont.i’nue) to exist, yet her “

3 1 .

rage at the fact of the 1nequ1t1es 1s no@in consonatice with

the fact: that the 1nequit1es were rapidly being reduced.

—

- As -we havé seeri, ‘Beatrice also was .co ed abou he
&

al

. ecucation and status of wo*nen. She did not, however, eel the /

FEY

rancour which gnawed at Virginia.v This was not due to any o
equanimity or fergiveness. on Bea‘trice's part. She' had very ‘,.
long 'cla;ws‘ and was pevrfectly‘ capable'; Qf.weumploying them °1f she :
fe;.t slighted.@ . . '

ship of Webb and Webb.,) Beatrice feltt no bitterness because

(Sidney was the tranquil member of the partner-

her appreciation of the status of women had been~reached after
calm reerctJ.on, and had then been neatly docketed and filed ' ‘

away as anothet job to be handled in the rputine of ehanging

7 ' ‘, - - v L
. lyirginia Woolf, Three Guineas, Jarbluger Books (1938; T
rpt. New York: Harcourty Brace & World, 1966), pp.‘5-7.
. 1] . 3 ,.rl '/
1
;
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the world. There were other problems of far more pressing
urgency on ‘her calendar. Be31des,'Beatrice had no surviving

brothers.

There is some evidence that ha? her ownly brother rurvived:
infancy she might have encoZntered sufficient cause to encour-
~age jealousy of m;sculihity in generel.'\We know from:Laurencina

-

Rotter's.diary enq from Beatrice's that Mrs. Potter thought'
little of the capabilities of her eighth daoghter, and was, in
fact, harsh with her. Part of this antipathy'can no doubt te
traced to the fact that BeaE?l%e was not a boy. .The resc:, in

all probability, arises from the death of Dicky, the ninth, .and
’ ' / . : .
only male, child-at' the age of.two. Kitty Muggeridge ¥rites
" “ythat , S
Laurencina had, up till now, been a severely-dndemon—
o strative mother, but. she was openly affectionate with
}J : this child, ‘caressing him constantly, making excuses

24

R ° to keep him close to her, letting him play on her ‘bed

Y in the mornings and taking him out with her when sge
went for a drlve, while Beatrice was left at home.

Beatrice had, not unnaturally, shown signs of Jealousy at thls,

%E had been cast out of favour for ‘her sins.’ After ,Dicky's o
death, the problem increased even more for a while, as Mrs.:

D ¢
Potter workeé out her grief in self-recrimination and in draw- o —'

’

-

\ ing unfair compartﬁzds between chky and Beatrice, whose life
shg would have traded for the boy's. .
Had Dicky survived, he doubtless would have gone to either ' -

Oxford or Cambridge, as did Virginia's brothers Thoby and Adrian.

/

. 2Kitt Muggeridge and Ruth Adam, Beatrice Webb: A Life B .
8§8 ~1943 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), p. 25. i oo

IS




. o / . . N 5

- Bl '
s a . .

. 1

,‘J‘”Iﬁe;e wo&ld‘have been a D.E.F. froﬁ which Beatrice and her
sisters wéuid probably have been exéluée&{ Under suéhwcircum~\
stances, and Héving suffered through such ah inauspicious
beginn;ng, Beatrice might well have de&e;oped ssme pf,the'
jealousy and bitterness. which characterized Viréinia's feelings
towafds mascuyinity. As it-was, she merelf‘tufped herself in;
wards, and set about the process of eduqating‘h rself witho

"giving formai tuition mﬁép further £hought. In Xhe eng slie
suffered under a succession of governesses who attempted'EOx
stuf€ her with the basics o. grammar ang grithmefic: sp.nt six,
months in Germany studying music and literature and a&other
six months iﬁ,Italy looking ét Italianxart, and languished é

' season at an exclusive finishiné échoolafor girls--all to Ao
avail. She had a digfinct/aversién Eo any extéfnallf'imposed'

t

" educational routine, irrespective of the subjecf, and was happy

-

e

» to abandon them whén the opportunity arose. In fact, short

bouts of regular hours in the schoolroom usually left her sick
and bedridden, and she was eventually 'excused from formal tui-
~ - ! o
tion after her elder sisters had "come out." '

.- .

In spite of this, there is no question that both Beatrice
and Vifgiqia were well, }f unevenly, educated women. Since
neithergwent to:university; and since the.edugét%on which they

¢ ‘(’ﬂéié.receivé led” them into totally differenyorealqs; it is |
important to determine jugt‘whaﬁ their'fathé} anﬁ'brother rela-

-

the presence, or absence, of brothers did have an effect on.

“w ¢
.- .

tionships implied in”providing that/éducation. As we have seen,




a

their eventual attitudes towards masculinity in general, and

. towards formal education. Beatrice, ha&lng grown up in an

[T
®

- atmosphere in ‘which unmversityueducatlon was completely lack-

‘ ihg,,did not really Hotiée its ébsence: Vféginia, hdving\§}ewn ‘
up in an atmosphere saturated with the air of Cambridge, ‘
became aware of her lack and brooded over it. The difference’
in attitude is striking; since the education whiéh.Virginia‘

s ':" acquired via her brethers and their Cambridge friends.waé in~

. r .
- many ways much closerﬁto a true university education than was

. . ‘ !
; - Beatrice's., ' - . ] .

& bl 1) -

| Beatrice acquired'her education in two ways: by .a sFriét,

.. self-imposed regimen of reading and summarizing books, and by

MW

, close association with her fathet's friends, This is where
. the second great difference between -Beatrice and Virginia ~
T arises; Both girls had famous fathers--although Virginia's

father-was more widely known than Beatrice's~--and both fathers’
< brought home even more famous-friends.‘.Perhaps bhecause of the
C slightly lesser gap id’yeers between father and daughter,

1} o
Be rice appears to have paid far more attention to her

. %father s fniends than dld Virginia. ‘ ‘

The circumstances of my life did not permit me to
' seek out one of the few University institutions then -
- " open to women. It is true that "the Potter girls"’
had enjoyed from childhood upwards one of the privi-
9 . leges of University education. We had associated,
R on terms of conversational equality, with gifted
v persons; not only with men of affairs in business
and politics, but also with men of science and with
leaders of} thought in philosophy and religion. In
1 o particular, owing to our intimacy with Herbert
Lo Spencer we were friendly with the group of distii' P
L : < guished scientific men who met together at the N S

\Y




v

' re-pass; the same attitudes abound:; the same poses are. kept up,

B England- Penguin Books, 1969), p.\ 34.

Y

monthly dinner of the famous "X Club". And here I
should like to recall that, among these scientists,
the one who stays in my mind as the ideal man. of
scienc¢e is not Huxley or Tyndall, Hooker or Lub-
bock, still less my friend, philosopher and guide
Herbert Spencer, but Francis Galton whom I used to
observe and listen to--I regret to add, without .
+ . the least reciprocity--with rapt attention.3 e
2 3 e

Such was, Beatrice' s experiénce. ,Virginia's, on the other
hand, appears to have been much more formidable. . If hér fictibn
¢an be equated truly with aspects of her-life,_Virgiﬁia Eﬁ@Llfg;

find her»father's frienés at all instrﬁctive. ‘In-Niéht and Dav,

katharinetﬁilbery grows ‘up in a house which bears all the hall- '

marks 0f the Stephen home. The same famous visitors pass and

y

and Katharine, like Virginia, meets the famous:

> Again and again she was brought down to the cérawing- -
room .to receive the ble551ng of some awful distin-
guished ol¢@ man, Who sat, even to her childish eye,
somewhat apart, all gathered together ané clutching
a stick, unlike an ordinary visitor in her father's
arm-chair, and her father himself wfs there, unlike
himself, too, a little excited and very polite.
These formidable old creatures used to take her in
their arms, 1look, very keenly into her eyes; and then
to bless her, and tell her, that she must mind and be,
a good girl, or detect a look in her fdce something
llke Richard's as a small boy.4

-
3

If we accept this as an accurate representation of Virglnia's
own experience, it is easy to see how there could be a vast o
differencé in learning processes between her and Beatrice.

6n the one hand we have a hlghly intelligent, highly impression-

3Webb, Apprenticeship, pp. 148-150.

4Virglnia Woolf, Night: and Day (1919% rpt. Harmonsworth,

!
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able girl who met. her father's frienés on an equal footing,
. and oh the other a highly intelligent, highly impressionable !
girl who wgs passed from hand to hand.like an illustrative
.specimen at a seminar of sages. - The first found the atmosphere
. ‘ ‘conducive to the absorbtlon of knoWledge, the second most
' assuredly did not. One pointr of interest is that it is possia‘
- 5le tﬁat ooth girls aet the same people. We know from her
diaries, that Beatrice considered‘?uxley.a.ramily friend and
. thaE"she was close eaough to hlm“(though.sﬁe calls the acquaint-
ance "slight"s) to have dlscussed her acceptance of Herbert

-

|
I
‘ . Spencer s literary executorship WIth h1n1in May~of 1887. At ) o
’ roughly thé same time,'Huxley was also considered to be a frieod
) of the Stephen famlly--close enough to have recommended a house-
P keeper to Sir Leslie at the time of h1s re1marriage in 1878.6
Slnce in 1887 Huxley was 51xty—two, Beatrice twenty—nine, and
,' Virglnla five, lt is reasonable to except that his effect on
the two girls would be different. A charming'dinner;companiop
for the one could easiiy become a'"formidable old creature” .
_for the other. - :
‘ Both women absorbed the greater part of their literary and
philosoph;cal education from books, srnce both had free use of
large, adult libraries. The difference is that Beatrice'gained

_ her interpretatioris of books from discussions with old estab- *

S e

Swebb, Apprenticeship, p. 51. o -

’ 6Quentin Bell, Virginia Woolfs A Biographz (New York: . ) K
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972), I, 13. -




lished authorities, and in the process graéﬁélly withdrew from

the gay, social;whirl and away from people of her oown age, whiié ©
% o Vitgiq@a gained her interpretatton from free discussion.witﬁ her
‘ Erothérs; and’grew.int; a é;y;)if somewhat épecial,‘social
whirl with persons of her own age; It is" in this sense.tﬁat
Vi;ginialqame closest to a h;I;;;;;t§ educatton, since those
who tauéht her--the recibients of Thoby's Education Fund and
Adrian's Eduéatiod Fund--formed, with théir frieﬁds, the classic
unlver51ty structure of the community of scholars. ¢
In 'spite of this acceptanhe by brothers and friends as a
. free and intelligent ming, Virgiﬁia minded very mughfher lack
,0f @ university education. What about Beatrice? We know»thét
- she felt she caﬁe close to hating one-:aﬁé fdghtly so. Every
ndw an; then, ﬂowéver, she didﬁfeel that sOmething was missing,
.,) and recorded in her - diary her "pitifully ineffectual attempts"7 °
‘ to educate herself. Beatrlce felt that these efforts were
ﬂfailures,‘yét she felt that failures or not,, they did not .
Mgmatter in the end. Margéret Cole.has-pointed out that ’
In after years, Beatrice occasionally wondered - | . . '
) whether she herself would have done better with a
. ‘ _ university education; but was consoled by the reflec-
ST tion that she might have-become a Woman Don. Having ‘
+ - « regard to her character and talents, one could_be
- very.glad‘tbat tpe experiment was never tried.
As a point of interest, no matter how bad ﬂer algebfa or geom-

etry might be,. they.were certainly adeqﬂate compared with the“,

4

Tiebb, _pprénticeship, p. 151,

8Margaret Cole, Beatrice Webb (New York- Harcourt Brace
& CO., 1946)' po 15 N

-
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female members of Bloomsbury, since neither Vanessa nor Vir- “

ginia was proficient at‘arithmetic, and- Virginia u$Ua11y N

9 .

counted on her fingers. >

-
.

" The generaiiop gap aside, both Beatrice and Virginia
sprang from the same general pastich £ education and in-
fluence: the/one deeply affecfed by'paternal figures and the

other by fraternal ones, 10 'This fifference between paternal o
- : . S . ’ '
and fraternal, between essentially: authorijtarian and essent-

L

ially egalitarian, was to reﬁ%{h forever e'deep schism between

the two women. Above all,.it related to their Aifference’ in
® N . =

<

beliefs, since the final ing}edientuwhieh had not been.aveil—
able at tﬁe‘time pf éeatrice's makiné, was now at hand to mold
Virginia, and was transmitted to her through the activities of
her brothets. ?haﬁ iggredient-was G.E. Moore'e’ggincipia

b3

| .- Ethica. _ B ' S

- . e

.. Principia éthica was publiéhed in the autumn of 1903. It

had an immediate and electrifying effect on the group of young
Cambridge intellectuals who were about to join Vahéssa_and .
Virginia Stephen in\Bloomsbufy. It could be suggested that the

effect of Principia Ethica was simply another manifestation of

the generation gap between Beatrice and Bloomsbury——that the

impact of the work was a dulmination of a multitu?e of slow

i

9Quentin Bell, Vifginia_Woolf, I, 26. ;<

' 101 have not included Vanessa in this discussion for two

: - reasons: one, she had very little to do with Beatrice at any

' time, and, two, her art studies did, in fact, amount to the -
formal education which virginia lacked. ,She did not, -therefore, '

have, the same impetus to be bitter about mascgline privilege.--

<




"which Principia Ethica definitely lacked. -

. studies could not hold up, hbwever,uand we find her in 1889,

-

t

N\ B ~

<o

changes over the twentyafive-yéar gap between their adult

<

phases--but that would be too simplistic an interpretation.

o

The book did not affect an enti;e generétion at that time.
Its immediate effect was on those who formed the mucleus'ég
.the Bloémsbury Grouﬁ, and on few otheré. It became ggnérally
influential-later largely becausé of their proselytizipg.

The vast majority of the generation to which Bloomsbury .

belonged was still imbued with a sense of duty--something

>

b
In My-Appreanticeship Beatrice details the unending soli- -
-

tary search which she made thfough book after book, philosophy .
after. philosophy, éo'deyelop‘some éoft of creéd or belief to ‘ -
éustain hersélf. She tried Christianity, and found it wanting:;
Bﬁddhism,\gna'fbund‘it wanting;- science, and found it wanting.’

.She read Racine and _Corneille (dislikiné them), Goethe (with

deep interesf),'Shakespeare, Thucydides, Plato, Marcus Aurel-

ius, Lucretigf, Diderot, Voltaire, Balzac, Flaubert and Zola--
but for content, not for style, which she con§idefed to be
. | L

unimportant. The closest she came to an acceptable creed for

some years was hef.old friend Herbert Spencer's Synthetic

Philosophy, and that‘e§ehtuaily crumbled before the onslaught

of doupt$¢which her ever—probiﬁg'mind continually brought to

the surface. Duriﬂg the 1880's she studies positivism, delvT

ing into £he writings of the best of Auguste Comte's English

| A . '

-disciples' and working through George Eliot. Even these

]
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after listening to a lectdre by Frederic Harrison (president of

- the English Positivist Committee, and a personal friend), sayihg,

y !

His address, seemedfto me forced--a valiant effort to

make a religlon out of nothing; a pitiful attempt by

poor "humanity to turn its head round and worship its .

tail. Practlcallyf;e are all positivists; we all '

make the service off man the leading doctrine of our

+ lives.. But in order to serve humanity we néed in- © -
spiration from a superhuman force towares. which we ’
are perpetually striving.ll o '

In the ehd, or at least in November, 1915, which is, an
proprlate date. for comparison‘with the Bloomsbury Group, she

* attempted to define her p051tion clearly.

- rationalisks, faith in the scientific method_as the
" only means} at present open to the human'miﬁé of
discovering the processes of the external world,
. including in this tersm the processes taking place
.- within the human mind. But the scientific method
seems to me to provide no ground for the choice of
‘one state of mind rather than. another, and there-
.. fore of one state of society rather than another.
This supreme choice must rest upon emotion, it may
" be the emotion of Fear, or Anger, or of Love. The .
. guide to this choice of one emotion rather than
another rests somewhere in the human mind; it is the ‘
. conscience or Will to Believe, the religion or meta-" 6
physic of the individual soul. The guide may reside '
oA in a Spirit Butside ourselves working in the Uni-
} + verse, with whom we come into communion. But in
this great voyage of discovery on-which we :all go at
some time in our lives, we seem, to have no one star
to guide us. I read the metaphysicians: they all f
A seem to me to argue in a circle; I read the theolog-
o ians: :they all seem to me to make a series of child- .
ish assertions about past history and=-future life !
which are either demonstrably untrue or unproven. I
read the moralists and they seem to me to assume as_.
premisgs the very conclusions they start out to- p
prove. Hence I am thrown back on my Intuition--on / |
. ’ . my emotional Will to believe. Why do I believe that - ‘i{//// |

What exact%y is my Metaphysic? I share with other -

the heart of man, if it is to remain sane, if it is i
to rise to higher things, must concentrate on the - .

emotion of Love?’ I can give ‘nmo rleason for this ) . .
* faith--it remains an Act of Faith. Why do I believe , ‘ l

that" this concentration of the mind on Love is fur- . 'r'

11Webh,'Mx Aggrenticeshig,‘p. 164. P AR
. T _/,, e Ly L e T
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thered by Prayer, by the -attempt to attain the
consciousness of communion with a spiritual” force

outside oneself? It may- only be the promptings of

the old habit of religious worship, taught me in

my childhood and reinforcec by the inherited trad- b
ition of my race. And yet this faith in Love as - x :
‘the one befitting purpose for the human being ) T
seems, as I go through life, observing the motives

of men and the results of these motiveés on per- -

sonal conduct-and social organisat}01, that this

End of Universal -Love is.constantly proved to be

the only valid faith, even tested by the processes

of the Intellect. To that extent I suppose I am a
pragmatist. But my pragmatism is only an after-

thoaght, a sequal to my int tion.12

This passage and the.few pana/;aphs which follow it express
one mainiséint\in Beatrioe s pr‘losophy which is at variance

with the philosophy of Principia Ethica. In spite of her
‘emphasis on a rational approach to the world and her trust in
the scieptiflc method, her 1nnermost feellngs are bound up in
an "“Act 3% Faith* No matter how she seés the scien%ifié
"method, she is careful to point out that it leads to discover-'
. ing the "processes of the‘exte;nal world". She can be led
onl§ so far down the rigid path of machanistic logic before .
she jettisons it all for the comfort of intuitive belief.

she said in 1882, | ”

where my.religious| feeling, once awakened from the
dreams of a vague/idealism, and acknowledged as ‘
helpful in times off trial, sorrow and endeavour--

- where this$ religioyis feeling will lead me:,whether

I may not be forced to_acknowledge its supremacy )

‘over my whole natuxe. ] ,

Rationally, I am~%rill an agnostic, but I know not .

%

. 12Beatrice Webb, Beatrice Webb's Diaries,- 1912-1924, ‘ed. -
" M.I..Cole (London: Longmans, Green, 1952), pp. 48-49.

13webb, My Apprenticeship, p. 121.

\




‘there were to all of the general terms with whic'h the Group has

* < b . I ‘ - a
Twenty-three years later, by 1915, she is settley in acceptance
of efnotion and in a firm, though unaffimed', faivh in "an

abstract Being divested of all human appetite but’ combinmg

the quality of an always working intellect with an impersonal

'L0ve".l4' ‘ ‘ ‘ -

'
1 . < .

While Principia Ethica does not ceny the existence of

such a Being, 'i-t is, nonetheless, a book which gets on very
we}l without having to resort to a Divine Presence as a corner-
stone for ethics. . There. is mention of a "Divine Omnipotence"
or "Divi"n‘e Exibtence"15 from time to time, but for all prac-
tical"purposes the “book professes agnosticism. It does not

~

argue against the exlstence of a Supreme Being; 1t merely
) ®-
points out that He is not necessary to ‘the argument at hand.
For the most part, the Bloomsbury Group accepted agnosti-

cism without question. There were exceptions, of ‘course, as

been described so far. -E. M..Forster was not an agnostic; nor

was Roger Fry. Lytton Stfachey, on the other hand, could

quite vehement about Chfistj,enity and his opinion of it.
Beatrice, in spite of her aﬁguish over agnosticism, and -

faith in prayer, could never Sring herself to admit wholly to

religious belief. She did nct he,ve to, i-xowever,vsince .her

commitment was obvious to®those who knew her. . Bertrand ;/ _

1 T =,

Russell: states: * . ey

LS

l4yevb, Diaries, 1912-1924, p. 50.

15G.E. Moore, Principia Ethica (1903; rpt. Cambridge. .
England- Cambridge Univ. Press, 1971), p. 83, oo
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She was deeply religious without belongihg to any
recognized branch of orthodoxy,- though as a Social- i

ist she preferred the Church of England because it
was a State institution.l16

\

P

'fhis ultimate grounding of fait'h must be considered when exam-

"

ining her relationship with Bloomsbury,' since it was the basis

' of many an argument with the young Cambridge intellectuals at

t'he Fabian summer schools,

In her expression of Metaphysical belief in 1915, Beatrice

. . : ?

makes statements which bear a superficgial esimiiarity to con-

.

cepts expressed” in Principia Ethica. She states, for instance',

¢ "

that she finﬁ’s the rites of the Chrlstian ChuBch appealing

when they are "beautifully and sympathetzlcal]y rendered" -but

-,-;

INETX

g

that "the same rites.are repellant, even offens:.ve . o
they take place in an ugly building, w1thout musiec, or a're‘
performed by.'%edicqx"e man".17 Thg feeling expréssed here
cou'ld;oe associatedﬂ with Moore' s"emphasis on tigg'_e_--aiﬁ exﬁphasis

r

amplified greatly by Bloomsbury. In Moore's philosophy, it is

the consciousness of beauty which matters most--a cqnscic)usness

which impl:.es taste, or the abiltity to discriminate tha“t which

is valuable (or beautiful) from that whig,:'h is not. The members
4 Lo

of the Bloomsbury Group made this concept a cornerstone of

belief 1in general, - although as usual, ene or two may have dis-

_agreed. In fact, e .
Roger . Fry, whose aesthetic principles J.Ke Johnstone
claims -were' closely integrated with Moore's work,-

5 LS -

16IBe.'rf:ramil Russell, The Autobiodgraphy of Bertranc‘ Ru sell
1872-1914 (Toronto:McClelland and Stewart, 19675, pe ’77.

17webb, Diaries, 1912-1924, p. 49. . o

N
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and.in a sense completed it, actually-disﬁ\issed
Principia Ethica as "sheer noasense".

. . L
. In spite of this, however, it would be difficult to overempha-

size the importance of. "taste”" to the Group at large. ) I

. Beatrice's own statement of the desirability of beauty,”

superficially similar to Moore's though it may be,. in all

. ‘e
Qrobability reflects a simple search for beauty at an emotional
‘ N\

level rath‘er than an int_el'l'ectual choice of uth;' Beautiful as
the quiddity of the Gogd. For Beatrice, interest_ in beauty at
"this level is an indicator of a sensual involyement which she
dig her befst to a ny. She states very clearlyv that 'Physical
appetites re to me, the defril they are signs of the disease
that ‘ends in death the root of the hatred malice and greed.
that make the llfe of man a futility", 19 ane she certainly did
5 . ..

‘her best to curb her own. On the other hand, a point many

critics appear to miss in their estimate of her as cold, hard

and unfeeling, .a¥dicted to meagre meals ,a’nd‘Victorian morals,

is®that she hadwappetites. Her mind was almost” totdlly vie-
P . & ‘
torious over her body, but her body w3s no mean adversary at

‘ . » . . .
. that. My Agprenticeship_ has already revealed that "personal |

vanity was a 'occupational disease’ of Lbndo‘l Society" and that

Beatrice suffered from "constitutio*xal excxtability in this R
* direction" (pp. 70—71). Kitty Muggeridge notes that "Perpet- -
- ually, she was obsessed with thoughts about ‘men--'impure

/ thoughts'——and warned herself against the danger of becoming
. .

>

el 18y1 chael Holroyd, Lytton Strachey (New York: Ho.lt, Rine—
A ~hart and Winston, 1968), I, 419,

19Webb, Diaries, 1912-1924, p. s0. .

e . ° '
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‘ younger Beatrice than the one associated with the Bloomsbury

'much was made of Beatrice s masculinity of mind. This mascu-

_iencves as a rent ,coll'ector and trouser hand among” the hrutish )

like Rosamund in Middlemarch".20 (@is’w’as, of course, a much

LY

Group?-but Beatrice nonetheless.) She also loved dancing and
— ?/t v AR ’ <)

fine dresses--everythi{ng, in fact, that a healthy young girl

should have an-appetite for. » In chapter two of this study,

linitay did not extend to ‘her body, and in all probability
repressed sexual attraction accounted for much of her rj;gidity

in morals. <t is interesti')g to note that. in her descri;itions

iy

of per- sonalities: throughoat Her diariwthe term "seasual" is

1 ‘:["

‘employed with unexpes.ted frequegcy.‘ She may have used it as,. B v

personal recognition of virility 1n the sub_]ect, but this would ,m‘.'

8

be very hard to prove. No matter how “it was employed, con- '

' - _sl ) .
sciously or subconsciously, the implication of its use is a}way\s,
. o o o . .
pejorative. Beatrice was very rigid in her-'moral attitudes,

0

p‘rgpably as the result -of a combination of three factors- the, . %

prevailing V’ictori‘an atmosphere ‘of her youth, her solitary

o

habits as a,chile, whic'h prevented her from comparlng her own

urges with those of her contemporaries, and her early. exper- -
b Y

4

: inhabitants of the London 51% S'he was in the unhabpy posi-' o

tion of being éapable of. deep, emotional "gut" responses, to J .

pleasurable stimuii, yet incapable ‘of allowing herself the S

[e}

luxury of surrender. L ' : ’ .-

~‘Bloomsbury, - of cou%se, was capable of almost anything,

-~ R . -

v!:‘/ A ,ZOMuggeridge and Afam, 'Beatrice Webb, p. 51.° S e "
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| _even if it meant that Principia Ethica had to underqgo gonsid-
. erable "interpretation" along the way. Even thoséwho ﬁe}t
most deeply about Moore's philosophy were'perfectly capable of
ignoring minor details which did not quite fit ﬁpe spirit of
the moment; and since it is a short step from ignoring minor .

details to ignoring maJor ones,«the step was often taken. As

/
-

John qunard Keynes said,

There was one chapter in the Principia of which we . R
. " took not the slightest notice. We accepted Moore's | ’ P
rellglon, so to speak, and discarded his mprals.
Indeed, in our opinion, one of the greatest advan-
? tages of his religion was that it made morals un- ? :
" ‘necessary--meaning by "religion" one's attitude R
X . toward oneself and the ultimate, ‘and by "morals"
‘ one's attitude_towards the outside world and the - I
i intermediate.? ~ . ;!
e » ‘ ' o L /

‘ -7 This is a point to whlch we shall return later..
Although 1t seens clear that Beatrice's attitude towards = .
abeauty bears only a superflcial resemblance to that of Priﬂcig

’ Ethica, we must. concede that there is some pOssibility ‘of P

;: W
3 e
influence. She was, after all familiar'with the book, having .f -

i

“reae it about 1908. She dld not pretend to uhderstand it, in WJ
§ N

spite of earnest tultlon hy Cambridge Fabians. Rupert Brodke, f‘

v i

in 1909, said that, S ' _ A
“She'd a 1long story about handing Principia Ethjfd to
Mr. Arthur Balfour, 'who skimmed it swiftly and gave
it back, saying "clever, but rather thin., The work
' of a very young man, "' 22 . -

e . ' .
'\‘. . . " ~ ﬂ - ’, e

-~ ) 21Quoted in R.F f-Harrod, The'Life of John. Mavnard Keynes . "

.(1951; rpt. Harmon orth, Englahd: Penguin Books, 1972), pb 91. . :A

|
|
|
|
who became the third president of the Cambridge Fabian Societyﬁ , |
|
|
\
|
\

22Muggeridge ‘and Aéams, Beatrice Webb. p. 204. . TRV
1
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James Strachey, Lytton's youngest brother, also described "A
remarkable scene in which Rupert and I tried to explaip
Moore's ideas to Mrs. Webb while she tried to convince us of

the efficacy of prayer."23 ’ Neither side seemed 1ike1y to win

" such an argument, bgt the fact that it took place is all that. -

" Rupert Brooke (London- Faber and Fabéer, 1964), pp. 232- 233.

really matters. This was, after all, in 1909, supposedly some
" three years before the Bloomsbury Group actually -formed (accord-

in to Leonard Woolf). Beatrice did not write her- -diary entry

;until 1915, so she had had at PEast six years to turn those

arguments over in her mind, and, possibly,,absorb a 1itt1e of
. the feeling 1nvolved“ J

To be scrupulously accuiate, ‘however, we must note that the
question of taste as a philosophical ideal had occurred to Bea—

trice as early as 1901, She had been reading Leslie Stephen s’

Utllitarians and for January 25th of that year, she wrdte:

I prefer to define my end as the increase in the
community of certain faculties and desires which I
happen to like- Tlove, truth,. beauty and humour. . l
Again, I have a|certain vision of the sort of human ;
relationships that I like and those that I dislike,

Buag:e'differ from the Benthamites in thinking that ' o _ |

itM.s necessary that we should all agree as to ends, .
of %hat these can be determined by any science, We .. : |

e believe that -ends, ideals, are all what may be

. called in a large way "questions of taste" and we
,like a society in which there is a considerable
variéty in these tastes. 2 /

. 23Ibid. This text attributes this statement to Lytton .
Strachey, but Mrs. Muggeridge in a personal communication ‘to - -
the writer states, "I'm afraid our reference on page 204 of
Beatrice Webb is-an overlooked printer's error and should read
“'Strachey'.., . .". Since the incident appears to have taken R
place.at the Fabian Summer School of 1909, which was attended.. -
by James Strachey, Rupert Brooke and Gerald Shove, it seems .
reasonable to attribute it 'to James. See Christopher Hassall, - . =i

<

24Beatrice webb, Our Partnerghip, pp. 210-211.;.’
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It js very Eiear in this passage that her ends are fixed firmiy
in sight,band that they have not been developed through step-

" by-step logic. They are what "ought to be" in her e&es and she
offers no excuse for them. she is exercising her bwﬁ partic- E
ular "tasteﬁ—iyet we muSt be very careful  to note that it is
taste in terms of appetite, not in terms of éiscrimination.
Perhaps the greatest ppi%? of 51gniflcance in the entire passage

, . 1is that it was stimulated by a reading of Leslie Stephen--
:byirginia Woolf's Father. {
' The fourteen year gap 1901-1915 had lent a little yolish
to Beatrice's feelings.op metaphysics-—ano perhaps even oo ends
to be desired--but they had not changed her emotion—charged
approsch to life'in_any,great waye. Blooﬁsbury, et the same
-time, had gone on to ﬁolish and. refine their.oasic concepts of
taste and friendship to a level rather beyond that at wtigh G.E.
Moore had seen fit to stop. u | o [

o

The concept of frlenﬂshlp itself has a bearing at this -

point, since in splte of her knowledge of Princ1p1a Ethica (in

all probability long forgotten, but perhaps lodged somewhere in
the depths of her subconsc1ous), Beatrice was writing in her
diary:

Last night I lay awake thinking over the absence of
any recognized ethic of. friendship. To most men
. frienéship does not entail the continuance of the
» . feeling of friendship when the intimacy has ceased
to be a pleasure to both sides. Successive friend-
ships seem, on this assumption, to have, each one,
its natural life: to be born,, to grow, to decay and
finally to die. Sometimes the friendship will die °
a violent dJdeath, but among well bred persons death




0 -

by senile decay is preferred. VWe have ceased to

be friends" is no more tragic a phrase than "we have
ceased to be neighbours". . . . A friend is a book
which you read and when you have satisfied your
curiosity the thing is put on the shelf, in the
waste-paper basket, or sold. This assumption of the
lack of permanence is to me tragic--and the few
troubles of my life have arisen fram broken friend-
ships. But if all friendships are to permanent then
it is unwise to enter into personal intimacy and
‘mutual affection unless you are certa%n of your own
and the other person's faithfulness. S

-

-

. The Bloo&sberries, of course, were convinced at this time
'thét\they,hgé a reébgnized ethic of friendship; and that it
worked. For the most part it did work for them, but there were
instances in which it did not work, and at such timgé the hurt
was great. The,rift with quert Brook? is a case in point,
as to a lesser degree would be the quarrel with W&ndham Lewis
-over the Omega Workshop. Their §thic of friendship worked,
but .they were perhaps not awarefthat‘it.worked only in their
~world. Moore, after all, was a detached,hind, freed from the
necessity of scra;chin&hfo}_his”next meal, ard while his ‘ethics
inevitably led to a life completely takén ﬁﬁ with love,'@rieﬁa-
sh£§ and the discrimination of beauty, - it mﬁst b; borne in mind
that thé;possibilié§ of achieving/such séatus was--and still is
" --incredibly remote:for the great majority of the world'; popu-
lation. |

For Beatrice, such a life was out of the queStién; in .

spite of the fact that she also was free from the geéessity of

scratching for a’ living. She had many friends, of high rank

a 4

4

25Beatrice Webb,’niarées, 1912-1924, pp. 34-35..
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and low; friends such as George Bernard Shaw, Dada (her old
’ nurse) and o€hers, but the nature of her profession was not
N couducive to lasting relationships. It was relatively easy for
Bloomsbury to turn in upon itself, to select the approoriate
personallties very carefully, and to exclude those who were
incompatible. The pve—screening process for the maJorlty of
the male members'had already taken place at Qambridga. On the
otheu_hand, Beatrice, exposed in the Fabian Socie;y to members
from all walks of llfe, in the committee rooms to political B
opinions rauglng from receptive to openly hostile, and in the o
London slums to the Qregs of\society,~had to take people as ,'
M \they:came. To do her work she‘had to associafe‘with‘people she
disliked, bargain for favours with o;gani;ations whoaa policies
e detested, and offer dinners at evening to‘politicians who
would cheerfully fhrgw her to the-wolvea before breakfast next

-

morning if it’ seemed expedient§~ Under such circumstances the
recognition of an established et ic of friendship is under-
standably difficult. : ) o

In the end, the major‘&ontribution of Principia Ethica

to the philosophy of the Bloomsbury éroup?lay in the realm of
duty.‘ We hava already seen that Keynes fecognizea later in
lifa that Moore's chapter on mprals had been- discarded by the D
Bloomsbury Group. Strangely enough, it was laréely because‘of
his ideas on duty that "duties" were neglectea~—even‘his"oﬁn.?

‘Thé basic reason for this ié that in demonstrating.logically

that "Ethics, therefore, islquite.unable'to give us a list of




‘ Yy ! ! 4 4
| duties", 26 Moore unintentioJally misled the”Bloomsberries in T
| 3 2 . .
such a’ fashion that they neglected to note that he followed it
up with: ) ;
Tt seems, then, that with regard to any rule which is |

| ) . generally useful, we may assert that it ought always
| . to be observed, not on. the ground that in every par-
L ‘ ticular case. it will be useful, but on the ground that ’
| in any particular case the probability of its.being '
‘ so is greater than that of our being likely to decide
| ’ . Jrlghtly that we have before us an instance of its dis-
\ utlllty. In short, though we may be sure that -there
| ; ; are cases where the rule should be brokxen, we can'

: . nevey know which thgse cases are and ought, therefore, -

¢ ) nevgi to break it.

“In passing over thlS discusi.ion, Bloomsbury membera' focussed
rather on that which followed-—actions to be taken by an
‘individual it general utility_cannot be proved.. In this case - | '
the individual "should rather judge of the probable results in g
His particular<case, guided by a coérrect cénception of what
things are 1ntr;n31cally good or bad".28 For Bloomsbury, this - \
was interpreted to mean that the .individual was free to judge /
» - o , .
any action at any time, and Moore s other conclusions were ig- '
nored. That this was done in conscious fashion is again attested
to by Keynes! N .
In short, we repudlated all versions of the dogtrine
of orlglnal sin, of there being insahe ‘and irrational
spplngs of wickedness in most men. We were not aware
at civilisation-was a thin and precarious crust .
erecfed Py the personality and the will of a very few

and only maintained by rules and conventions skilfully
put across and. guilefully preserved. We had no re-'

26G.E,'Moore, Principia Ethica, p. 149, , ot

. ?T1bid., pp. 162-163,
. 281bid., p. 181. , ' ‘ o -
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spect for traditional wisdom or the restraints of
-custom . . . . It did not occur to us to. respect . -
the extraordinary accomplishments of our predecess- - -
ors in the ordering of life (as it now seems to me
to have been) or the elaborate framework which they
have devised to protect this order. 29

This unique attitude of'ploomsbupy—-the‘idea fhat <ach
one was free t9 interpret the rightness of an action and decide
whether to obey'it or not--became of gupreme'importance during .
World War I. Hitherto, the results of the freedom of choice
in sucﬁ matters had been simple eccentricities of speech,
manner, dréss or morals. With theﬁadvént of war, exerciéé of
_such freedom of.chgice.led it many instances to the refusal to
‘partié}pate on the'pasis of conécientious objection--and that

led to trouble. Not all_Bloomsbury members made this choice,

but a significaht number did, and there is little doubt‘thatt

. the predisposition to do so can be traced directly back to

Moore's eﬁphasis.on pefsonal interpretation of cduty, expediency
and virtue, and éo his lack of emphasis of thé fact that he had
agreed that there were spme actions which ggghg to be taken.
'Moofe's failure té carry this pointlwith Bloomsbury ié a fail-
ure of communica£ion, Bot of reasoning. The idea of duty was . ,

simply not one of the strong points of Principia Ethica.

-As we have seen, Beatrice was not at all impresgsed by

Moore' s reasoning—Qin spite of the fact that her own behaviour

.
!

7 < -

: 29Keyries, quoted. in R.F. Harrod, The Life of John Maynard
Keynes, p.-94t s . : ,

i




was always based firmly on her own interpretation of the right- |

ness of an action. She had been raised on Mill and Bentham;

)

" she had served the poor in their needq, and she knew exactly
what- she wanted to do tOJimprove things. 'She could never
bring herself to, accept totally that the ends Justlfied the
means—-Sidney was the truly unemotional Machiavelli of the - .t
Partnershlp——but she would balk at very little to achieve
those ends. Her sense of duty was the paternalistic duty to
save:mankind in spite of itself. Keynes, quoted above, had
-pointed. out tﬁat Bloomsbury did not believe in "there being

- insane‘and irrational springs of wickedness in most‘men" The“

)

Webbs felt otherwise. 1In a somewhat tongue-inrcheek passage,

€

E.T. Raymond.said, | , ' (

" Let us have more reason, says Mr. Wehb, and if
reason is incompatible with human .nature, let us get
rid ofr human nature. We shall be much better without

,‘ 'ito .ot T - ’ ’ .

. ( : Mrs. Webb, on her side, is credited with a rather ] .
. severer basis for her views. She believes in shep- |

herding the masses not so much because they are fool-"

ish as because they are desperately wicked. She 8is-.

trusts the natiural man, just as she distrusts the

natural -mother) The latter will probably feed her ‘

baby (which she should never have-had, and would not . ; )

have had but for the gross neglect of eugenic science) "y

on porter and/chipped potatoes. 'The former will ‘4n- '

culge, if he gets the chance, certainly in pitch-and-

toss,’ and qulte possibly in manslaughter. :

Raymond is exaggerating, but his message is clear:

&

Beatrice felt it was her duty to aid the masses.  The Blooms-

. bury Group felt no such compulsion. Their aim in life was

30E T. Raymond, Uncensored Celebrities (Toronto- J.M. Dent

& Sons, 1919), pp. 128-129. -
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twofold- to uncover truth {a hangover from the’ Cambridge ) : )
Apostles), and- to subj ect every action to the most intense ‘ .
s“crutiny‘ to determ‘ine its value in terms of conduct (an inter- )
- Y Lo e
o . ’ . -
@retation of Princlgia Ethica) _ Neither Beatrice nor Blooms- - -
bury succeeded as they intendeg but they ‘both went a long’ way
in trying.. ; S : : ' ‘
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S . Chapter v

¢

, Beatrice Meets Bloomsbury

S
» 4 hY

[y . M
! °

. The opening pages of this study indlcaEed that many differ-
ent relationships are possible. They may be physical, concep-
tual, very elear, purely s'peculativé, rec1proca1, one-sided_,.~ 8
. social or political + All, have a bearing on our purpose. We
" have already deseribed the background against whic'h specific
re]ationships ‘may be v1ewed, and the educational and philo-
sophical ingredients wh:l.ch gave them meaning. Having done that,? '
we may now' examine such relationships as ex1sted between Beatrice
and specific Bloomsberrles, always bearing in mind that they
: ooera’ced within that’ solid framework of 1nfluence whitlh the
Webbs had extended over- _Britain. . In éach case the point of the
discussion will. be to indicate what relationships there were, | .
whether, there was p?(ysicai contact ,which: could, lead to direct
influence, and, in the case of purely conceptual rela“tio:iships,
what attitude was adOpte'd by each side towards specific to;;ica
of interest to both. o

In many ways, Beatrice met Bloomsbury before there was a
Bloomsbury. Many scholars have pointed out Fthe gre_at intellec-
tugl dynasties which f].ourished_ during the‘nine{ieer’xth ceritu:jy--
the Huxleys, the Darwins, the Stephens, the Wedgewoods, and os'o

on--and Beatrice's own family was certainly Qeil mixed in with“’.

these. Since the dynmsties also contributed largely' to the -
A ST ke =, . -

=4




Bloomsbury Group, Beatrice's acquaintance with some of the mem-

: . bers or their families went back for many years--long before

. the 1906 formation of Bloomsbury (according tg J.K. Johnstone)

or its 1912 formation (according to Leonard Woolf). The Strachey

4

' family is a.case in point. .
Part 1. LYTTON STRACHEY

%? _ Beatrice's association with the Strachey family extended
back to a point well before she encountered Lyttoa himself in
’any truly significant manner. She, first met General and Mrs.
Strachey at Como, Italy,:in May of 1894, At that time, Lytton
was fourteen and sufferiné the.rigours of Abkotsholme School

under Dr. -Reddie. eatrice and the S€racheys hit it off at

once, and they spe their evenings together at the hotel after

*©

" the day's touring. neral-Strachey]s general insignificance.

.was ev1dent to her a that time, since in her description of

. them she mentions “the General, an old experienced Incian ad-

1

‘ ministrator, and Mrs. Strachey, a strong, warm-hearted enthus-

‘ ."iastically 1iterary woman. wl ' Once we have grasped the idea that
General Strachey was an administrator, we ‘are free to let him
slide into 1imbo And concentrate on his wife. -Although this
initial meetingawas of the usual tOurists in-faraway- places~

. ’

throwa-together t&pe,_their friendship was continued after T
.o / ‘ ' ‘

their.return to England.2 o » _ .

'l\
.
3

lBeatrice Webb, Qur Partnershig,:p. 43,

21bid., p. 204. ) o S . o
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Durinq‘this-same period-~the 1880}s:through until 1905-- ;
' "she was also very friendiy-With,Mafie Souvestre, the displaced . ',‘ |
Freneh'free—thinker who spent many years as a school mistress
in England Thatfconnedtion~between'Beétriee and. Lytton‘
. : Strachey‘which passed throuqh Marie Souvestre may well be one
of the-most significant of ‘all their "connections. There are
twe reasons for this; the first being tﬂet Marie Souvestre had
S easned a great,éeal of respect from Qeatriee for her intelli-
gence and 'strength of miné——particuiarly in the area of religios,

P=3

in which they differed so mvuch--and the seconé being that she

exerted great influence on the developing Lytton, Holroyd

points out that, . - ,
Unable to comprehend a deity who would pay any regard
. . to such insignifficant creatures'as human beings, . she

: [Mlle. Souvestre) was a declared atheist, a humanist,

’ ‘and, in politics, fervently pro-Boer. And though she'
did not_attempt to indoctrinate Lytton, it was not in
her nature to conceal her strong feelings befOre e
adults or ch11dren.3

- . . 3, 0

Beatrice had commented in her diaries on Mlle, Souvestre's N
passionate hatred- of ecclesiasticism,'an? we have alreeay seen

- ¥hat Lytton was, himself, very outspoken in his opposition to \
Christianity. We can reasonably assign much of his religious'
antipathy and almost all of his interest in Freﬂch 1iterature

to the Souvestre influencep and there is little doubt that the . ‘;

Ry

same arguments which seemed so razor-keen to Lytton had earlier_

been honed on Beatrice Webb.

' R .
. , X . A

A third approach to Lytton for Beatrice was through James,f

S . 3301;Oyd{ Lytton Strachey, I, 37-38#
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. ¢h1§'brother. James Strachey, Arthur Waley, Gerald Shove and’

four others stayed withiBeétrice in a farmhoﬁée; in which she

was on holiday, on their way to,the Fabian Sumner School of '

» Anguet 1908B. They met again at the summer: ‘School of 1909, at . .
. which time she recounted th\\story of Mr. Balfour and Principia
Ethlca referred to in Chapter III. Since our knowledge of this
story‘devolves from a letter written by Rupert Broohe to LYttqp.
Strachey, it is clear that Lytton.wasryelltaware,of her by this

LY

.t ime . - ' . L™

[

L3
£l

Whether Beatrice was as aware of Lytton is harder to
define. Although she had been friendly with his parents since
1894, friendly with Aarie Souvestre for an even longer period,
and friendly w1th his brdther .James 51nce James s entry to the

’
Cambridge Fablans, there is evidence to show that Beatrice did

%

_notd meet Lytton himself until -after 1914-—perhaps as late as

v 9

1919, In April of 1914 Lytton attended a meeting of New States-

.
)

r X »

_man subsdribers in London. The meeting waéyéhaired'by the
£ edltor, Clifford Sharp, backed up by Sldney and Beatrice and .
George Bernard Shaw. As Lytton ifterwaiﬁf described it‘

I've no notion of what the point of -the meeting was--
no information of any kind was given,  and I could
only gather from some wails and complaints of the
. Webbs that it wasn't paying. B. Shaw made a quite . R
‘amusing speech about nothing on earth?¢ I‘d no idea -
that the Webb fellow was so utterly without preten-
tions of being a gentleman. She was 1achrymose and . . )
, ' white-haired.. Altogether they made a sordid little N
. “ group, At the end there were "questions" from the Co .
- ' audience--supposed to be’ addressed to the editor qua
chairman, ‘but the poor man was never allowed to get . , .
in-a word. The three Gorgon‘surroundlng him xept .. RE

-~

+




Lo leaping to: theix; feet with most crush’_r_}g‘, replies.4 \”
- e?“ " & &
Clearly, if Lytton felt compel],ed ‘to mention ‘the colour of ,B "
SR P ' »

. Be‘at\;ice's hair, he had not been ‘well acquainted with it pre-.

£,
viously. The gen,eration gap bgtween them is also ilIustrated
3 AR oo
by this remark, since its veryﬂkone implies d weepy senility in

i \ Beatric¢e-~the contempt for‘the old and weak expressed by the , 7 D

’ .young and.strong. The fact that ‘at fifty-two, Beatrice ‘'was far -.- %
-~ < iy,

L 04 - . : b
‘ t . .'frorn being old and weak, l(vhile Lytto\ ‘himself at thirty-four o ‘

' 4
© o ,was Just as far- frbm be,{ng young and Qro-lg (he was to be re—
. z./ . oo
_]ected for military sérvice on medical gro.mds later in the ' -
. ‘: 5 : . - '
.+ war) should not- go’ unnoticed. ‘

. y - 5 A % T A co
- Lytton's comment on Sidney is alsé—\ hy of note for two

o~

-~ }/ "y .x;éasons.‘ one, ?t demoristr;étes the influence of Principia

-

. . Ethiga once more, 51nce it involves both "taste" and &he concept "

-
4 ey,
)

of personal beauty as a measure of a man's wor’@ﬁ and :two, T

s 4 A . J e
since Sidney. possessed atgreat measure of the essevltoia') qual- f;

" ities.of kindness, tact, and respect for the feelings and o i;{- o i
R ions of others,, (he m:.ght ignore opposition——but he would ',,f'
. listeﬁ to contrary"f opinions) which‘we nowadays find to beI .

"gentlemanlys"-/ it is- e\\Ident that Lytto.n base% his assessment > (L i

R RV primar‘ily on\Sid'iey s 1ower\§ass accent . ‘Sidney, born a“d 7'1 L T‘\
) B
" o Do
. bred in sxtsall shOpk'eeper London, never d:l;d iearn t‘o use H < \f
proper;ly. °This appears to have coademned him utterly in T }
! Lytton's‘eyes/ {.&_tton was reinforced in this opinion, of St o
N ':A . course, by the fact that Sidaey was smal;l., rotdnd, &td oddly - ,
T P S : Lo T
: I v '\ 1 v R ' ‘: N %,
{ . 1 - 1 “ 0 . * -
‘a S . . L
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proportioned, while Lytton was egceedingly tall and willq;y.
' Moore had stated that "the most valuable appreciatioh’of a .
peraon“appears tonclude an’appreciation of his corporeal ek-
k ‘ pression".5 Bloomsbury seized on thie very quickly,{and drew
. ) from it the inference that truly warthy people must also be
; peraonaliy beautiful. That'mas one of the reaspns £7r their
. attraction to Rupert Brooke——he was a very good—looklng man. .
1f beauty mnpnt worth, it.was equally obv1ous that lack of © . E
\ © beauty was a great handicap--which eliminated Sidaey from |
‘ serious“cohsideration,'at least in~hytton's»ogihion. There is .
also a certa#n amount of@ihgratitude in Lyttoh's comments at

EXN

t this time, for some eleven yearslearller,lln 190@ when Lytton
{, f was seeking a career after tahing a‘Second in the second part

: of his, History Tripos, it was to Sidney Webb that his mother

} 'turned for help. Sldney ‘was at that time chairman of -the Lon-
C don County Council Technical Ecucation Board, and he introduce;
j Lady Strachey to Sir Robett Laurie Morant Permanent Secretary ‘
.Zog'the-B?ard’/tmhducation. Lytton was then interviewed by ’

Morant, after which the entire scheme.slid into'oblivion, éﬁpng

wit?f”ady Strachey s. hopes for a career for him the Civil :

R - Service. Sidﬁey had done‘hls part, it was Lytton who flubbed '

*the interview

.k

, The maiﬁ“ﬁurﬁg is, however, that the antire episode of 1914
leads one to the conclusion that Lytton had not been on close . -~
& R
o terms with" the Webhs priogato this timeh in spite of the pre-
- ~ 2 Y ' \

[
. ' o
s R | . IS

< - SMoore, Princibia Ethica,fﬁ. 294--‘V
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.Yioué cross~relationships they had had with his parents,,his

brother, anﬁ Marie Souvestre. . That he was not to be on’blose

term ith them after this initial encoanter either is attested

to by the fact that their next meeting--anﬂ perhaps their first

face-to face——appears to.have taken place in 1919, . At that

time Virginia hosted ‘a 1uncheon which was attended both by

Lytton and by the Webbs. Virginia had been very nervous about .

3

the luncheon (she tended to be very nervous around Beatrice
\. 3 .
anyway) in case Lytton had thought fit to 1ndu1ge in one or two
o

of his unprintable bons moks, it all wént well. Lytton was on
his best behaviout,and.the luncheon was a success.

Virginia's fears on this occasion were not unfounded..’. '

) L&tton was perfectly capable of saying something to shock Bea-

v

_triseg just for the pleasuoe of watching the effect. The real

wonder is that they-did'survive the luncheon in equanimity,

since their views were .almost totallytopposed on.any given'sub—

“ject From their taste in literature (Beatrice dlsliked,Racine,'

Lytton thought he was marvellous) to their ‘taste in sex (Bea—

trlpe'normal, buE*%elf-denying; Lytton a sensual homophile) they

were exact opposites. Strangely, of the very few things they

«

had in commonQane got both of them into trouble. Thls was

b

. Ve,
thelr»tendency not to let fact interfere withlstyle. In spitg . )

-

of her professed love of truth, Beatrice was always inclined to

" stretch facts—-from the very best. of motives-—to fit ‘the’ situa—,

tion. In her younger years, particularly at boarding schocl,

she had worried hersedf about lying: "I'Wish’i could be more

A\
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were mitigating circumstan?es. ' Truth was always what. one had

54.

™ f
H

]

trﬁthful. It\%s such a\dreeéful.fauit, and yet I find myself y.
ébnsfantly‘tell&ﬁg downrighf lies".6 Again, in her researches .
as a(sociolpgist and trouser hand in East London, she made T
another slip which got her. into hot water (mostly with her own

conscience) 'in exaggerating the amount of time spent on her
: oty

reseaches. Ultimately, in her work on the Royal Commissian on
the Poor Law, we find that when pressed for evidence, Beatrice

kept Jher aim flrmly in mind before sending it:. -

‘a

/ That evenlng I. looked through the correspondence,

.took away all letters that were at all compromising

to the authors (I had to remember Frovis and Dcwnes)

and ,a due proportion of stupid conkervative ones, L

and bun~Aled the letters and reports off to the com- -

mission. To be frank, I had qualms of conscience in

making any kind of selection'of those I did and did

not send. But it was clear that Mrs. .Bbsanquet was ) :
not playing the game fair. . . . So I swallowed the

tacit deception and sent exactly what I thought fit . v
--without, be it added, in aany way giving the Com- « . oy
mission to ugderstanﬁ that I had sent them the whole

or the part. . )

°

It\é s-clear that to Beatrice trugh was*not”neceééarily a

>

simple }QQS;pt of demoastrable fact, but a4 more complicated
a

state, ideal, perhaps, toward which the facts 'should be
\‘\\\‘5 .

. . L2 ‘ - e
directed' 'Since it was obviouig(at least to her) that her ideal’

/ Ve

“was the. "true" one, 1t followed Eﬁat the suppreasiOﬁ of uncen-

gehlal items, which would onlj serve to compli@%te affairs any-

way;, was simply an economy of effort-—particularly s;npe there ' ’

~

s

to point ‘dut to the other fellow--but her conscience never

SBeatrice Webb, Apprentibeship, p. 99.

°7Beatrice WeBh, Our Partnership, pp.'392—393.
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really allowed her to believé it.

Lytton -felt mhch the ‘same way. The concept of truth which-%

arose. from the Apostles was’ an absolute frapkness between

friends, rather than an adherence to some ideal of ultimate

hd

fact % Not "Is my paper true?" but "Tell me the truth--what did

you think of my paper?" Principia Ethica, of course, had cdon-
sidered "truth" in various ways--particularly that

No truth does, in fact, exist; but this is peculiarly
‘obvious with regard to truths like "two and two are
four'" in which the ohjects about which they are
truths, do not e¥ist either.B .

“
Moore in this context had no 1ntention of denying an existence

for truth he was denyind the existence of an obJect "truth".
,His aim is to point out that others have often erred in defin-
ing truth in the past. Lytton, accustomed to finely-heWn
arguments along such lines, developed a 'style of writing in his,

biographies which often broaght him into conflict with more .pe-
T gy

dantic scholars because of his attitude towards truth

Examples of his approach to truth abound in his most fam-

ous works: Eminent Victorians, Elizabeth and Essex, and Queen

Victoria. The essence of his idea'ig‘biography as he himself
expressed it was . ‘ . . ,

Uninterpreted truth is as useless as Gﬁried"goldf
and art is the great interpreter. f¢ ,alone can unify
a vast multitude of facts into a significant whole,
clarifying, accentuating, suppressing, and lighting
up the dark places with the torch of imagination.

r

SGQE 4 MOOre, Pri‘hbipia ‘Ethica, po tlll. s Di

' ,9Lytton Strachey,. quot in Holroyd, Lytton Strachey, II,
270. N ° . f
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The operative word, - of course, is "imagination" Beatqﬁcé was

guilty of "suppre351ng", in her dealings with the Rogaf Commis-'

.+ sion, but Lytton s "1mag1nation" got him into Hotter water,

because "1maginati01“ was very . .close to "fabrication/ in the

minds of many of his critics. As his own biographer points out:

al
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1 blographers . « - idnevitably fall. into some er-
rs of fact and of interpretation of fact. But
tton's small deviations from the strictest docu-
ntary truth were seldom haphazard:; they have a
culiar coansistency which shows them more likely
have been calculated than accidental, and which
rtly invalidates his high-toned claim to write
‘ispassionately, impartially, and without ulterior
tentions". Several pertinent facts in Manning's
fe are omitted and their 1mp11cations ignored,
ile both his character and that ©f Newman are
er-simplified ‘in order to fit in better with
tton's personal point of view, and enable him to
esent this point pf view 80 his audience with
ximum ease and lucidity. X -

This particular reference is to "Cardinal Manning", the first

AN

Y S ‘ )
of the lives in Eminent Victorians, but each of the others is.

subjagt to the same complaint. Lytton was bent on expounding

the truth as he saw it, just as Beatrice was bent on giving Mrs{

Bosanqnet only those facts (or opinions) which supported the

v

"htruth as she saw it. -

‘In

addition to their. approach to truth, however, there is

a second, far more positive, relationship betweenaLytton and

Bsatrice. Again, it finds them firmly fixed on opposing ‘sides.

Lytton's ohoiCe of subjects for his famous Biographies is

curious. Although the introduction to Eminent Victorians

Q

contains ,a disclaimer of ‘any intent to select subjects to prove

»

10Holroyd,'Lytton Strachey, II, 270.
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a theory or to relaté them by anything other than art, there

is a certain connection between Cardinal Manning, Florence

-
-

Nightingale, Dr. A;nold and General Gordon. All four can be
fitted neatly. into tHe,categéry ef "dofgooders" or noble soﬁis
who place "Duty" err all. DThey did not have a simblé sense
of duty; it had to be‘"Duty" writ large. éeét;ice was wrought ' .-
from similar metal, and hadcshe”predeceasedQEwmon, she would
have been e perfect subject for his delicate vindictiveness..- .
Y . . ' ] - c

She was Victorian herself, undeniably eminent, and thoroughly

pate:nalistic."Throughout Fmineant Victorians the mocking bio-

/o
4

§ .
grapher while ostensibly deflating individual images of pomp
and piety is,oih fect, subtly hewiag at a more 1mportant figure

~-the cogporate image ‘of paternalism. The English public

' school system normally indpctrinetes children in one of two-

atfitudes: they emerge either as iuaages ofhthe Pr. Arnold-type
stuffy prefeét, or as intensely free-thinkind iﬁdfviduals who

abhof %uthority in all its guises. Lytton, having undergone

such indoctrination, was certainly not cast in the mould of

moral rectitude. His graduation was reactive rather than doc-
trinal, and‘as.d cousequence'antithetical to much‘tﬁet Beatgice .
steod'for. In attacking his eminent Victorians, Lytton was far,

less integeseed inlsaying, "Look, your idols ﬁeve feét‘of ciay",

13 .
than he was in saying, "The forces that motivated these people

were the fordes of inteffering paternéliém and moral'righteous- ,

" ness, and you must leérn to recognize and combat them". His .

attitude was typical of tho:e whose main interest is in the

o

A




primacy of the 1ndividua1 over the organization., He believed

in freedom for' the individual and had a violent dislike for
those llke Beatrice who suggested that the efficiency of the
organigation wss‘of greater importahce{ As a consequence,'his
choice of subjects and even of the terms in whichjhe described

them was such as to throw Beatrice s ideas in a baﬁ light.

\

Even his sybtle Stretching of the truth helped. So Dr. Arnold

had dispr-portionately short legs: how could such a figure

i1n or "tower over his peers”? Shortened legs bring

him closgr te the clay of common men. But Dr. arnold did not ‘%

Lytton suggested that he dld because e felt
that sych a man shou‘d have short legs. He was attacking
ar weapon——stretched truth

The publi k it S ather image and years of-

self-disciplined wolman with the, Strong father image were
withrbtéaés/ﬁhich, as they
too. double 'edged.

Aside from thelr 31milar attitudes towarﬁs truth

there 1ﬁ!very little else that was*%hared by both Beatrice and

‘Lytton. He disliked all that she stood for, and she returned

the feellng with interest. They do not appear to have met in
any significant way again. Only one other relationship of .
sorts between them deserves some attention, and that is their

attitudes towards conscription during the war. This will be

, covered later, as conscription affected many of the Bloomsbury

behifAd him, and the self-educated,

-/

:

-
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Part 2. CLIVE AND VANESSA BELL

members, and should be seeh as a)whole.
' . ’

N .
The relationship between Beatrice-and Clive and Vanessa
Bell was a very distant one in the ﬁhy51ca1 sense\ \yet their
aWaren%ss of each o?hen, and mutual distaste, was strong. As |
far as can be determidbd at such a stretch of years from their
demise, Beatrice and Vanessa never did’ meet.‘ Ciive5 on the
other hand, met the Webbs once at a hotel in Northern Scotland
when they happened to stop for the night. Quentin Bell reports
that, "He liked Sidney,gaqd thought Beatrice completely odiousinll
In all probebilitoy, Clive thought Beatrice odious for . ?
exactf§¥the obverse reasons for her dislike of him: We have
observe¥ the- aura of,mera; rectitude and rigid self-disc;pline
wﬁich wreathed Beatrice in all hertdoingé. The aura whieh sur-
rounded Clive Bell'wae, if aﬂ&thind, the exact opposite. Bea- -
trice was well .aware of this, d% course, and noted in\her diary -
for Febrﬁary'Sth,-l927, that .the Woolfs were "wholly unconven-
tienal in their“outlook on life and manners, beloﬁding*rather

~ VIR
to a decadent set (Cllve Bell is her brother-ln-law) but them-

selves purltanlcal" 12 The horrlfied emphasis on the paren-

thetical as1de is obvious, and the fact that hertestimate of
Leonard and Virginia may have been somewhat incorrect detracts

little from the vigour of her feelings about Clive. For her,

v

: 1lguentin Bell, personal comnunication to author, February
22nd, 1973. .

128eatriqe Webb, Beatrice Webb's Diaries 1924-1932, ed.
Margaret Cole (London:'Loggmans, Green, 1956), p. 131.
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Clive Bell. segr/esented "the Flesh"--and she W84 fought against.
"the Flesh" all her life. Clive, of course, did not r’eciprocate
by viewing Beetrice as "the Spirit". To the philendering éell,
’ she was merely an interfering busybody who was trying‘to ruin |
.his freedom and artistic licence by circmnscribing them with
with myriads of sccialistic "t-hou shalt nots".. The fact that
she was also grimly ascetic simply moade matters worse.
<o | The. surprise of their entire meeting is Clive's pr‘ofessed‘
. 1ikind~for Sidney. This éaye a great deal for Sidneytef}erson-.
‘ amity, since he was at one accord with Beatrice in almoet all
her schemes. I_t is fair to rjcord«thexjn as her schemes, since
| there is universal agreement among their critics and biographers
I t'hat 9eatrice had the ideas and Sidney dutifully carried them
{ ’out. Cllve's a'xtipathy to gocialism, or’ rather to the regufa-~
tion of community 11fel was very marked, and he could not .“
lrefrain from touching on it in a bitter manner at1various J
points in hlS writings. His main c;ornplaint -1s against "busy-‘
bodies", and it is quite clear th& Beatrice fell well within
this category. - The interesting point is that Clive's highly
valued freedoms are not the great ones of political 1iberty or’
free speech (although he pays lip servigce to them in passing),’
, but the llbertlne freedoms of the right to drink alcohol in
public whenever one pleases, read pornographic novels, play
cards and "regale himself all night long with as much female

society, bad musi,c, dancing even and sweet champagne, as his )




heart desires" 13 They are the victimless crimes which receive
much attention to- day as anachronistic’ hangovers from: the Vie-
gtorian era, yet still remain (often ignored) on the books. The
fact that they are victimless has often led reformers to urge
‘that . such crimes be struck from the books purely on the groﬁnds
that they do infringe on the rights of the individual. Those’
who do urge the reforms are usuaily people who are not so much
interested iﬁ pursuing_forbiddeﬁiactivities as they a%g in,
carrying ‘a p01nt of prlnélple to the utmost 1imit. On. thefother a
hand, the very vehemence of Clive's writing indlcates a deep
pErsonal involvement which detracts from his argument It'is
very clear that he does want to, do such things, and that his
r entment at being denied them is on a 1arge1y self-lndulgent
sis. His own words explaip his feellngs:
He was a wretched slave who had never heard of Magha
Charta or the Bill of Rights, .for his sake no Bright
l or Gladstone or Wells or Webb had made”a fortune or
, a-name; but the free Manchestex wave-ruler is shot
| out of the bar at ten, haled before the magistrate
| ) if he winks at ("annoys") a weach on his way home,

and fined if to console himself he indulges in a , .
quiet game of put-and- take, 14 ‘ . - -

Again, he-plunges in to attack health regulations: °

Even were the sole end of existence the perpetuation
of a race of long-lived, straight-limbed, eupeptic . .
nunibskulls, the doctors with their bhoards of health, .
sanitary regulations, commissions, superv131ons, vex- '
_atious meddlings, and abysmal ignorance could not’ be

sure of achieving it. Andssuppose the proper end of - ”i“
existence be, as some think, to produce 'a Keats or a

Raphael, a Plato, a Mozart or a Sappho; caa Mr. and

Mrs. Sidney Webb themselves, with'all the boards they

|

|

|

} . .
L. 13Clive Bell, On British Freedom (New York: Hareourt,.
| \ _Brace and Company, 1923), p. 7. ’
| ..

|

|

141b1d., p. 6 . : , ‘:'

-




involving ‘principles such as these are much éasier carried by,

‘demonstrated sensuous self-indulgence. The third is that there

62
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. rig and the wires they pull, with Dr. Saleeby'é

science at the service of their whims, with Dr.
Acddison to wipe up the mess and the Ministry of
Health to push it down the .sink, give us these?15

Finally, to make it clear that his objection is to all

pusybodiés, not just socialistic ones, Clive points out that,

' .you will hear these little tyrants boasting i;cﬁyéf\\
very faces of their victims (the general publ ™

that they understand each other perfectly . . . I '
believe them. Zeal-of-the-land Busy falls on the -
neck of the disciplinarian prelate, . Lady Astor is
Xkissed all over by Mrs. Sidney Webb:--"My long lost
brother!--My dear, dear sister! Conservatives,
Liberals and Socialists, we are not fivided:- all
one army we: are we not all philanthropic and all *
strong-minded? Have we not one end in view?": and
so they unite to tell the public which side of the
road it is not to walk on; how many tim€s it is to
chew each mouthful; or how. it is to rejoice in the
marriage of a young princess.

7

. RN
Clive's point is simply that to live encumbered by a

myriad of prohibitions is not realiy’liying. ‘There were, and

.are, many who would agree with him. = On the other-hgnd, three

things;cast very grave doubts over his argument. The firstfisl o
simply his vehemence. A;gumént by sarcasm is usually ineffective

bécanse it alienates the moderate and the logic must often be

" stretched to séore a‘télling point. The second is his obvious

self interest in the prohibited acts he favours. Arguments
disinterested ascetics' than Ey those whose lifestyle ‘has already

are telling arguments against.his own.

~

151pid., p 66. . e -
16Ibido' Rp- 75-760 )
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meant a slum child drinking milk adulterated with chilk and

~(' ‘ ) e ’ . s ’ ,(f

Beatrice would have said that these victimless &rimes
are r:lot as victimless as they appear. Toj Clive'!s charge that

a free man should be’ able to buy a drink when he pleases,
Beatrice could point out that in her own slum experience easily
available liquor meant 51mp1y that wretched ghetto families
starved while the breadwinners spent their wages on cheap gin. ‘
To his support. f)f a quiet game of put-and-take, she could reply
that the same applied: too many children lived in squalor while
their fathers gambled the famlly money away. To his wish fb{\
risque literature, Beatrice could assert the “lmmoral effect:s of
pornography on children. (As far as'I know this question has
never been proven one way or arfother--but Beatrice would have

used it.) For every hour he wished a shop to stay open longer,-

Beatrice could point to an extra hour s labour for .Spme poor

' shop assistant. Every wink to a wench' on Nis way home was an

,iun'vitat'ioh to the prostitution and wlite sla";‘rery Beatri¢e had
known in the East }nd of London. Every health law removed
water or drawn from. tuberoular cows. tCIiVe “could say that t'he
regulated life‘was not‘.;rorth living, "and Beatrr%ice dbuld say.
that v_vitboﬁt regulation; many would not live atg al\IE.
h The argurnent was never vresolved between Clive and Beatrice:
It ‘rages on to—day, and will no doubt coqtinue to rage as 1ong
as there are peoplé on. earth. There will always be someone who
believes that human kind is’ basicglly good and there will always

\
be someone who believes that buman kind is basi_cally sinful.

& .

13
; .
P S J,f‘
. . -
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.
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As’ long as these two beliefs exist, the argument will. révolx‘re

‘endlessly. Clive, having known nothing but university friends
‘ - ‘ . #
and good companionship, was obviously a believer in unfettering

man to let the 'good emerge. Beatrice, having worked in the gut-
ters of London, was interested mostly in chaining the wicked-

y
ness in,-

«

Our purpose ih examining the arqguhent, however, was not to !
choose a* side, but simply to illustrate the great_ gulf between

.Beatrice and "Clive, and the fact that they’vfere very much aware

£

of ‘and antagpnistic towards each other. Although it probablyx ‘

did nct make Beatrice feel any better about it, Clive had a )
® -
much harder task than she, Beatrlce, after all, was t,rying only

to impose sociallsm upon Britain° Clive was trying to expunge
culture from the world. He had been carryingj this torch since

1913 | : - . . ’

L

-

Human sensibility rwust be freed from the dust of con-

“- cition 'and the weight of tracition:; it must also be . & \
- freed from theé'oppression of culture., For, of all the

enemies of 'art, culture is ?erhaps the most dangerous,

because the least obvious.l

Even at this time he was unable to refraln from expressing his

sensuality. "No soul was ever ruined by extravagance or even by

debaucl'v it is the steady’ punctual gnaw1ng of, comfort that%e- L -

on 18

stroy Strangely&enough one ‘of hisA 1ast expressions in

this book is "The least thatpthe State\can do is'to protec}: .

~ - ;
pedple who have SOmeth:Ln,g to say ‘that may cause’ -a riotu .19 ' : |

I - ' ‘

17c11ve Bell, Art (New York* Frederick A. Stokes, lQ\),

181b1d.,'p. 274,  191bi4., p. 275v‘ -
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e Beai:rice s 'i)‘}hole p01nt all along had been that the least that

the State could ch:z was to protect people who Eould not protect
lfthhemselVes. -
‘ . . 2] - o . - b N N .
‘ s ) . ) S e L
e Part 3. DESMOND, MacCARTHY - e " \ ‘
| N * . s
' ' -3’.; ' Desmond MacCarthy was on °of thecEew Bloomsberries who had
[ N ‘-k ° -
v as lo&d, and generally\ amicalle, relationshlp with the Webbs.
» St ® As we have see*x (Chap{er I¥); he ané Sidney were agreed on o*xe
. a». \'J. -
Ay pﬁ{{xt that ne/g'zh.gp/iwas .partlcularly .cinterested in the pursslits .

of the other. Ingspite of thlS lack of 1nterest in their pur-

-

uits, however, Deé?fond was interested in the Webbs themselves-a-

udles in character 1f not'hlng else. . ’ . : e

’

He flrSt met Bea..rme at a luncheon in 1904‘,‘and from, his
LA

-~

.'descrlptlon of her at that ‘time 1t is clear tha}t at forty-six

" she was Stlll capable of impressnu; meén with her: loo}'s. .

- ao ) I thought her beautl,fufl I was to noqtlce afterwards . \, f
o :that Beatricte liKe most women enJoyed being .admired, .
. althoagh she was as fuch on. her' guard against allow-
. " €. .ing anybody's- admiratlorato 1nfluence her in his,.
i, "+, favour as-she wyas-against. being biased if her j‘udg‘e—-
o " .ments by what she used t¢. describe as the "gracious
U A de;. ence. Qf arlstocratie manners" 20 ) . -

'y

‘.

co e "T‘heir assoc1ation was- to last almost"forty years longer, yet. . 'V'
[ )\ s . .-,*‘ L .
e . :Lt was held\\:ogether almost exclusively by one th:mg- the New . ', '~
g &: ﬁesmaqz foundedg»by the bs in 1913 - As dramatic critic,
"'g‘ ’ and later-; 5L1terary Editor, f r. the New Stategmah, W‘
- te® bhe in const‘am: gontact with xsthe Webbs, spending weekends with
R .-f',them, and‘qunching atjditorial meetings. The impression which
AN T . = . : ’
Lo o tT . . . - .
S 29Deérﬁo{fé MacCarthy, The. Webbs and their WOrk; p..122.
‘ . * P '. “' . - A . . 'J il -
/'\C ) \ ‘ ' . ' !
. ¢ ¢ . w5 _ . ' .
" R ¢ : i 4-;/ )
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f B
he galped of them at these meetings has resulted in some péne-
. 1’

\?"“ trating de.scriptions of the worlfings of. t'he ‘Webb mlnd but- they
2]
are’ penetrating only insofar: as they apply 40 the Webbs and -
persone ot'her than Desmond h;rrrselfo. He apparently either mis-

., . read Beatrice's attitude towards« hlmself or did not care to
(‘r’

wrtte it down. I-’Iis own statement is that: . '\ ‘

They were in the ha@it of jokingly dividing, those
they knew into _two chtegorjies, the A's and_the B's, =~ "
. 5 -\, Phe first' included those who for one reason or. - B ;
, S . 'Wanother could be described as either ‘anarchistic,
., L. -, aristaécratic or artistic (these -came second in their
"’ N bstimation) aad thosg ‘who were bourgeois, bureaucrat -~
ic or benevolent and were more ‘reliable. I was one -
of the A's and fo_some extent a flSh ‘out of water, C .
«© . - ‘or shall®we, say, for I never felt uncomfortable inr .
their company, and was often 1nterested, a fish in ,
a strange’pool C , o ) e

. ” L. From this,“ it would appear that Desmonéd was s]nghtly r’amned in

the Webb eyes by his "flighty" assoc1at.10ns w1th artistic fri—énds.

This was certainly true of other people, who were clearly A's, . ;,: “
" 3 IR
but .not altogethe rue of Mac\,arthy' "Beatrice did have a.cer- .
‘; » ce tain dislik@ for him,~bx{c not beqause ‘of his fuz7y Ways or . - // o
' w?
o\ chII‘dis‘l’ro:nability to finish a maJor work or adhere tora sched- /
T ¥, |
_ule. Her dislike was founded on far more basic w his’ ve
oo .inora]f;. - y . ' | S ‘ /
o . " [ « . i L . X ‘ .‘ ‘ _ , , . ) . o . 2 [ )
? o © In a slightly later passage than the foregoing, Desmond//
oo ’ - . ot ol R T
said: P2 T : ‘ o
e I never diséussed 1iterature with Beatricﬁ Webb let >
. alone with Sidney, nor ‘do:.l remember ever asking eit ., )
— , " of them if any article of mine in the New Statesman T e
. ] . “ had interested them,” not even when the subject - of tb ..~ ..o
s ¢, ."was a néw play by Bhaw. Nevertheless, I-used to (like R
K ! * . oo :
. .~ 211By4., pp. 126-127.. ) . g ' '
[ "‘ i - 4-..—— n - . - , . ’.. : (
ﬁ/ \ .
e NN
k' Lo . A o
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‘ . listening to Beatric® discussing human hature, begause, . -~ .
L. however much I might differ from her con&lusions, o
’ " - . her-analysi§. of people' was, rnVariably detdached and | - e
. ‘often acute--apart from her morxal judgements of then, *
. ? . which were, of course, largely determlned by their : ©
polltical or soc1a1 att1tudes.22

2

”&t is clear that Desmond did nct trust Beatrice’ s moral Judge— ~

| ] ments, and it is equally clear from earller.portlons of this -

3

4

;’ ) ’study"that he was correct in his.’'distrust. At the same time,'
E )
|

, he was wrong to/ attrlbute her Judge’nent of him either to his- '

cla381f10at10n as an "A" or to his politlcal or social atti-l

|
| ‘ i tudes (unless by fsoc1al attlthﬁes"-he meant 1ndu1gence in a
few of the 51ns of the fleszh).: Mrs. Muggeridge, Beatrice' s~ e

neice and blographer, remarks that "As far as Desmone MadCarthy
I -
was concerne6 she dlsapproved of him on account of nls«being

R

too worldly and 1nterested in the flesh pots" 23 That sounés

[

much more like Beatrlce, who could easily stomach someone who ) I

»

disagreed v1olently w1th her{polltlcallyfor was reactionary in i :

//gg;ial reform, but whose craw stuck tlght at acceptihg plain old
Y Q
_sensuous man. ‘on ‘the other hané, such a statement may well do ’

v

.
~her an injustice. As we have already seen, for all of her dis-

Y

K]

ataste for'the boﬁy and its functions, Beatr!ce was no stranger

o Av

“to. the *émptatlons of the %lesh. What she objected to was .

"

giv1ng 1n to, them-—ané only. in certain ways at that. ~Desmond’

strudk a. nerve w1th his flesh—pots, and incurred her dispLeasure

for hlS weakness. o . , ' - - ey
. - » /'
SN 22 Wow e a4 T
b . Ibld -y p. 127. . : ~ N . . : o ' . .. -
7 ) : ) ! R 4 - . . : o
’ 23Kitty Muggeridge, personal conmunica idn”to-author, April .
7th, 1971 i . ) , . ,
. \ ) ~~ﬂi_,5 i : L o 2 'Y' - ' /.‘a ,':' o . “u °
[} ‘.' . , ‘.‘,._ . . ‘o‘
‘ " ‘¢ « o \ .‘:) L “1 -
Ll " €. e ' ’ v L




o had come to her notice, was of the same character as Desmond °

“

°

[}

<

"that she felt/thisvway about him,. He 4id note ‘that her charac- .

) she did make known some gudgement concerning him;elf. It is’ !

. the path, but he dld not urge that others should follow his ex—

- ter judgemeﬁts were acute; but her moral judgements so%etimes

.awry, and may have felt the need to express this caveat in case

=~ o g
\ .
0 s .
. .
% . -

-
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In spite of thlS, however, they remained on reasonably
good terms “for close to forty years. Throughout ‘all this time
Desmond was just as involved with the Bloomsbury Group as anyone
else, yet he did not ' seem- to raiEE\}n her the same deep revul-
sion she seemed to feel for Clive Bell Perhaps she recognized //'
that Desmond, in his liaisons Or whatever flesh pot activity , L
YR
. the litefary artist.  He was as incapable of proddcing_lasting,! .
decaﬁent effects as he was of producing the ma;pé/novel which
hls'fiterary friends were attegpting to squeeze out of him.

He was a greak man, anc for ‘that she disliked hlm in a mild way,

o . c Qo

but he was not an eVil man. He mlght stray occa31ona11y from

EY s

ample. He was brilliant in minor ways--which were of value to -

6

the New Statesman-—and his vices were self- destructive rather .

P . o
i . . ) o .

thanvcontagious to others.

Y

. Desmondheither did not kﬁow, or édid not care to admit,

]

n1r0d1c that she dld in fact make\§rr6rs in Judgement ‘concerning e

-his sins of the flesh °while at the same time Beatrice was posi-_

f A }
two of his friends from Bloomsbury, minor errors to be sure,

‘but significant ones. Poor Desmond was mi dly concemned for ’ ‘ 3

a

tively egging Maynard Keynes’ forward to virile performancel

o
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)}fl ; ' Beatrice was very fond-of matchmaking, experiencing perhap;f—§ﬁf\¢“

in'this‘fashion some'vicarious thrills from the indulgence ia ' P
others of what she fought so hard against expressing in herself

For his sins . Desmond had to stand in the corner while Beatrice R
thought of Maynard that': "As an ardent lover of the bewitching
: o : ) . . |
. N Lydia Lopokova, this eminent.thinker anfd political pamphleteer |
o “ . 2 : S
- ‘is charming to contemplate‘. 2. w24 :

Perhaps Beatrice -had T never- heard of Duncan Grant!25 -

1
a v v . B 1 ’
. e

Part 4. JOHN MAYNARD KEYNES . _
.As with Desmond MacCarthy, Beatrice had a long and gener:~ﬂ
‘ ’ally harmonious relationship w1th John Maynard Keynes. ‘Beatrice
. . o .
a T had begun by dlSllklng him’ also, though for entirely different C. %
reasons than her distaste for Desmond. Keynes apparently suf- “
I)/)' . ' fered fronfthe second of Beatrice s great 31ns--arrogance. Her

b ’ initial dislike soon »waned as the acquaintance improved however,~ '

7/’and her attitude towards him becd&me one of firm respect. Heyp

description of him in 1926 outlines her feelings well.

There must be a scarcity of polifically constructive

minds if J.M. Keynes seems such a treasure! Hitherto -,

e o he has not attracted me--brilliant, supercilious, and , - .. T .

. - . * not sufficiently, patient for sociological discovery .
¢ . even if he had the heart for it--I,should have said.

: . But then I had barely -séén him; also I think ‘his love
y . ma;riage with the fascinating little Russiah dancer :
Lo , ds-awakened his emotional sympathies with poverty
° . ‘ and\sufferlng. For when I look around I see no other
S ., ;mdn who might discover how to control the -wealth of.

L .
I . . e %

. 24peatrice Webb, Diarfes 1824- 1932 P 113..

B . . . . >t
- o 5

25The love affair between John Maynard Keynes and Duncan
Grant which’ floyered in 1908 was particularly shattering to ° |
Lytton Strachey. It.is described at some “length in Holroyd's
biography. The Keynes- Lopokova marriage took place in 1925.

. o . “ J
- . . . -~
4 o . : Loy
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nations“in the public interest.26

?

For his part, Maynard seems to have .liked Beatrice persqnally, i

while dtsllking ‘most of what she stood for. Although it is
probably untrue to say,,as Holroyd does, -that "Maynard Keynes
always despised the Fabians",?7 there is little doibt that he
felt many of their theories to be far-fetched: He could not
desplse the Fabians because many of his very close frlends were

Fabians. . At the_same time, we must not“overempha51ze their .

- importance to ﬁim. Anne Fréemantle claims that:"in'the twen-

ties,. too,. the 'Bloomsbury Group! led by Vlrginia Woolf, were

almost all Fabians, and all 'Left’ in pOllthS" 728 but she is.

4

wide of the mark Both Leonard and Virglnla Woolf were members,

. o —

as were James Strachey, Geralq Shove, and a host of fringe-

BIoomsberries %uch as Rupert Brooke, but other,equally nnportant '

Bloomsbury members such as Clive Bell weére’ well.removed “from .
them. Clive, although unW1111ng to fight in the war,  saw no

obJecLion to 1en€1ng a hand ‘as a non-combatant, and - as We have

. already seen, hlS vehemence against those who would circum-

_scribe ‘his freedoms placed him smack in the middle of @ne’ nine- -

teenth century .Liberal sharhs. We may say safely only that .

- Maynard did not care for Fabian ways,_but'enjoyed~many Fabian”

- friends. among the Bloomsbury members, most of whom were left

of centre. -He also had.many onfBloomsburygFabian friends,
3

”e

. i N

& zeﬁeatride Weob Diaries 1924-1932, p. 112, .. o

A b

27Holroyd, Lytton strachey, I, 250.

5

,", ),,

28Anne Freemantle, This thtle Band of Proﬁhets, Mentor
Books (NeW'York- The New American Library, 1960), P 241. . .
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" the relatiohship betweer Beatrice and'Mayhard. It ‘was inevit--

.Leonard Woolf, a very chorohgh—Fahian, as its literary editor.

among whom were Beatrice and Sidney Webb.

¢

There is very little documentary evidence which describes -

‘able that they meet,,of course, since both were vitally inter-

ested in economics, and Maynard was so closely involved with
the'Treasury;’ Again;rBeatrice‘and Sidney were the founders of

the New Statesman, and Maynard was Chairman of the Board ofithe

- Nation. These weeklies amalgamateo early in 1931, ané,while
8 .

neither Beatrice nor Maynard sought very actively to influeﬂce ‘ //

'the'editorial policy of -the new‘baper, they remained very,inter~

ested in it. The Webbs, of course, had always allowed the'New* -/

Statesman free feiq,'and Maynard quietly drifted off rather

, . . ° o .
-than interfere with the New Statesman and Nation as its policies

evolved -away from his own. "It is interesting to note that the

Nation, in 1924 the political.voice of the Liberal Party, had.

;-
‘1

This abpointmeht again was entirely” due to Keynes ané his‘in— “
volvement with the Bloomsbuty Group. Beatrice and Maynaré had ‘ "
much more than mere commonality of profe5810ﬁal intetests to: - .
bring them tOgether, however. They both travelled in the same I
governmental soc1a1 C1rcles and enjoyeéd the same company.

Kingsley Martln, edltor ‘of the New Statesman, has left one - .

descrlption of a party,attended ny both Beatrice and Maynard.-

at vhich they parried“and thrust at each othey’ln f1ne, almost

Bloomsbury style.29, Although Martin does not say so, the ‘ // -

[

29Kingsley Martin, gather Figures- A'First Vo&ume of Auto-

. Tblography 1897-1931 (Lonébn Hutchinson,p1966), pp. 104- 105.
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reader is left with the general impression that most of their

meetings,wére in the same vein. Whether they were or no, hom:'
ever, this one meeting by itself is enough to permit féﬁééﬁabie
inference to be drawn about’their relationshlp. One of the
characteristic traits of - the English-;and one which ‘the French .
in particular have never beea able to understand--is their love
of indulging in acerbic, even downright insulting, repartee,

v

w1thout_g1v1ngoor taking- offénce. To an outsider, the use of

msuch-language‘without a ‘subsequent appointment in a 'law-court”
orgduelling’ground often seems incomprehensipie, but in fact

it‘is‘governed by one almost invariable principle:‘it is only

;,‘employed among those with whom the speaker feels completely at

ease., It is not the same as the truly devastating put -doim:
. occa51onally employed to really obnoxious acqnaintances, and

v is ea511y dlstinguished from the usuyal embarrassed diffidence

&

displayed to strangers. The fact that Maynard could engage in’ "

a“ jocular sparring match w1th Beatrxce indicates at one that

‘they were on gdod terms with each other: -

'5
'

There is, of course, much better evidence at hand than ’

_'simple inference ‘from reported'conversation. _Beatrice's dary

- ®

entry makes clear how ‘she felt about Maynard and the fact that
he requested that she become the first woman member of the
British Academy . (1n the’ Economic ‘Section) certainly indicates
- his feelings for her. The old Fabian Socialist and the middle-
,aged (at that time) Liberal commodity and currency speculator 1y . _‘k

T
had an agreement’ to disagree on many things), but they were

- t
.




CT73
. consistent in their respect for eaqﬁ other. Beatrice, as a
Fabian, and, somewhat above mefe party politics, saw little
v, problem, n fact, in having Keynes emerge as a leader of Ehe o
: Labour Party. Alqng with Leonard WOOlf Maynard .Keynes was |
probab?y the greatest influence on Beatrice of any of the

_ Bloomsbury members, and there is no doubt, that she affected
- - him in turn. 'f : ;'

&

. Beatrice must have. been awaré of Keynes s association with

the Blbomsbury Grou;& and by implication,w1th Clive Bell and
i'Lytton Strachey. Whether she was aware of his earlier homo-

Sexual activities is anoth‘?~question entirely. Had she’ been
wso, it is doubtful that she would have been quite so favourably

disposed towards him. She vag bred a Victorian, but by no means

'a cloistered Victorian, and her life in the slums had taught ?

-her much. She was no stranger to the facts of homosexuality,

Y -

ta and even commented in that vein when writing about Pearl Buck'

The Good Earth in her diary.- Beatrice had formed her own opin=

‘ion of China, which was reinforced by her reading of Budk and
noted ‘that: i
Rich food, sexual indulgence, "opium, and the social
prestige of great possessions are the '"good things"
.. aimed at through lives of unremitting toil. The re
sult, a low standdrd of livelih and security: a
. wasted land, devastated by drou or floods, where
man is cruel and nature uncontrolled:; where "women
are for use an¢ boys for pleasure": where supersti~
tious. rites are fading out and religious emotion is
. . non- existent, where war, pestilence and famine rage.3°

v

- The reference to "sexual in&ulgence" is characteristic, and al-

s, s

L 30peatrice Webb, Diaries 1924-1932, p. 304.




"abuse of children,by‘ 1ts, there is little'doubt that she

.though her’use of'the hr;se "boys for pleasure" indicates
a;

. would have been’ equally repelled by the adult relationshlps
. ]
‘which were woven in and around Bloomsbury and the Cambrldge

. A

Apostles. . R, 4
. Beatrice had been somewhat off .the mark in describing

Leonard and Virginia as "purltansﬁ: she was unconsciously ironic .

- \

in her thoaqhts of Keynes as "an ardent lover of the bewitching

b
‘Lydia Lopokova“ and had she been aware of Maurice, she would

probably not hage been quite so‘taken with the literature of;; ‘

| oo E.M. Forster. : LS o ’ : . -
- s P : ’ ’ ’

’ < . /

Part 5 EDWARD MORGAN FORSTER

4

Although Quentin Bell indicates, that E M. Forster- was at

- c

best a "fringe” Bloomsberry, he had very ‘great effect upon

. N

v.individual members of ‘the Group. 'He enjoyed, the deepest respect
lom everyone, 1nclud1ng Virginla Woolf, who was never at ease

I
until Morgan Forster had sald his piece about her most recent
work. Such respect was, of course, based@ upon two things: his -

talent for literary critic1sm, an@ his own elegant prose. There'

~

were. very few gems in his casket, but Bloomsbury‘recognized them

o
A

'aSsJewels of. great- price. y o .

. ' Beatrice, top;, was apprec1ative of Forster s wrlting. This

-

is hléhly unusual for‘after her inltial bqouts of self-examina-" -

tion in My Apprentlceshlp she rarely mentions llterature of any PN

s

“kind except blue books and reports. Forster, however, made an

-

5
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|

,from'her éarlier vast acquaintance with the Best ‘in literature,‘

immediate impression on her with the publication of A Passage

to India. “In July 1924 she .wrote, ‘
. » ’ o

.

€

E.M. Forster--a much older man, but one who has )
writt fewer books {than Aldous Huxley] because he o
has -thought and felt as well as searched after "le )
Just!-“appears to me in his latest novel A Pas-

ge to India &s a genius, and not merely a man
with an exquisite gift for words.31 o

She followed with a quotation from the book of a passage con-

cérning old age in which she felt the phrases "a twilight of
the double vision"

and "a spiritual mudd;edom is set up" to be -

»
particularly applicable to her own case.

as if the world were about”to end for her;- as if she were too

tired and worn to gSarry on with her choséen work Her point at

" the time was that she felt her effo*ts were about to be super-

l

seded by those of . the younger" 1nte11ectuals, and she could no

longer drum up interest in: her 11fe s endeavours. Poor Beatrice:

she was to be at death's door in this way for nlneteen years
more, to rind Sidney a cabinet mlnlster and. a Bord, and to be

a

herself elected president of the Fabian Society 1n\1939 at the
age of” etghty—one. - s ’ ) ﬁ

. Nonetheless, her - appreciaﬁion'of Forster was'very‘real

although it was based prlmarlly on the respon51ve chords which.

‘,some of his des"rlptive passages struck in her mind rathrrw

than on a strict concept of 1iterary merit. She recognived

She wrote in her diary;

NS
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that,he wds a master'of-StYIe, but her praise of ‘A Passage to
o ) . - ' l ’ y ' . o . . ,’ r
311bid., p.-34. T e SRR
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India is not based on depth of characterization, unity of

. . - 2 .
theme or*continuity of action. §ghe sees the novel as an edi-
face, buf reacts ohly to the fluting of the columns or carving

on the stair casef' There is ‘no trace of appreciation for the

ediface qua ediface. It Ais probably safe to say-that she liked ’

o

Forster s, work primarily becausé she saw in 1t snatches of

-feeling which she recognized in herself or which directed her

hd

own very mixed- -up religious urges iato a clearer channel
-whether 'she would have retained this 1liking for Forster through .

}f o )',lpublication of Maurice and his shorter erotica is very doubtful.
: , .t /
She said 1ater oF Aldous Huxley and D H. Lawrence that she was

disturbed by the 1ack of ethical code or permanent value Judge-

!

ments in their writingS" o . ﬂ .

a

Judg Y. the'types of character they choose to por-
tray'tg.;?g}e is a preference for men .and women who corni-

) - bine.a_cl er intellect with unrestrained animal 3§m-
‘ \ , pulses (e. gﬂ/Antic Hay and Barren Leaves, Clio).

In 1932 she was/still writing of "the D.H. Lawrence cult of sex

! : o

which I happen to detest" 32 we can infer th% the hidden

PREN

Forster was not at &ll to her taste.v : :4

L

> (1 ACCording to Forster himself, he met the Webbs only once,

ip 1937. 1Ih common with all of their luncheon‘Quests, he ate

e —
’ *,

ftheir standare fare‘of nmutton, %i:ens, potatoes, ribe'pudding° ',

‘--simplestrof menus, but supreme quality and superbly cooked,

.never have I eaten such mutton, greens, potatoes,-rice" 34 e ’ w
- 321pia., p. 80 33Ibid., p. 299. LT
) f’ . 34g, M. Forster,. Two Cheers for Democracy,(1951, rpt. Har—

mondsworth, England: Penguin Books, 1965), p. 221,
. . \



’ .f . ‘. ' ,‘ . . . )
admits, however, that much as he admired the Webbs, "I could

et

neyer have been intimate with them: only those who wdrked:forl'

them could@ be that and my own,schemes for improvin§ society

© <

‘run upon different lines".33.

Run upon different lines they certainly did. Beatrice and

Sidney, as honest, reliable, civil servaﬂts, wére firmly imbued

with the idea that good goVernment was exactly ‘thats government.

It entailed an essentially paternalistic mandarin class wield-

' 1ng the power to-direct the lives oF ‘an essentially animalistic

."The People", in the Webbs' eyes, had little or no idea -
. ) . ] ‘ -

_of what they wanted, never mind how to attain it, and the best v

p0531b1e sblution was to have highly trained and dndicated cex-,

perts shepherding them along through llfé in the pursuit 4&?
thamite geals of sufficiency for all.. Forster objected very

1;strongly to this, since he' was a Liberal at heart, and heliev

v

"individuals,
" he felt strohgly the need for ‘an aristocracy, and had little use
_ for the herd, Forster wanted an aristocracy based on taste and

sensitivity, not«on power or, expertise. Crews points out‘that,

that:giyen his an head, the.individual, in concertﬂ&i%h other

would-eventually muddle his way throuéha Although

<

Forster is even swsawam,.s of . the mildest of collectiv- .
-ist povements, .Engl -‘_-wbianism, on .the grounds that

it is latently autocr~a.;.« "Our danger from*Fascism, "

he wrote in 1935 "--unleks a war .starts when anything

_may happen--is negligible. WeYre menacef by some-

thing much more insidious--by what I might call 'Fabio-
Fascism', by the dictator-spirft working quietly away .

behind the facade of constitutional forms, passing a ‘
little law (like the Seditioﬁ Act), here,. endorsfhg a“ =

35¢bid., p. 222. T
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‘\\. departmental tyranny there, emphasizing the national ,
g need “of Secrecy elsewhere, and whispering and cooing
‘\\ _.-the so-called 'news' every evening over:the, w1reless,
. 7 until oppositlon is. tamed and gulled"'3
“ Fo&ster s attitude towards government is, in this respect,
© fairly close to that of Clive fell. That it should be so is

not really surprising when we con51der their pre-Fabian Cam~

- ) bridge backgrounds., On the other hand, there is some. reason

A 1 surprise 1f we compare his attitude tq that of Leonard:

LS
©_ Woolf.: Leonard also escaped the Fabian influence at Cambridgg,

. but his subsequent experiences as an administrative officer in

Ceylon convinced him- that the Fabian approach to government was

- essentially correct. ' Forster spent severaIgmonths in India in
" 1912-13 ang again “in 1921, but although the broblems of each .
couﬁtry were in many ways similar, he was not érawn to the*same

. conclusidns as Leonard WooIf The fact that Leonard was an =

. L0 oy -

s active manager, invplved with the lives of the general popula-
a tiontﬁﬁyile Forster was private .secretary to 'a Rajah, maﬁﬁ%nder~ ’
) N ". -
'qgiigie this difference. Forster's lett®rs, written home from
s

was, show clearly that even at-thirty—three H@ had a teﬁéency'
to act like a schoolboy and to applaud the silly pranka»of the

Raﬁah's court They indicat%/also that although he was aware

4

. of. the plightaof the Indian peasqntry, he felt in no way
-f'_obliged to help better it 'He even- boasts at one point oﬁ

having made hd. s own servant's: life-miserable.. ; e

i \

o BOth hhe Wéils are dry, and the municipal water is cut _ ..

te
. . . 2 .
- « s

36Frederick 'C. Créws, E.M. Forster- The Pe!ils of, Humanism
(1962,.rpt. Prlnceton- Princetoa’ Univ. Press, 1967), pp. 20;21.




| ?J,*- , cL : ’ ;.‘ s, \’__:. A0 i a, A, A
o .« . off most of the, day. - "-Baldeo. makes a frightful fuss» ,‘»," o
s o because the bath.won't fill, and he” dislikes’extfa _
: - trouble. I am.lordly*and repeat, "I must have my-
.bath", until he gets the tennis boys and thgy steal

the empty fire buckets and dip them 1n4 t rna-
. R mental. féuntain among the flSh and carry them drlp-
. "% - pning up the staircase,; 37 e ~

t‘his smacksg‘;nlg tily of arr/ogance, whlch would have upset Bea-

’crlce. Thr ugh'u the entlre course of letters in The H111 of

Dev1, Forster s ands llke ‘an effem:gxate fop. " whether. he ac-

tually appeared that. way durlng this @erlod is hard to s&r but

- his writing supports the n‘gtlon. He is not interested in the ”
| L . . % v
K ' affairs of state, bellttles athe RaJahts attempts to develop a’
| . o - L) L 4
} -y . ' 4

.o oonew conStltutlpn' forgets admlni‘stratlve detall 1nstantly,

PN e

- . - wn -

| -*3) e squaobl s w1th the chaufﬁeurs and refers' to the Ra_]ah as “ljhe
l T e

B

BTN ‘dear creature" or "so sweet" . He atso ‘took a dlstanct ‘dislike’

i~

offlclaldom later in rllfe. There is no. doubt that many colonlal

officials weré monumentaliy useiess, but ‘the closeness of

tgx,..

o fadt: that théré'%ere some good o*wes and that they could haxgg\

L Lo ¢S L
e done a lot~}no for Dewas.‘ Forster is much more concerned with
T . N . R ! A :
the ima’ge’ of' ﬁe RaJah as beleaguered and misunderstood genius ’

[ ¢ 4

'.galned 1&v.xpees went to° pay - for t‘nelr ruler’ s flood of £25 tele-— /

Ob

P

«a

. - ‘ * v
| i Ra_)ah's coart . Thls{t(o}may have afﬁected hls attltude téwards

. than he is with the mlserable lives of the peasants vﬂudse hard-— .

to the Brltish adminlstrators who océamohally called in 2t the

vForstr‘er's re},at,lons with the RaJah may'have blinded him to the 3

L

“

-

it Y - . . :" ;
grams. . . % o ., - Lo / .
4 - e .

- v . ';
' s s . -
’x 4 ?’ - ¢ ’
o, b . \ ~ 4 . n g

e ‘,‘~ hC 37E M. Forster, T'he Hilrl of Devi. Harvest Books (19537 ‘

p ‘ : rpt New XOrk-‘ Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, undated), p. 133,
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|
- - To give him his: due, Forster d;d in some ways redeem him--_ .

selflln_AbEassage,to Ind&a from the uncarlng att1tude (except )

~ T for thé Rajah‘s welfare) which he<dlsp1ayed 1nahls lettersm, S
” Thére 1s no doubt that in thlS book he very clearly 51des wiﬁh

v the Ihdians agalnst the Br%tlsh. His redemptlon, as far as his “' N4/

[ . ' - . o . (—
: relatlonshlp w1th Beatrlce is cbncerned, however, only goes ’

l < [

haLf way. It 1s ev1dent that hls sympathy lies with Dr. Aziz.

and Professor Godbole, and that he_recognizes not only the fact“

a

of the 1nequ1t1es whlch face them, hit thelr sourdes ‘in the - <i Yy

R "Old Boy" Engllsh comnunity centred round its 1gﬁorant and fearQ L
‘\

ful women.. So far, so good., Where he. fails to redeem hlmself

v

A K

3

‘i, - -—and thls 1s‘ p01nt wh1ch Beatflce herself eltber dld not o
| Lo notlcQ in her dellght w1th hlg "sp1r1tua1 muddledom" qr simply X} ’ \“'f

k A ‘-chose ndt to mentlon-—ls tﬁ@t he offers no alternative. P

) The ideal of,a leSs fortunate race Belng/taken in hand and

|
|
| ‘ ' ‘ i . - .
| i Lled forward by the expert admlnlstrators of therBrl 1sh Crown , 7
.- . 4 -y @ 4 7 S
K -+ .- was one whicﬁ>Beatr1ce looked upon w1th great "favour. Heé y
\ . - a, " 3 ) ) . R ° o
D attraction to the’ admln trators pf the Crown was not, givmanyﬂ'~’ )
, ‘ ‘s
havé supposed simple imperlallsm, buf a genulne ‘conviction ’ Y

~, Y

. / .
that these“hdmlnlstrator§ were the best avallable. Her,interest}

’
. v, ° $

K was in administratlon, not in territorlal acquisitlod? 'Forster'
destroys, perhaps unfainéy, the myth that the advent of the ' ca

~ :Brltish Raj was the best thing that ever happened to the "poor *;\f "

L'y

f ;benighted 'éathen" but he provides no counter proposal to fill ..

- n ;thé:gap caused by this destruction. His attitude appears to be'

that since India is a muddled.country,Xfilled with muddled

[
. [ ¢ ; \« - R o \). " R . \* . T
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81
people,fshe should‘be left dlone to muddle through. The. ideh

o that the country is. to .be left -in the care of. people whose idea

S

of a good Joke is to pour cold water in the face of Mahommed

a9

////< -Latif as he sleeps evokes no concern on the part of Férster.

. - I

S He revealed himself to be perertive but often childlike and ' .

irresponSible 1n his letters home, .and. hlS most sensative«por-

o

o " traits 1n A Passage to India are of peOple who display the same“

traits. Since he was so perceptive it should»be no surprise té P

? %,

, us that :in 1973 after twenty-six years of independence, India ,: o
,i,ffifﬁill,aseeuntf?’in which young children are-maimed deliPer- : ,' @

.. e

i i ;

—— v, B « ¢ .t
. B

ately to make them better'beggars. ' ‘ c _f

B - - ALl her life Beatrice sought tp protect the weak~from the ) ’ ﬂﬂ
. .’ £
e depredations of. the strong——to help Mahommed Latif to re%ist the"

{

‘1ndign1t1es heaped on "him by Dr. Azi7. - She succéeded in England,

but India was beyond her grasp.' A Passage to India aided her Lo

Lo

- -

‘j ;o in one respect by enunciating clearly the‘usurpation of/éative ,
o rights by uncaring, or at apy rate unfeeling, Europeans. It o .

W

- did not aid her in the. problem;of how to protext-weaker natives . .,

- . from stronger ones. The facty that she dld like the book so"““
B * ~ . ° P 7 W A -4 ’ 2
e - much is a clear 1nstance of compartmented thinking, 1n which

4

her reSponse to Forster s v151oh of the spirit was so great

J that ity shut away in a "1ogic—tight" compartment the fact that

- g ’ ’ /
e e s
.:, : has visien of politics was the antithesis,of her own. C . ,ﬂ
L e ; Be that as it mdy, however, Forster certainly gained an . S

LI ‘ . L
.- - 4

. appreciative readei for his novels in Beatrice Webb., George H.

‘ |"\ Thomson, ‘in’ discussing the relationshib between Forster and Co ﬁf“
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Carl bung, states~ -

Tfij7 “a they saw the central issue of themtwentleth century .
<7 ~ .- as modern marr in'.search of a soul, they agrded at
: > _ -first that the search should be directed toward the %

full development of the personality and later that it - -
should be directed toward a more. 1mpersonal and.uni-
‘versal goal which each called the spirit: (a Passace °
to India and Jung's .works ‘on.religion and alchemy),

. . they .early recognized that myth apd symbol were "ﬁ ' -y
’ T the most effective way of expre351ng thelgwunder— S 7 SR
. T standing 38 . . P . ';’ g s
e ' It is probable that thls is the aspect of Fo ster to which Bea--

. R N -
. trice responded so' well. She was herself in search. of a soul, .

. o
» ‘. ‘9
1 B

b and could not flnd 1t among the: blue boo&s or County Council

' o, ‘ . r . : : : . i ; . e -
/ " mlnutez. . ' ' o) ) . v -. , ° .
! ’ . .

3

P 2 q )
P I Forster - as in Clive Bell, we flnd the expre551on ‘of".

\\

- the 1ndlv1dual agalnst the group—-the Greblan democrat rather

2

. . thap the pr@letarlan demoorat. They had no real use for any-oﬁ Do e

[l Y

T
- the Webbs' soc1allst ideas, and<iuinot hesitate to say 'so. There

+
. o
4 ’ 1

vs.. 0 . was, withln the Bloomsbury Group, however, one 1ndividua11st who "

e Ehought he~had found ‘a asé\f:r soc1allsm-—r1ght in Clive Bell's-e

PR backyard. Roger Fry had frésh ideas as well as fresh aesthetics. .
2. . - . Lot - . ’ L. % - + - , “\ . 4— -
P " 0 v . - M T ’ ' e
e ~Part '6.. ROGER FRY , ‘ S e e
; . . - . . ‘w\r C (/. . ‘ ) '
h -f It is doubtful that Beatrice ever met Roger Fry, although T
. & o . T
. they dbrenfrlendly with a great many of the same people.n If : P gg

.t A . »

they dld meetp liétle of signlfloa\oe emerged.‘ Beatrice, in B

spite of her ear
. in Florem:e,imbib;ng:Ital,ian art,' mentions art‘very‘ li-tt'le in..

’

yearsbat the sketching tablet, and her months

. f -

-

SR ”3: 38George«H. Thomson, ‘The Fiction of E.M. Forster (Detroit° Y
SRR Wayné State Uﬁgqﬂ,Press, 1967), Pe 28
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her diaries, and does not appear to have taken much interest

in 1t after her youth Roger Fry, as pOinted out earlier, was T
. )

~

therefore of minor importance to heé// the other hand, Bea-

o

Jtrice may have been of major- 1mport ance to Boger Fry.

N ——

R In common w1th Clive Bell .Roger Fry felt very strongly ‘ i
that the "true" artist was' an inpovative aesthete, anﬂ that .
'modern commerc1a1 life had a very stultifying effect .on real .

s art Unlike @ell however, ‘he: did not set about the destruction .

+  of “culture" to. generate art’ anew ‘Fry thought instead that

-

that creepinq'soc1alism—which Pell despised might just turn the
trick Of the'ages 1mmed1ate1y prior to hls own, lhe one: ruled
,by landed aristooracy, and the s;cond by monled plutocrats, Fry .
thought very littte. - It was- true that the artist~managed to L L
vstruggle by in' the former, aristocratic -agey but helgot nowhere ‘ﬂ
- k',w1th‘the\V1ctorian oricurrent plutocrats.{ ThlS was because ’
-aristocrats, by virtue -of- whatever taste: they possesséd had

A T é

e at least’ been able to accommodate arti ts, while the plutocrats,

o b .3'with no taste whatsoever; were unable to deal with’ ;WEm. As a

C - result, while the aristocrat occasionally allowed genuine art .
[ ',‘ ‘ !

' to develop because he at least knew what to av01d thempluto— N

crat has to he told.what he likes, and will" then buy nothing

hut imitations of this standard——to the great detriment of true
. o ‘

':arto EN ' €, 'i

. §
.
o\

o ; o In his conseption of socialism, Roger Fry was hoping that
k' X . ‘opnce the workers’ gained control, the true artistic impulse‘
; ’ ' . é . ¢ ' .o . T SV,

e , . , , .
“,,‘ﬁ ; « -would surface once again,.and a second wave of "guilds" would
) X ) ' . L . ] . - .




84 . ., - DR
develop. "In building this hOpe, howeVer,'he had to resort. to -

several rather naive assumptlons, chlef’among which was that
the workman.wpuld-haveuaﬂsaywxn”how thlngs should be’&ade, and
. ' - (-

. . . L
that his innate sease of sound workmanship would develop once

' (44

ism in this way,,Fry was effectlvely drlftlng away from the path

[

whlch Beatrice wlshed to follow, partlcularly when he contlnued,

Guilds mlght, 1ndeed, regain somethlng of the pollti-
. - cal\influence that gave us the Gothic cathedrals .of
~ . the Niddle Ages. It.is quite probable that this guild
R " * influgnce act as a check on some 1nnovat10ns in manu--
factureé which, though bringing in a profit, are- really
’drsastroas to the community at 1arge4 p

o

. Here, as even the name 1mp11esg he is verging on G D.H. Cole'

4y °

Guild Soc1a11sm, whlch was so much in the asceadency invthe

¥

i'early years of the century, anﬁ which dled qxletly 1n'the nlne—‘

’ B z

. teen’ twentles. Here again, 11ke Cllve, Roger 1s adoptlng a

r

'p081t1bn dlametrlcally opposed to that espousea by Beatrlce. w7

Although éUlld Soc1allsm was soc1alrsm, it was soc1a1mkm 1ooked
"at through. the other end of the.telescope. Beatrice looked
through her ehdAand.saw the State; Cole and the Guild Soc1allsts
.looked through'theirs,and Saw'the indlvidaalf The fundamehtal
point of Fry's argmﬁenth/which plaees‘him sgubrély with.thg

éuild Socialists, is that th% artist,‘i e, the indryidual pro-

., .
- R

ducer, will be able to 1nf1uence what is produced and that his: .

"{7 ‘; , PR
) . sYndicate or Trade Union ‘or Guild w111 then ‘be in a p031tion to

-

impress true art upon the people. Beatrice wanted no truck at

e P ‘

AY ‘ C L .o
b I 39Roger Fry, Visioh and Desiqn (1920; rpt. New York. Mérid—

— 1an Books, 1959), p. 75. - -

o’ L. . . < ¢

e - AR} . . ‘ Ly
o . . .o . .

| . ' more if .econonmic pressures were reduced. In approachlng soc1a1-

all with unions’ of producers as controllers of supply. She was -

1 .

\
!

"™




. 4 . ¢ '\
not’ interested in the 1ndividua1 as an abstract concept, and

. o -thought only of the good of the community as a whole., From"

3 pher earlier studies~of the Co-operative Movement it had become

V.
~c1ear to her that the ultimate ‘say in what is produced}fhould

belong to unlons of consumers, not .of producers, and that pro-

duction should be in accordance wlth a bluepript i d by‘ex-'

~ [ 8} ’

'perts who had, an overall view of the community. This concept

/

of soc1alism meant in the long run' that the people who buy art

‘would specify what they w1shed to ‘buy, and that the artists ",

L“

Spllt Fabian, from Guild Soc1allst, and in t e‘sense which Rogér

would respond 0 the1r~w1shes. ‘Since that 1s prec1sely what
Fry had beern -a gulng against in his- denunciation of the pluto-

crét”patron,*it \is clear that their 1deas were v1§ally oppOSed

As Beatrlce s, difference of oplnion W1th Roger 1llustrates,

g
the -concept qf the relation of the 1nd1vidua1 to soc1ety had

s"

far greater ramificatlons than the relatf@ely 31mp1e 1ibera1-

[ n

soc1allst chasm. wh1ch separated her from Clive Bell” Its ‘roots

o

reached right "into soc1alism 1tself~-and e/ acked)it wide.' It

Fry used it, - producer from consumer. It eventually split ‘both

-the Oxford and Cambridge SOCletleS away frbm the: parent Fabian

WV

e,

Soeiety. In essence, it-could be sajid that those who worried

. about quallty goods .were. thoroughly acquainted with the Caveat

emptor principle opted for Fabianism and state coktroll those j'

»
who felt romantic,about William Morris and believed in Liberte,

O

Egalite, Fraternite opted for Guild Socialism and the diffusioﬁ

[N

P v

of reSprSLbllitY.“ ‘ R

A



) tolthé destruction of Guild Socialﬂsm by the abortive -coal o
disruptive‘»ta'ctics of the Brit‘iSh Communist .Party. - Fry lived -~

K Fablan Soc1ety survive whl,’le the Guilg Soc1alis+s succumbed. ‘

'Indlv1qualist as he was, however, it lS doubtful, iﬁ the labels

‘ 'demohstrated w:Lth the Flrst ‘Post- Impresmanst Exhlblti’\ri 1n
it 10 1911, the ‘B,rltlsh Publlc could go hang 1f they dld not
" like hlS conoepts-»-cmd that 1ncluded Beatrice. )

. A N L ’ .-

. Part 7 f’RINGE BLOOMSBERRIES AND CONSCRIPTION L ’
"and to Bloomsbury. A For Beatrice they were an inglcation that
surface with a vengeance. She 'was very depresséd\ N For Blooms-

\
. bury they were the ultimate challenge to the philosoRhy of G.E.,

'Moo,re: Could the Bloomsberrles stand firm in the- face of pub-
P i -~ .

not already covered individu’al'ly. it is convenient for' three’

_ reasons: ‘one’, it arew, $evera1 Bloomsberries and’ near Blooms- -

(09
. Oy
r

Roger originally expressed his ideas in 19i2, and repub-

lished them in amended fashion in 1920. w—.épth ‘dates are ‘prior °

£

*

strikes of. 1920-1921, the General Strike of 1926,.. and the

to ‘see this happen the dled in 1934) and to see a bat.tered

J

had meant much to his 1deas in the flrst plar'e. As he aptly -

¢

-
-

1

The war years 1.914 1918 meant a great Aeal to- Bea}:r;[ce

‘r

the forces of human. greed and stupidity were coming to the

.\ - L4

lic opinlou" £ For both, they meant an 'agsortment of strange.

-
-

bedfellows while the crisis 1as{ce§1.

" The first World W’ar is a cohvienient‘time frame in which to

consider. Beatrice in relationship, to those,members_ of 'Bloomsbur'y
1 . - 2 .

& ~

e




s . - - N
¥ B T p . . ~

beérries into a~relatively tight group which include§/some of -

the Cambrid@a Fabians with whom she had had an acguaintance of

several years";tanding: two; it developed Bertrand&Ru- ell as

an important character with onnections in botHh camps, and | .

: three, it forteﬂ both B atrice and Bioomsbury to/search deep

within themselves to det rmine whether their beliefs were ade- .

quate to sustain them thr ugh a real cr131s.'

"

‘Those most likely to be affected 1mmed1ate1y by the“war j?>

=4

were the younger ones such- s David Garnett apdiRupertzBrooke.
Brcoke, born in. 1887 was seker. years younger and Garnett, born

" in 1892, twelve _years youn r, than ﬁytton Strachey, and as a l

-

consequence tended to be Anvolved sooner and more conclusively ‘,

v

in the conflict Rupert, of course, cannot be cons;dered a true o
. # ¥
"member of the Group, but he certainly-was very close to the

admltted members in- the few years: prior to his violent .break

3 ‘ - |

with Lytton Strdachey. \He came to know Beatrice through the
;Cambridge Fabian Soc1ety in company with James Strachey and
’Gerald Shove in the perlod 1908 1909 anrd was apparently the
" ch1ef reason for’ Beatrice s’ relatively low opinion of the éam:
bridge 1ntellectuals,lsince he gave her "a super~conce1ted
lecture o the r\Iatiéevpf the university man to the cormmon

—n

herd of demOCracy 40 Brooke is also anomalous in that unlike ‘

both Beatrice and Bloomsbury, he was given to v191ent enthus—f LT .
iasms which quickly waned (wltness his Fablanism, which‘faded '
out w1th the Majority Report on the. Poor Law) and to the advo~ °
cacy oL princiles in*Which he.dld not really beliﬁge (W:tness '.
40 oo A : | S e
Beatrice Webb Our Partnership, p. 415, A . ‘f’




. 3 Ty

P his pose as a supporter of Moloch) He was also the - fringe-
Bloomsbury who dia go to war--and the one who did not come "
back' It would be easy“to say that he was S0, atypical that

his 1nc1usion is superfluous, yet he is due some mention, be—,

-~ <

cause he was in a way part of both ‘Beatrice and Bloomsbury—-
and both BeatriCe and Bloomsbury lost him. Beatrice. lbst him.
through dlsappointment when he saw his reform effort’s on the

Poor Law come to naught, andoBloomsbury lost him through em0<

.tional overstimulation with which he could not cope.,'The . ‘
v, e

irony 4% his death “£rom an infected mosqqito bite in the middle

3

of ‘a war of 1ncred1ble‘human v101ence and after éhe emotional

' . uproar he had left in England is acute. L .

JDauid Garnett, the youngest of the "true" ploomsberries,

had been known by Beatrice, in a manner of speaking, almost
since his birth. ~as ‘he himself points out,,his mother, Constance

. Garnett, had been in the Fabian Soc1ety, "rather a riVal of the -

-~

- . famous Miss Beatrice Potter, afterwards Mrs. Siddby Webb”. 41 -

Since,Constance was elected to the Fabian executive for 1894-
95 when Davld was all of two years old Beatrlce had "had him
available fgr her ci;;ke of acquaintances from hlS earliest - .
years.’ It is clear’ that as he grew, however, he drd not- adopt

-

;\hfs mother S Fabian ideas. As she develd@ed her life's WOrk of
' )

.. translating Russian novels,tcdhstance drew about her a great ‘%ﬁw

gaggle ‘of - Russian emfgrés and refugees from the Czardom. Asso-

- L. ‘ clation with such as. these was more than enough to point Garnett

‘
3 .
« s

. ’ N \ ” .
) 4¥David Gar ett, The Golden Echo (1953, rpt. Lonfori: Chatto
- -and Wincus, 1954 p- 84 ‘,~A’ L, ; S
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s they to bg\drived to excess by adherence to B 1nc1ple. With o

P

A
. . . .
’ . .
- o o ‘ - B ' .
. . P . ' .
B [
-~ 3

.’{\‘ ) . k

: ’ . 4 .
away from thé’&?géualism-of the Pabians and.into the revolu- .

tiggary v1olence of the ex1les. His further acquaintance with.

ther%ndiaﬂcrevolutionaries and attempts to- free them from Jaik’: 3
‘ 4 i
himself a violent s

intensified this impatience. He was not, !

'ﬁan, but He assoc1ated with those who wereh and drew ex

'He was similarlyislightly out «©of tune with Blooms-

L]

from them.
in that he was not a product of Ca ridge, /but of the.

bury,
and did not ha e the background of
HlS train

.
“
]-'e—r\ .
- Bl
-

D

Royal Gollege of Sc1ence,
long discussions of G. E Moore and Principia Ethica.

benge

ing was in biology, not in 1iterature, history or philosophy,

»

c o

* and he saw’ things from a slightly more practlcal 51de than

-:—r-(_(-.(-_, ol bep g

_ Bloomsbury. He.had firm conVictions, but hetwas not as, apt as |

such a background it is perhaps not éurpr'sing that Garnett'

PP NPNPPR)
‘L‘L(“""")’fhtl-r.;-,

,,"r

‘

attitude toMarEs Violence and war differed from the run of

S

o

h¢

£

One example of hlS own. writing from Just after -t

Bloomsbury.

.o

[

’

war bears ﬁhis out:

5.
B

¢

Y
-

»
2

" At that time I was an ardent’ supporter of’the Bolshev-
.iks, .not because I. was a-Conmunist or a Marxist, bdt - .
because I thought that they would do .for Russia what--

A lot of |

Danton and@ Robespierre ﬂhd done for France.
PF, but a rich happy peasant—

* "heads would be'chOpped ‘0
ry and a diffusio giv1lisation andg good cooking
would finally resy t. A

[

That such an astounding statement should be seriously intende

‘o

[ PRI s PP NPT :;L;L(\.;‘.(\.:-g-;‘.;-;;( N

seems incredible, yet<phe context clearly inqicates that it was
,not meant in;Jest. As it stands, the Juxtapositi n of the f '
Y :

~’.and Windus,“’iD‘SS), P 2162 . .

42David Garnett, The Flowers of the Forest (Bondon. Chatto A
.
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L The fortnight which I spent living al:me bin Paris gave

B N L T P S

N o\ L7 .«.\ |2 “ . .o LA \
. . . , , ’
. V3 ' . .. o ‘ D ¢

A N T B R L U i

- averse to fish?" positively sublime by’ comparison.

, "frienc"s had 1ncu1cated him. A ;\%nd pas)ge from his v'ritings

o [ . . ’
- . < . 3

images of Escoffier"s kitchen and‘ the Reign’ of Terror reaches
) ‘a 1eve1 of the ridiculdus which makes Tho'nas Gray's "W’hat cat"s
As the war deVeloped Gamett ;;anged froyhis earlier ' | ‘,
attitude, which was one of being wv%lling to JOln up if necessary,
to an attitude, of cémplete pacifism. He had spent a conSJ.der—
. able time with the Friends War Victims- Relief, Mission in France.. :

“in co'npany w1th Franc1s Birrell nd his experlénce there,

couﬂIed w1th a reading of Clive Bell's pamphlet Peace at Once,

b);:o..lgh*-~ him to the conc1u31on that a negotiated peace 'should be
sought 1mmediate1“y. His feelings at‘this tm‘(e, of course, re- .-

! - '
ferred st,rlctly to the con,flict at hand, and were not cohsonant .

. with his helief 1n the clean31ng value of revolutionary bloqd-
. letting. ‘They" were, however, fullygin cons;mance With the \tti—‘_ 4

tude towards authoriby vwith which his earliernp Ru351an and Indian e

3

1

* again illustrates his habit,: of mixing the vi-ta]_. qith the iglc;on- Do

sequential, and at ‘the same time shows how-far he had come from
' ’ c B R L . o

: ‘.
N A
o L.
.

Bis 'mother' s ’Fa‘bi'énism'

me plenty of time to think not, only about. my attitude .°- ’ "
to the war, but to Established Authority. While I was =~ = -
" at Sommeilles. I had seen that’ France was being.bled , . -
whité and that a negotiated peace was essential if '
Burope was to be saved.from ruin, and for that reason
I had cecided to. take no part in the fighting. -But
he two 1nc1dents which concerned my friends: Duncan s,
. - (§eing turned arbitrarily back at the frontier and the
uppression of The Rairibdw,43 roused me: to a pitch of .
v < 1,.. Y B .o ‘ e . Lo

I

. . , . / ; ‘;. . . ” ) "
43‘iefers to “the- prosecutiop of D.H. Lawrence- and@uppres-- g
l sio‘l of his new novel, The Rainbow, in. late 191 :




perlsonalg frlends«, but it wyas a transitory ‘Apac1flsm at best, and

.country which was su‘-‘fering plus the 1mmedlate problems of two

hatred and contempt for Established Adthority, and : S
for the whole apparatus of Government. It became

clear toé me that Government is »n itself an evil: no

doubt a necessary one to ‘avoid other évils=-but that -~

the less Government the better. For the government - -

is bound, by its very nature, to-be blind, ruthless

and stupid- because stupid and brutal men love power

for' its own sake Whereas sensitive and intelligent

men only care' for ﬁower if there is 1nteresting

"waork to be done.

It seems rather odd> to base paCiflsm on a, real regard for a ‘

' ’

Garnett fimally did accept.a conunj:s‘sion» in the war‘of 5‘939—45. LT

The rest of the Bloomsbury Group were heither so envot 1ona1'1y.:,»

[l

'lnvolveq, nor so tghangeablé They dlSllked war, "and- they dlS-

,llkéd Gemnans but they did not let their feellngs about the

latter influence thelr attltuﬂe towards the former. They too

’

were .upset about the suppress‘i'on of The Rainbovg ‘and gther forms ) .

'.of Brltlsh Phlllstlnlsm rampant, but thej d(d\not Flsplay the ..

»and were therefore unable to muster th.e proper apoplectic shade

‘of pa‘triotism.- They simp‘.ly refused to agree that human br{ed a.oo g

violent Werreaction of Daviad Garnett. They were in the unfop—

‘ -

! tunate pos1tion of’ belng aale to. see bot’h sides of the question,.

—

n

’

“

'~anc’ petty pOllthS were’ worth dylng for.’ They were Qnot all ~ 2

-

. Cons e1t:i.ous ObJectors by any means. Leonard Woolf was willing g

¢ Clive Bell thd'ught of assocxating ‘mmself with the Army Ser;yice i,

e,

f ~ ’ b
to go'if necessary. Duncan Grant Joined the National Reserve.

iy »

Corps, and fHenry ,I_.,amb, ‘another,tfrlngeo member, * enrolled as a

. . ¢ >
P ! R . o ‘ L ®
~ . - . ‘.
. B - . . .
» .
. .

, “44pavig Garnett, .The Elqwersk of the Forest, ,p.- 96. . -
gl ) . ‘ . . ) 7 X . ) ) N P = |
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hospital assistant. The, problem oaly really came. to/a/l'\"e’a‘a
swith the passage of the Military Serv1ce B111 in January,t“l"?jg:(:

and the Co"\pulsory Blll of May- of the same year. ‘The attempt N

b T

‘to CO"IST;L/p ‘to. force those who did not - wish to fight to Jo:.n

,the oattle, resulted.in a sudden crYstallin.ng of feeling —

)

‘,w:Lthin Blopmsbury. Those who were true pac1flst Consczlehtious’
_‘Ob_] ectors now ob_] ected s'trbngly; those whose‘ primary ob_j ection
 was to belng forced to serve rallied ‘to. the support of the Con-
L sc1entioo.s Ob_]eﬁors, and tl/}pse who had been willlng to help .

wlth the war effort now \felt oblxged to a1d th'elr friends. As

\ a result almost all of the male members of Bloomsbury ‘wourrd "" o

up far removed frqm the confllct....eCllve Bell became a. famﬁ‘ 5
R i
and employer of agrlcultural labourers such as DandfGarnett

. and Duncan Grant Leongrd Woolf Jam_es St'rachey and, Lytton o
.

Strachey were excused on medical grounds- and Maynard Keynes e
! WQ ' t‘ ¢ ot

».anr" Gerald Shove were“engagea in work of too much importance to

-3

-

: the hation to be relleved for mllltﬁry duty.
7

’

_For Bloomsbury, avo:ding conflict ‘was a phllosophical " \

7

o p01nt of ‘honour and reason. " For Beatrlce, on the other hand,,

; }
the\ war, although tragic, %Qs SOmeth:Lngsowhich had to. ‘be won. e

On August Sth 1914 she noted 1n her diary, v T .
,We a\rgUed with tzhem [Massingham and Hammondl that ﬁ
L, Belgianh neutrality was defied we had to go to war
- they vehemently denied it.-: On Monc‘*ay the public mind.
# was clearecd ané solidifted by Grey's speech. Even .
er staunch Liberals, agree that we had to- stand by’ Bélgium. ER
But, there is no ‘enthusiasm about the war: at present . '
— it is, on the part of England, ‘a- passionless zgr: a, Sy
terrible nlghtmare sweeplng over all clas oo

-
A 3 R . e «
. > ¢ . h Rz




»Beatrice's worries were not about the \rlghtness or wrongness

-t of the’war——although she did feel concern--but about 1ts possi-
- N ’

.ble 1mpact on the goals towards which she had directed much of

her life. ‘She was clearly on’ the 51de of 4hQSe who felt that

Y

England had to flght, and once she .learned that much deSirable\

y f ~

[d " soc1al 1egislation‘¥ould be stimulated by the conflict, and

<) - that there would be commltteework aplenty for Sldney, she pltphei

) ~ in to help. In splte-of her.clear consciénce as far as the

t

morality of the war went, however, she ajllowed her fears about E

a sort of physical/mental breakdown halfway through 467

.
L]

o ;'- ‘the horrors of war itself. to undermirie her health,.and suffered
Although Beatrice could* also see both sides of the war,

‘and objected to the febrile patrlotlsm sWeeplng Endland almost

~as much as did, the Bloomsbury Group, shelcould not accept "well

. 47 »
2 worn radlcal resolutions in favour of unlversal peace"‘ as

proposed ‘by George.Lansbury and Keir Hardie. Neither couldzshe

. ) R .
be swayed into a\hard position by the obinions of frieﬁds. The
s - \\ N

ethic jof friendship 1a1d down in Prlncipla Ethica may have

' . \\Felped to crystallize the Bloomsbury feelings, but Beatrice was

\always her own woman and: dld exactly as she saw fit. She was,( ;

S

lfor 1nstance, a godd frlend of Bertrand Russell, but ‘refused

'completely to follo»“hlnltowards the extrem pacifism he prac-
tised but claimed he did not feel. AlikeLas they were in many

ways’ they interprexed meaning in people, . and particularly in

N Lt {

e " = fwewumw 46Muggeridge and Adam, Beatrice Webb pp- 210-211. : _;ﬁj

S 47Ib1d., P 206 - .

.
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p01iticians, quite differently. “Beatrice was williag té

call politicians stupid, but drew the line at literal diShon- . .
, N
, esty; Russell_Was inclined‘to ascribe deliberately.evil‘motives
T L from\the.start}. It is signifiqant that Where peatrice/claimed;
. " ‘.
N .

that "the public mind was cleared and solidified by Grej's

r speech‘ Russell saw only ' I ‘ T

during previous years how carefully Sir vward’Grey. o .
lied in orcfer to prevent the public from knowing ' -

- the methods by which he was committing ug to the -~ - .. .

' ) -support._ of France in the event of war. e

4 [y

While it is quite\true that the exact wordingjgﬁ/ﬁeatrice's- '

diary is a statement of the effect of Grey's speech, and not a

r

value -judgement onits content,'she could not‘have written ° . "§§.
, - .

that sentence so freeiy had sh éodsideréd,the,maﬁ a liar.: Per-

. haps Russell's training in philosophy ‘enabled him to- penetrate
v 14 N N ) -

-more’ accurately to the-hidden core of Grey's motives, or per-
. f-
' L , haps Beatrice's insensﬂgivity to foreign affairs bl;nded her as ¢
b their interpretations; and hence N

.

their outlooks, were quite different.

' - ’ ) ©
o " to what was.going on,

Russell, of coutrse, .was_not ’—;her of the Bloomsbury

Group. During the 1914~ 1918 period however, as.one of the

-

! o most'voluble of the pac1fists, he was certainly an influence
\on those who were. As an intimate of Ottoline Morrell he had

plentﬂ of opportunity to meet Group members/at Garsington, par- ‘ //

ticularly when conscription was brought in &h 1916 after the

J ° failure of the Derby Scheme for voluntary attestation in late' Y ’ .

3 )
14

. “8pertrand Russell, The Autpbiography~of Bertrand Russell .”
1914-1944 (Boston- Little, Brown, 1968), p. 4. - '




! . .

* 1915 At that time the Bloomsbury dissenters such as David

r

Garnett and Duncan Grant (who had had trouble with the authori—

= s+ ties in’ Fkance- and been "deported as a pacifistjgnarchist"49)
[
‘ - were gathering around the Morrells for their aid in gaining""" 2
L@ . ‘ s
- refore exemption frOm.military service, as farm_

.labourers. The fact that it wasﬂextremely hard to gain exemp— ) ,

)

tion “in such a manner was not 1ost on: Beatrice webb. _Having

failed to persuade the Labour Party M.P.'s to vote‘against ’

conscriptlon, or to hold out for some concession as the priceq

¥ te

[ -
for supporting the Cabinet, she accepted the situation and conw.

N\
- tinuéd her researches.50 She noted, however, on March 9th that
] s

. the tribunals, under the. Militar§ Service Act, are a
W ,‘ scandalous example of lay prejudice. . . . The most
3 * *biased judge on .the bench could not have equalled,

: in malicious bias, the 0ld gentlemen who are now -
. sitting on the claims f6r exemption. Class bias and ' Wt
local jobbery are rampant, arfd the decisions_jre
oftean ludicrous in their shameless inequity.

§ N -

- Two days before this entry, ‘on March 7th, Lytton Strachey had : .
' ” ' - .

come before his.local Advisory Committee and had ‘been told“that

.

the committee members would recommend to the Tribunal that he.
Q L]

'be granted "no relief“ A few days later the Tribunal heard his

4.

-

' case, but wotild not grant ?}m exemption until he had undergone

an examination by military

- v '

/ . . .
March he was found medically unfit‘.f-"2 Lytton~was lucky. He N o

doctors. Finally, at the end of f

49David Garnett, The Flowers of the Forest, p. 95.

[

50Beatrice Webb,. Diaries, 1912 1923, p. 52.
51

Ibido) p. 56o ) . ' : N

‘\

52Holroyd Lytton Strach;y, II, 176~ 179»\
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4

had been accompanied by a host of sympathirers and very influ-

) ential friends.; Those who had nq_ﬁriends;were—much‘WSEEETofET”~—*fT-—~

o [

! ’
i

a 2

eatrice, while recognizing the inequities of the "Tribun- 'f . o

i

als, was not a total: opponent to conscription. "On Apr11'8th . -
1916, she described a. meeting of the National. Convention of the

No Conscription‘Fellowsh1p,53 pointing ‘out, that there'were many* , '
types of people in attJLdance. She described three distinct

‘ N

attitudes' that of the "intellectual pietist", who believed in
“J B e

pacifism- that of the "profe381ona1 rebel" anxious onlv to

smash all authority, and that of the "misguided youths", th N

R sought only to avoid,fighting.. On the platform she found 'f*

W

’ "older paCifists and older rebels"--among wnom was Bertrahd

¢ Russell. As she saw, the main problem with the Fellowship was
that it was not content to fight consciption, but 1nsvsted on
T béttling all militarism. In her feeling, l '

These men are rnot .so much conscientious obJectors as
a militant minority of'elects, intent on thwarting

the will of the majority of ordinary citizens ex-

-+ . ' pressed in a national policy.>4

Béatrice felt rather strongly about the will of the maJority-- ' .

. in spite of her aristocratic ability to impose her™ own wishes. ' . ¥

'

on that will-—and thohqh she counted Bertrand Russell\anmng her

friends,. she was dismayed at the course which the Fellowship
\ o .
' - B L4 - ) \

53AmOng those who helped with or beloaged either to the - PR
No Conscription. Fellowohfp (N.C.F.) or to the National Council
againsthonscription (N.C.C.) at. this time were: James and
Lyttga Strachey, David Garnett, Duncan Grant, Vaneéssa'Bell,
Adrian Stephen:and R.C. Trevelyan. . See Hﬁiroyd, Lytton Strachey,
II, 167. = ‘ :

£

. .
i .
M t

JMBeatrice Webl\), Diaries, 1912- 1923, p. 60. o | .
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—Curicusly enough, she has, in her diary entry for \'
July 1lst, 1901, made a most penetiating énalygls'df RuSséllfs . -

character ih which éhe said: .

[
o L. b

. - He is intolerant of blemishes and faults ih himself.
r and others, he dreams of perfection in man: he almost .
’ - loathes lapses. from men's own stan;iards . « » a right
. coaclusion come toé by bad argument is offensive- to
: ‘ . him: .it is, the perfection of the reasoning that he
seeks after, *not truth of the conclusions . . . . He
is almost cruel in his desire to see cruelty revengqﬂ.ss

Fifteen years later she was having 'the opporttinity to see her
: R SN

assessment vindicated. Her ultimate conclusioa concerning the

°

o m_ora'lity of conscription was that -once it had been imposed by. ' |
' ' ’ , ' ' ’ AN
the will of the majority, it should be accepted as an unpleasant e
‘ . social obligat'::ii.o'n. There fshould be exemption for bona fide ' - :

5 . A R : . * : J
) ccz’nscienltifous objectors, but there should-also be a means. of

- - Y

. . exposing shirkers or cowards.
: Hence, the State,. ih defence, must make the alterna-~
! . tive to fulfilling the common obligation sufffciently
irksome to test the conscience of the objectors. A
4,kw;ise statesman will make the test. sufficientl'y,}‘%evere
to turn back the slackers without infligging td0 great
a punishment on the genuine dissenters. : . .
3 S e

’ ' . Within her, the .paternalistic administrator had kriumphed once - S

o, more OVer the philosophical m‘oraliét. Lo ) . i

;Tlust “fhplowvmuch influence Beftrand Russell did exert at Gar-
12OV :

°
~® ]

" sington g hard to deter?n‘ine.é As usual, ‘Lytton Strachey agreed.

- -

' . with neither Beatrice nor Bertrand. Unlike Beatricé, he was a

pacifist, but ‘surprisingly like her, he felt that JRussell and ot

” -

, ' ) [ ° ° ! , . + A
553’eatrice Webb, Our.Partnership, p. 217.
. F N

.
I3 -

. .- 56peatrice Webb, ﬁiafies,{1§12—1923, p. 61.
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.. his Fellowship were seeking - martyrdom. "“Lytton SUSpectéﬁ that

A

'Russell, like so many professional reformers,-wanted bad c6ndi-"

i ~

tions of one sort\or another, so that he might have the person- = .

al’ joy of altering them“ 57. Aqain, unlike Bertrand Who fought-

for pa~ifism with every weapon at his diqusal, and unﬁike Bea-.

trice, who worked on wartime committees--—and even tried knit—-

ting socks for éoldiers——Lytton foundé his answer in retreat
. - / q
from the. conflict.’ Leaving London as much as possible in

1

search’ of more condenial habitation, he-was still constrained

\

to spend much of the war physically within its grasp.’ None-

thelesg, he econtrived through his 46rk and newly féund relation-.

ship with Dora Carrindton to‘nvoid most of .the conflict.

o

f a_n.y_g_ﬁ_'the#a_r_y_eamerp <npn+ for Rpatrlc ) _as forsome -

Bléomsberrles, in a churnlng, nerveawracklng.state of selfﬁpityfﬁ_

upcongenlal or often useless work, and a great ﬁismay at the

utter-stupldity of humanity in general W1thin that periog, \*j
hY - . '

, howeven,jsomeone was worklng——and worh}ng for Beatrice--on a° '

-

volume deaicated to international govérnment,_the prevention ~

1

of future wars, and faith in humanity. That man was Leonard .

‘Woolf. . : | | R
! 57H01r0yd' I—ﬂtton Stfachey, ‘III' 114, . ’ . ' ‘ )
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~» Y d \ \
Py -
. % l ) !
> . Q_ = ' , G
» r .
. . 5 ~ '




.., Chapter v .

\\ -' . ‘ . -
R . . ~ *'Webb andg Woolf.

. . .- . h \

-
M

O. all’ the relationships between Beatrlce and Bloomsbury,‘
. 1
. - hone is so v1tal as that she sharéd with Leohaxg and irginia

/

. ¢
. _Woo f.. V:Lrginia was important because s'he,'abo e all, \was the

.. \ -
s ol of Bloomsbury, but Leonard was critical because he x)as

- * o L
.

the ultimate link the bridge which united the Fabian and Blooms-*
bury camps. . ) BRI

Leonard was a brldging figure 1n a philOSOphical as well

[ ~

as a physical sernise, since he also spanned the famous gap be-

°

2 i : —the Bloomsbury int erpretat ion

= e——— oFf Principia Ethica.‘

. A 4

As .an Apostle, and long-time frie‘xd of

i

" Lytton Strachey and Ma{ynard Xeynes, he Was thoroughly versed

?

At the ‘same time, His -,earllef: work in

e

in- Moore s phi{osophy.
Ceylon had shown. him thatkt'here was more to life then,-the .
colleges. of Cambridge. Again, like Beatrice, he had '}oi‘n‘ed the

Charity Organisation Society, and done work in the Lbndon slums,
- . . ’ i

[y

'following'her footsteps away from the Society when aliéed

4

that it codld do little to alleviate the problems. Although -
there is no evidence to show tha he ever tried, he was in a far

better .position to explain Pz:incipia Ethica to Beatrice than

was t'he young Rupert Brooke. Had he done so, Beﬁ“trice might
. have been spared Rupert's super conceit ma Cambridgé might

have gained a larger ‘share of her respect. . Since Brooke's deal-




3 B
. » .
. v ' . -

.
o .
.
- ’ - A + - v ) r a
o d - N . | -

ings with. Beatrice. antedated those of Woolf by some . five years, CE

. o

[ 4 ) -

«

however, the best he could have done was to repalr a little of -

N ' - - « . i .
P . the damage. ‘ . o _ . . ) .

Leonard's experience with the CharityOrganisatioq S?ciety

1, a

Care Commmttee in Hoxton, in the east end of London,-was very

depre351ng, and as he p01nte6 out in Beglnnlng Again, completed

his political convers\qp from L1bera1 to Soc1alist

N \ .-

¢ There was no doubt about the poverty in the east end .

of London,in 1912; I'would rather have lived in a.hut ~
. ¢ in a Ceylon viilage in the jungleé than in the poverty e
¢ : sticken, sordid, dilapidated, god- forsakeq hovels of )
' ' Hoxton, Arid the momen™ that I, stood,in their grim .o
rooms and began to speak.zggihe dejected inhabitants, - o
whose voices and faces revealed nothing but the depths . B
of their hopelessness, I rea117e8 my hopelessness and . ‘

S lplessfiess there.l _ e o -
A Leonazi had ‘been induced to join the Care Cohmittee by one of.
"ﬁ o Virginia{s cousins, Mary taughan. He had not yet been 1nf1uenc?d '
‘ - | by the Faolaalsm wh;ch had swept Cambrldge Purlng his absence , S
F Y ? §in Ceylon.. He.was not, therefore, as were most of hlS near . s(

contemporaries, drawn to socialism by its appeal to the mind. "
Rupert Brooke and the otﬂgrs had come to Fabianism in dan aura o ‘

' of ideologlcal and intellectual exercise, Leonard came‘%o it S, T

I

- - in the manner Of Beatrice Webb, through the Futters of the Lon- "
(O -
_don slumsz It is perhaps because of this that his.commitment

" to social causes lasted so long. >

o . o
No matter its derivatlon, however, his interest in social

-

matters rapidly brought him to.the.attegtion'of the Webbs: L

L .. In June, 1913, -the Manchester-Guardian published an

5 - g ‘ =2 :

. -5t 1reonard woolt, Beginning Again, Harvest Books (New York.
- Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, undated), p. 100., S ot

o " . . . . . .
. A} -
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: artic’le which' I 'wrote for. them about' the Newcastle oo -
] oo " Congress of the Women's: Guild.. The Webbs, sitting in

. . , the centre of their Fabian spider web, always kept an
| ‘ ‘eager eye watching for some promising young man who . e

l “‘might be ensndred by them. They read and were im- ° v

) pressed by my article, and the tesult was an-invita-,
. tion to lunch, and &n July 12 I ate the first of many -
, -plates of mutton in Grosvenor Road. The Webbs thought
as ‘well of me-as they had thought of my article and ' ot
they got me to join the Fablan Soc1ety at once, ) o -

3

*," Although L&onard does not say so in thlS passage, Virginia was
also preésent at the luncheon. It 'can be said, then, that any
. direct influehce wh:Lch the Webbs may haVe had on virginia began

on, Jupy 12th, 191‘3. The WOOlfS at that time ‘had been married

-

eleven months, and Virginia was already exhibiting the symptoms

DI . . - .' |
of her upcoming nervou‘s breakdown. . Her first,ghovel, The Voyage.

.

- «

' Out was in.the throes -of publlcation. o ' . - {S\n

T Having seized upon him so abruptly, the Webbs and the ,
¥ A + @

R T‘abian Soc1ety soon had Leonard buried inv w&k "By 1915 he had .,
completed two long reports and a draft treaty containing artic-
‘Tes suggested ﬁor adoption hy an international confrerehce at the

termination of the war, which were published together in 1915 as "

g © - International uovernment Tl;gi.s book had great impact on poli- '

tical thought at the time, but 1'ts value to this study belongs

o

"J : primarily not to what it° coutained, but 4o what it did not con-
L ) . tain. At the time of the: book's completion, Leonard discovered

\ “that George Bernard Shaw had written a preface for it Woolf .

e . ]

obJected 1mined1ately- , | N , o

\ ‘ . ©

I J.nsisted that the book should be published in Eng-

- land without Shaw's preface on the ground that, as a L te s
/young man . .and writer, I wanted my book to be- judged ,

, / R + K -
'

{f‘ /2Ib1d., p. 114.
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L. : can .and 'a French edition.:

f T - » . . s .
R ;Céi - ’ Lo _—
- on its merits and. defects, it sheould stand solely on :

its own legs, and not those of a great man's preface. o
I agreed to the preface 1§ter appearing ‘in an’ Ameri- C

L

The que;stion ‘of the preface serves to illustrate two things very
well: one, the equanimity of the Webbs and Shaw, singce they
Jadlly acquiesced to not publishinq the pre§ace in® the English
edition, and, two, the strength of character and principle in '

A Leonard -Wcmlf.' He ‘was, after all, young and relatively unknown,

and he was taklng the risk of antagonizing such a well known
. r

dramatist, critlc, novelist, and publicizer of socialism as
Shaw, The pmpt of character and principle in Woolf is particu- .

' 3\ larly’ 1mportant, since it has a bearing on his- later relationship

'with the Webbs when t quest:l.on of colonies arose. ‘. -

-
P L

Virglnia, at the time of the publication of Internatioaal

Government, had recovered to a certain extent from the violent ]

' 4
‘ L

+: madness which had seized her in 1915. _Sometime during the 1914-..

1915 period she had herself JOlned the Fabian Society, and«had
travelled w1th Leonard to one or two Fablan conferences. In . ‘
.June of 1916 th'ey spent a weeke*xd in Sussex with the Webbs an;i

Shaw. T’hese few years from 1913 to 1918 were the period of the ) R
N first relatively strong interactioas between the Webbs ana the 7

- Woolfs. Since they Wwere also the time of the greatest flowering_
, o
af th%loomsbury Group, there is ‘reason to suppose that they ’

represent the period of the second strongest infusion of Webb

[y

|
r - o . ! - |
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ideas tq Group members—-this time through the mediun of. Vir; .

ginia. The'first bas,ic :mfus:.on ad’ been thrdugh the early

/ ;_' CambriZige Fabians in 1908 1909 No ovxe would cla?m of course

that the Group members COHSClOUSlY accepted any of Beatrice's

1deas at this or any other time. ~The great beauty of much of -

the Webb output of - ideas was that by the time they were: accepted

[ )

by other;s they no longer appeared to be Webb ideas., They en-_-

7

joyed a certain Fabian permeation_process of their own by-Waich

they slowly lost ¥Héir makers' marks and took on." eminently re-
spectabie~attributes which" a reasonable.man c\ould acc',ept' without -
'quaIm :.. Leonard him"self'noted howﬂ-hi‘s‘ could come about (with- .
. out actually describing the pr cess): YHundreds of peoole have ‘
' poked their fun at the Webbs and they were so absurd that you
‘ could not car1Cature them for they were always caricaturing )
‘k' themselves" 4 It is diff}cult to poke fun at-someoane: witho.ut

~including some of their‘ ideas which seem funny, Hundreds of

people”outlining the same ideas from the same source can eventu-

-

ally lead to,an'excel-lent'dissemination of those ideas. The‘
e . ‘ e ‘. ¢+

. fact that the Webbs were so easy to talk about made it easier '

- for reports’ about them, and \’their ideas, to flourish, Virginia

»* was never one to pdss'u the°opportunity to characterize same-
o oné so flagrantly open t description, and the chances ‘are that
> ‘each little discussion wilth it attendant ideas ‘was dutifully

passed on fox;/the delectatio of Bloomsbury. From time to tiine'

. a passing shadow of Webb thought surfaces in one of Virginia'sg

g . 4r_.[.bido"' po 1150 . N



Kingsley MartiQ//wrltlng sole fifteen vears earlier, also de-

" New York: Harcourt, Brace & .Worlgd, undated), p. 289.

1

works--the merest gllmpse perhaps, but ultimately traceable to

Beatrice ‘or Sidney. ‘One such occurs in Mrs. Dalloway in-Sally

- , .
Setén‘s thgughts on the aging Peter Walsh: - X

And did he say it out of pride? Verv 11ke1y, for
.4fter all it must be galling for him (though he was
an 'oddity, a sort of sprite, not at all an ordinary -
‘man), ‘it must be lonely’ at his”age to have no home,
nowhere to go.” . .

Beatrice had~a characteristic habit of classifying
all her, friends or acquaintances in a kind of, psych-
ological and .0ccupational card index. TRus Virginia’
, was "the novelist", I was "the ex-colonifl-civil-
carvant! -and anything connected with nowvels. which
. drose in conversation would be referred to Virginia,
‘ anything connected with Asia ‘or Kfrica to me, Bea- *
« trice always treated Shaw as the generaiized or ..
universal artist.ané@ his department was therefore
not only ‘the arts generally but anything connected
with the' embellishment, non- ut111ty 31de of life.® )

]

©

scribes this assignment of categories, but notes that "Shaw

-

. .
never fitted anywhere: so Mrs. Webb put him into a special cate-’

gory of’sprites'“ 7 1s tﬁz "sprite" category of Peter Walsh a..
half remembered Webblan classification for Bernarﬁ Shaw? We
Vsh?ll probably never “know with certainty, bt even this most"
tenuousmof connections lends credence to the thought that the
1deas of the Webbs slowly Aarifted through the minds of others,
aving a threaé caught on a notion here, sqagging on a rough

concept there, tearing off sufficient of tnelr substance toﬁbe

" < > [
.

e

. 5Virginia Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway, Harvegt Books (i923; rpt.

SR 79

Leonard Woolf, Beginning qugn,_p.WIIQ. ,

. 7K1ngsley Martin, "The Webbs in Retirement in The Webbs -
and their Work, ed. M.I. Cole (London: Frederick Muller, 1949;.

p. 291.",l I ~ S ‘.
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gatherable years afterwards,_laundered‘a little, and woven into .
fresher dreams. T . T S o

T . . ¢ ”~ . : v ..
-y Leonerd Woolf and the Webbs worked together for many years: -
3y .

\ Their bu51ness relationship, for "the most part, was good‘ but "- .

‘\

what aoout their persohal relationship? We have Leoaardks

: statement ' that, L S l ' "

' . - I came t6 know them I think, as well personally as -

o anyone of my & e, could get to know. them. . . . But - LT e
behind the fantastic facade there were two human be- - ., '
.ings for whom.I'eventually .acguired real affection. '
. " I.¢o not think that Sidney ever felt much affection . '

Pl for‘anyone except Beatrice; but he liked me, and I ’\7
) l liked him. Béatrice, who was highly’ strung and neur- -
- o ) otic, came to have a certain amount of affection for
,'\_ Virginia and me, and I had a realj,affection. for her.8

»The "I" of the last sentence is significant.' Leonard'liked-Bea-

trlce, but 'Virginia's attltude towards her was: ﬁargely 01e of A

3

awe. This is not unusual, 81nce Beatrice went through life

©

6verawing people right and left, and Virginia was 1nord1nately .

sen51tive to the 'opinions, real or imagined, of others concern-_"

. ~ -

| N 2N
AE? . ing herself.‘ In her diary for September’ 23rd, - 1918, Virginla, co

. describing a weekend Webb visit to Asham, said,."Thf%‘orey
. view depressed me mdre and more, partly, I suppose from the
;o o 4
“? egotistical sense of my own nothingness in her fleld of v151on“ 9

- . As we have seen from earlier refereinces, Beatrice did not ..

P " really “think of:Virginia as "nothing". She con51dered her to

-

;' be talented,,but perhaps too much of an "A" to be of practical ‘

i ‘ . .

| .

| ’ [ : o - . 1 .

| - 8Leonard Woolf, Beginninq Again, p. 115, " b o
ié - . ‘ 9Virginia Woolf, quoted by Leonard Woolf, Beginning/Again,

R p. 118, M _ -0




[

use in{ terms of polities.

3 t

L .- The use of the term, "A" itself appears to havé had its

-
1

mark upon Virginia.' According to Desmond MacCarthy,. as we .saw
in Chapter IV, the Webb habit of dividing people into "A's" ‘and

. “B's" was well kndWn. When we find Virginia writ-imj in the late

I -

p thirties in The Years, ’ . .

+ But where are the Swéeps and the Sewermen, the Seam-

stresses and the 3tevedodres? he thought, making a list
. of trades that began with the letter S. For all.

» Delia's pride in her. promlscuity he thought, glanc-
ing at the people, there were only Dons and Duchesses,
and what ,otbér words begin with D? he asked himself,
as he s?5ut1n1zed the placard agaln——Drabs ‘and
. Drones?? ‘ 9 3 .

,it seems that an echo of Beatglce has once more found 1ts way
into her work. It is a short step from Aristocrats and Bour-
ge0151e to Seamstresses and Duchesses, and 'such a step would
fit easily 1n1;§ the Webblan permeation of ideas; rV1rg1n1a makes
" the 1mplied value .,Judgement very clear in this passage, and it, -

: / . is equally clear that in her own mind at least she saw herself
4

ds an "A" or “D" where Bea\.rlce was” concerned. She was partly

right, 4n 'that Beatrice did tend to look askance at-her associa-—
tion with the others of the Bloomsbury Group, but in spite of
the fact that Mrs. Muggeridge, her niece, said that "Virginia

< Woolf's novels struck her as gibberish, and she disliked her",11 ‘

L]

. Beatrice did encoudrage Virginia to write, . at the very least by

- ¥ -
buying the. first product of the Hogarth Press.m;_‘ Beatrice's name

o ' 10Virgin:i.a Woolf, The Years, Harvest Books (I937- rpt. New 5
York: Harcourt, Brace, & World ~undated), P- 404. \
11Persona1 communication, Mrs. K Muggeridge, April 7th, v .
1971,
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2
. . . L} .
appears- on the first-list of purchasers'(at'one shilling and

sixpence) of Two Stories by Virginia and Leonard Woolf. Again - ~

in her aia;y for 1927, after'the Woolfs had apent a weekend at
_ Passfield Corner, Beatrice noted that, "We had lost sight of
them, and were glad torrenew ‘relations with this exceptionally
gifted palr" 12. o o\\ . ?J/

But there was more. concernlng the Webbs for Virginia to
“worry about than their conoepﬁ ‘of her worth as a writer and
human being. There was their unique’ "togetherness" for in-
stancey) Virginia, as I have noted earlier, felt very strongly *
about the ‘importance of the indiwidual and in particular about
the relationship between the female ihéividual and the male. ‘
Orlando béars‘this out very clearly, 2specially in the scenes

immediately following Orlando's sexual metamorphosis in Turkey

and her reburn to England. In‘the-Webbs she had an example of

. a marriage which ran contrary to her expectations, and it seems » C

to have bothered her inordinately. Is there, for example,ésome

shadow of the Webbs in Mrs. Dalloway,as that lady thinks of

L4
Peter Walsh in the early morning:
3

A
1

For in marriage a little licence, a little indepen-
dence there must be between people living together .
day in day out in the samé house; which Richard- gave
her, and she him. . . . But with Peter.everything

had to be shared; everything gone iato. And it was
intolerable, and when it came to that scene in the
little garden by the fountain, she had to break with :
him or they wouléd have been destroyed, both of them :

ruined., 13 K \5‘

12geatrice Webb, quoted in Fremantle, p. 242,

\J3Virginia Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway, p. 10.
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The Webbs, by any account, were the most*integQA§ed couple in
"England, and for Virginia; to whom integration meant "suffoca-
tion", the fact that they coul?d so exist was,incredible. She

o did, on her own part, do her best to share Leonard's political

/

interests, but she ﬁés,never able to do so really successfurly.

Although 'she joined ‘the Fabian Society, it appears to have made

f/ﬂremarkably little impression on her. _The descriptions of Mrs.'

[

Seal and of Mary Datchet in quht and Day, for instance, are

¢ cleariy drawn from hér'experiences with the'Women's Co—opera—fx
tive éuild, and not from the‘ Fabi'én‘ Society. There may be a ~
sﬁfihkling of Beatrice Webb here and'there--particularly in the
emphasis on research and the printing of pamphlets-;but the oor-
traits are of those she had known through-MargaretlLlewelyn'

Davies (secretary to the Guild, and an old family friend) and

wrrtteq_abput intMemoirs of a Working Women's Guild. Evea the
concditions in the'hondon slums of’the 1840's described in .. :
Flush appear to arise as géaptatloas of the scenes which Leon-.
"ard encountered ianoxton rather than*%rom'her own-sense of the
.inJustice of soc1ety and the utter hopelessness of the lives»of
the poor. Thej}eader's sympathy in Flush is directed towards

the dog, sufferioo in hlS temborary confinement, and not to&ards
A y the people who are condemned to permanent cpafinement ghder o
such coaditions. 1In short, Virginia s concern is Wlth the por-

Id

trayal of people as individuals, and in particular as individual .

women, and with their 1iviﬁg conditions as\Statements of fact. 5%3

g
. - "

While she could express horror at the slums and their content
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,- of human wrecwgge, she could not spark the fire to crusade fo# .
e 7 . .(\ . ' ;.
theiﬁ betterment. She counld, not strike that spark because at.

- -

. ' ‘bottoﬁ she was Qot interested in the 1deals of social reform

or polltlcal economy. She ‘was 1nterested in people, in women,

~

)3 in improving the conditions of womeh (as opposed to the condi- . : |
tions of humanity), and in descriptive arts.’ Her interest in !
the'working c%ass women of.the Women'é\@o—operative Guild is '.w1
precisely because they were women--not because they were working

class. Although Dorothy Brewster attempts to show that Virginia ¢

~

was corcérned about soc1a1 condltions generally.

*A- one Labour party meetlng at Brlghton (Diary, Oct. 2,
| T 1935), she was moved oy a speech by Georqge Lansbury

| and worried i? her duty as a numan being required her
to work at altering the structure of soc1ety--“but

} when is it altered?"l4 .

|

it is obvious that her injérpretation of Virginia's attitude is

N

wrong. Had Virglnia been truly interested;-there-would have

been no need for worry in her diary; her course would have been i
;@ . w .
~ clear. The fact that one must decide where "cduty", lies is a

4

" distinct indication that the subject is not sufficiently excit-
ing to produce a spontaifeous action. Finally, Kingsley Martin, -
3f . . who knew the Woolfs wéll, said in a comment concerning Golds-~

worthy Lowes Dicklnson that '"he was always concerned w1th the ) ._;

universals of politics and philosophy, which bored Virqinia so f)
- :} ‘unspeakably".15 (italics mine) Brewster points pu(\alfgfthat»wﬂd“\>‘ .

Mrs.' Dalloway hears the bands of hunger marchers as she walks,

|

i

L

|

|

|

| .. . . v

L Co 14Dorothy Brewster, Vvirginia Wbolf (New York- ‘New York Univ.
|

Press, 1962), pp. 25-26,

El

15Kings1ey.Martin,-Father Figures, p. 121.

.
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»and 1nterprets this to imply that Virginia felt strongly about
social reform. It is more likely, however, that the sounds are
merely an authentic descriptive touch to the background of the s
Qovel. They are demonstrative of the novelist's art, not h
feelings. The safest iﬂference throughout is that Virginia wa
intellectually concerned about the plight of the poor, and - .

. anxious to support her husband, who was\passionately cdecerned, .

but she was unable to muster the emotional interest required.
L

As a,conseguence, her own marriage had the separation of indi-

S

. vidual unshared interests which Mrs, Dalloway desirel (and which

.
«w

. Virginia really felt it was her duty to avoid); Virginia did"
her best to support Leonard as she felt she ought in his inter- °~ - , -

W - : o ¢
* «&st 'in socialism, but she coulc never achieve the perfect blend
v .

i which came automatically to the Webbs. There is little wonder A
! ad T ’ - 4

that she found:Beatrice so uaherv1ng.

2 )
To be scrupulously fair to ﬁirginia, ;; shoﬁlduno%g‘two

-
-

things.at'this point: one, she faced totally different political
conditions than had Beatrice at thensaﬁe age, and two, her ‘

' natural interest in women gas stimulated by the suffragette .

movement at the opening of‘the century. “Beatrice was worried o ;V
‘f ) a® -2 . l
about seats for .Labour members of Parliament because in her

o

youth there were no worklng class representatives of the people.

ce

By 1892, however, there. were twelve Liberal- Labour and three

-

independent Labour M.P.'s, and in the~election of‘1906 the
Labour Representatron Committee had twenty-nine victorious

candidates. py-the time of Virginia s young adulthood,vmembers, _
. . ‘. ¢ . { . f“‘“.‘&,v.-" [ .
) t S L e, . R
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of 'Parliament. were being paid {£400 a year in 1911), trade
upions had favourable legal status (the criminal penalties re-
lating to strikes had been removed in 1875), and the Workmen's

Compensatiou Act of 1897 haad placed at 1east some tradesmen in

‘a much better positipn than before., One could not assert ‘that
“ ‘ ) . .

the evils of Hoxton did not "exist, but one could assert that',

the urgency for reform had been sl}ghtly diminished by the - =

' gains which had been made. ’
- ' -
If the urgency for trade unions and working class represen-

\

tatior had diminished, however, ‘the urgency for attention to
the pioblems of women was 1ncreasing drastically. In 1909 the .
House of Commons was attacked. by stone- thrOWing women, of whom

over a hundred were arrested. By 1913 the suffragette move-

-
t

ment had resorted to arson, smashing windows with hammers, and

even bomb attacks. The novelty and colouR;ol the militancy of
'

- women tended both to attract a great deal of attention and to .'

e

overshado the labour union problems, to the extent th t»Virgin-
Ipe much more about the problems of women

‘ia was dr n to uhinking

&

than Beatrice had been at a correspon 1ng age. .Incidents such

W7

.,

‘
-

~

!
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’Z party 1eaders continually with advice which grew from his years

112

' ; 4 .

but the legacy of concern about the rights of women which was
left with Virginia Woolf rémained until her deayh

Leonard, in spite of his strong beliefs, which often ran

¢ ~

counter to those of thé Webbs, was in every way a favoured pro~'
3
tegé. As far as Beatrice was conceérned, Mrs. Muggeridge writes,
<

"she considered him to be 'a saint', although he and Sidney

L}

fell out over colonial policy when Sidney was Colonial Secre-
'tary in 1929".16 since the "falling out" concerneg Virginia )
also, it is of some importance to this study.
Leonard was, f many years, setretary of the Labour Party

AEVisoiy Committee on mperial Affairs. As such, he bombarded'

as a civil servant in Ceylon. Little of his advice was taken, '

He has recorded much of this problem in Downhill all the way. .

The nost 1nterest1ng part of his description, however, covers
just.those dealings with Sidney Webb- to which Mrs. Muggeridge

refers. When. the Labour Party came to power again in 1929,

Sidney became Secretary. of State for/the Colonies anﬁ was ele-
vated to the peerage.as gprd Passfield Leonard at- this time
was particularly incensed ‘about Kenya, and felt that Sidney was

» not dorng his’job properly. where the rights of the natives were

involved. As he said, "- c ' '

. Sidney was in politics curiously ambivalént; he must ‘ R
"have been born half a little conservative and haif a: e *,J
little liberal. He wgs a progressive, even a revolu;, <o

tionary, in some econtmic and social spheres: where Ty T

-16Mrs. K. Mugéeridge, personal communication, April T&h,
1971 . R
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the British Empire was cg%cernedi he was -a common or
garden imperlallst conservative. 1’

o o«

This statement ties in closely with® Virginia's di?ry for October
23rd, 1930, whichlstates,'"ﬁhe Webbs are friendly!but can't be :

. [

influenced about Kenya'. 18 -Leonard carried .on with, ‘

LY

* oy

The Committee decided that Charles Buxtoa and I
should ask Sidney Webb to see us, and that we should
point out to him that this discrimination against the

. African was absolutely opposed to the Labour Govern-

ment's policy with regard to the education of Afri-
¢ans and promotion of African agriculture, and that

« the Secretary of State for the Colonies should insist

" upon a revision of the budget. . . . We got, as I had \

. expectec, nothing out of Sidney, whet'Was an expert : ‘
negotiator and had at his fingers' ends,all the argu- . g
ments of _all the men of action for always doing '
nothlng.Ig

These passages appear to be rather damning to Sidney, but Leon-
ard obviously felt that his description of Sidney and his atti- _;;*_“_
tudes; was wholly accurate. After all,‘as we have seen, Leonard ;:i
was;a{man of such firm brineiple thag\he‘wopld nat allow George
‘Bernard Shaw' s preface to be used for his sook, and he was not
~ the type of man to place blame where it was not ceserved.
.There are, however, slight fiscrepancies beéween Leona;é's re- -
» portage and that of another principal in she;case, and as we
shall seeﬁ Beatrice's diary itselé does not agree with his
estimate of the Weﬁfs. Ledpard also wrote that Drummond
‘Shiels, Sidney's Uhaer-Secfetary, was ' ,
dishayed by Sidney's conservatism and h}s masterly in-

. ;
17Leonard wOolf Downhill All the Way (1967- rpt. London:
Readers Union and Hoqarth Press, 1968), p. 236.

18virginia Woolf, A Writer! J/Dia:z, Signet Classics (1953;
rpt. New York: The New American Uibrary, 1968), p. 144..

4
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-activity whenever an opportunity arose to,do some- - @
thing different from what .the Conservative govern-

. ments and the Colonial Office Civil Servants .and en-'
dorsed as safe, sound, and '"progressive'- for the
last half-century.

,

- ~Shiels, himsélf, on the other hand, while admitting.thatﬂsidﬁey

~

was often_ troubled by sitdétipns witich involved emotion, rather

than fact, said, Vo A
‘ , oo " R S — |
N But, although we .did not go so fast or so far as many e
, ~—without his responsibilities--demanded, there is no .
oL ) oé¢casion to apélogise for his record in the Colonial
| Office. It compares YVeryqfavourably with that of more’
spectacular occupants. It is; indeed, ‘surprising 5?
~ see 'in retrospect, how much he did do or get done.“"

’

.

The conflict appears to lie in Leonard's admitted impétiepce

“to get things done rather than in any real qonservatism in .
. ’ . N . -
ool - _Sidney. Sidney was incl%?ed to place too much trust in "ex- R

perts",. while Leonard, for all of his Fabianism, was never ful- -
. . v,“ - . ‘ v
ly convinced of the "inevitaﬁ?lity of gradualness", and as a.

result thé bonds between them were ofteh subjected to extreme

teasion. THey were never really that far apart 'in conviction

. or -intention, but Legnard thought that they were. Shiels notes
thatﬂSidney, in his wWhite Paper of June, 1930, ?mphasized-that,‘

the interests of the  African natives must be paramount, !
and that if, and when, those interests and the inter- .

ests of the immigrant races should conflict, the ' - ‘ \k:\
former should prevail.2 y L

e ' 3

This policy did to some extent'satiéfy the "ﬁilitqﬁt.upholders

P

201h44., p. 237.. | .

v 2lgir Drummond ‘Shiels, "Sidney Webb,as a Minister", in. The
Webbs and their Work, ed. M.I. Cdie (London: Ereggrick:Mg}ler,

15297, p. 207. 'S .
1 221p44., . p. 210, N v T

. o
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of native rights"23 as Shie;SSEETis them,;bpt it was not quite
enough to smooth'Leonard's ruffled %eathers. "His opinion of

Sidney's conservatism in this respect did not chaage at ‘any

tiﬁe, He wrote the passage above in Downhill All the Way in
N :

1967, twenty years after 'Sidney's dfgth, although he had had

not only Shiel's own, more reasdnable, words to read since

1947 kin the same book in which Leonard had himself’inserted a

*'paper wgich steadfastly proclaimed the conservatism of the,

.Webbs!), but also had access to Beatrice's diaries for the %

. . T .
period 1924-1932 W \hich had beer published in 1956.  In those

“ -
‘diaries, in the e ry for August 13th, 1929, she wrote. (of Jo- .

¥ He.ls pressing Sidney o do something to curb the

’ naively barbaric capitalism of the White‘settlers in
Keaya or elsewhere. The policy these settlers are
carrying out .is to deprive the natives of land owner-

T ship and subject them to taxation in order'that they

should be at their mercy as wage-earners. The wrong -
turn was taken when the White settlers were given
self—%ﬁvernment and freed from the cowtrol of white-
hall. v

n

‘There is n doubt that these seutlments were indeed very close

to those of Leoaard Woolf. In fact, it could be said that the

L]

main thihg which did sephrate the Webbs ahd the Woolfs at this

point was Sidne¥'s lack of “urry._ r

We must be careful here to distinguish the private ‘feel-

ings of the Webbs from the products of Sidney's-Ministry, and

the policies of the Labour Party or the Fahian Sooiety. In the-

23Ibia."'.pa 207. tE » ’ . . "d .
' 24peatrice Webb, Dlaries 1924-1932, p. -214.
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r toward the opinion that colonial wars and imperialist expan-

first place although Sidney was the Minister, he was dealing

k.

°

i

with a permanent civil service staff. The civil service Mandarin
is a Very powerful figure in British policy formation, and it
would have been very difficult for even the most decisive and
determined of Ministers ‘to ha\ie changed colo'ual 'policies com-
pletelly.' - In the second place, although the Labour Party tended . Jo
81on'created more jobs at home-and were therefore fot entirely
bad, Beatrice and Sidlney did not necessarily agree. They were
often at variance w1th the self-centred, short- ~term- attitudes
of some of. the working class men who had been‘elevated to
power, and tried hard to switch theni:to the 1ong—range view. o

"In the third place, while Fabian policies generally were to ‘

look after ppverty at home £irst, and to worry about colonial .

. peoples later, we cannot assume that pthe Webbs were of the s‘ame'

min&. After all, Leodard was a Fabian himself, and e did not
adhere to those views, ‘ ﬂ “
There is.no «doubt’ that many people thought of the Webbs as
.imperialists 3’and conservatives. The-. basxs for much of this /
plnion, 'however,. appears to stem from examination-‘ef the p___-
. o

gucts of their industry, rather than its intent. We must bear

in mind f£irst, that the Webbs were masters of compro:’n{se;.
' ~ g o~ Lt

LY

second,,that they always kept long-term goals in sight, and » ,'
. . : s

third, that they %%re-not influenced by the emotio'xﬁ of the -,

.~ - . '

‘moment., ‘To someone who' awas much affected by the immediate - '

plight of some mistreated native child, the 1ong drawn out e
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. deliberatiqgns of the Webbs could seem like the worst sort of

ﬂj;istreAtment for ever?one and accuse them of foot -dragging. It

Singhalese, with the remainder a rough mixture of™ Veddahs,

‘t;Vely.dniform governﬁent to.a relatively uni form peo

117 . ' o ‘.

3

conservatism. It would be easy in the heat of the\moment to

S errd

overlook the fact fﬂat their goal was theoelimination of all .
AN
: e

would be easy, but it would be wrong. The products which re-

sulted from the interaction of the Webbs, the Eabohr Party, the

-

Fablans, HlS Majesty's Loyal Opp031tion and the Mandarin civil

servants hay not have been: in line with Leonard's w1shes, but L.

for the most part the Webbs® 1ntent10ns 'were. Sidney was un-

-~

hurried,.apd bélieved in ood administration; Leonard was im-

patient, and thought morelﬁkwiﬂgivﬁdhal freedom.a- />;£;

"Beatrice goes on in her diaries to note how great the

-

difficulties were in deciding whether to interfere or to leave

% - ¢ - -t
‘¥hings.as they were in Kenya, and how all of the possible <7

alternatives had one or more buiit-in problems. One interest-
ing pélnt she se1zed upon in dlscu581ng self—government and .

how it was td be granted in some respect to Ceylon was that oL -

’ "The populatiop of Ceylon is more hpmogeneous than that of

25

Kenya,'Cyprus or Palesﬁiﬂe". This may be more gerhane to the

"-issue of the rift with the Woolfs than Beatrice realized.

Leonard's expertise in coloﬁial affairs was based‘on his years'

i

in Ceylon, which had a massive seventy percent majority of

.
" t’

?amils, Moslems and Europeans. He was used to dispeﬂging rela-

€.
251pid., .p.- 215.. - \zf~' o e o




- throughout. Thére is reason, therefore, to conclude(that Leon-

N .

Kenya, on the other hand, had a popuiaﬁion which comprised not

only immigrant Moslemé, Europeans andg Asiatics, but three more

less-indlgenous groaps, Kikuyu, Masai and Nilotic, who were

. continually at each other! sfﬁiroats. Since the tribal differ-

ences were accenpuatad by/ occ pa;fﬁfal.diffefences (the Kikuyu °

i were farmers, the Msai hiinters anéd herdsmen, the Asiatics ’

shopkeepers and thé Europeans exploiters of éverybod? else) '~

there-was little chance of a rapid blossoming-pﬁrbrétherhood

ard's expertise may not have bee an transferable to Kenya-to the
extent that he wished. His deaire to see native rights pro-- -

tected was commendable, but it may nat have been as easily

practicable a# he saw it. The pressure which was exerted -on

s . L

LSidney largely as a result’ of Leonard's vigour in prosecuting\

<
1

the issue ‘was very greaf, but it was not enough to’ upset Webb,

- nor in fact, to§alienate the Woolfs complétely. This may be

due in some small part to Beatrice, who did attempt to explain )

thlngs o Virginia-
Ever since the Wilson report about Kenya -came out) ‘, -
. Sidney hag been receiving letters from men of eminence e

. and goodwill, frequently forwarded by other Cabinet

Ministers, which to his ekperienced eye, all came

from one source [0Oldhaml. He has done the same thing °

so often hemself—-but I trust with more skill! . But

watching a Cabinet Minister at work makes, one realiye

how situajions are prepared for them by. those dho

manipulate public opinion so that they feel impelled .

to go this way or. that. Thus, when Virginia Woolf ’ :

exclaimed "How thrilling it must be to watch actual -

decisions being made--decisions which alter the life

of nations", I retorted'that it is "outseiders repre-

~»
2

- senting interests or enthusigsm who make the decis-

ions", or "permapent civil servants"--Cabinet Minis- . |

a
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ters are relatively unimportant--which of course. is ’ S
a paradox--only partially true 26, N )

Finally, to top ofﬁ/the problem of Kenya'as far as Leon—"

are's recollections and convictions are concerned we have

-

Beatrice s own words on the involvement of Drummond Shiels.

f Leonard had used him as a reference point to contrast Sidney's

o

reluctance to act against the firm convictions of a man who had .

kY Y

supposedly been rationally convinced of the rightness of

thingslby Leonard's Advisory Committee. Beatrice saw things : >
. differently: & - ) . .-
) UnFortunately, D.S.'s opinions, tho' held with a .

‘'stiff obstinacy, do rfot show much coherence. .What he
wanted done ‘in Kenya/EHanged from one moment to. an- -
other, as Sidney danced him through a complicated .
. maze Qf pros and cons. From insisting .on a High .
‘ Commissioner with the powers of an Ind%an Vi ceroy "
" over the Governors of the 3 East, African territor- o
. . -ies EKenys, Uganda and Tanganyika) he jumped to a .
: High Commissioner who would be strictly limited to
the management of.the technical services under the
dire on of the said Governors, and ended up by 1
falligg back on the status quo--the laiy resort/gf
Sman w

lo ¢annot make up ‘his mind! - - - !
No matter who was right ané who mistaken, the iéea through-

out. the entige affair is quite clear.: Leonard meant it when he

said that he had affectiom for the Webbs, andvcn; Webbs recip-, - L,

rocated in admiring Leonarq. Vifginia was a éifferent story. T

She &i% not- really.,care for Beatricea and Beatrice aid not feel

* at' ease with her. We have seén in an earlier chapter how great

the similarities were between the backgrounds ané<family lives - -

A ) . . ‘ ! !

.. 261bid., p. 224. : | : T
d . - ‘ 27.Ibido°’ po 233. . ’ . .,
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of ‘the two women. This, coupled with the instinctive “recog- 2
nition of one’ neurotlc for another28 may have rgsulted iﬁfzhe \\-f’//

.
¢

mutuel repulsion of two ery'fon:eful anﬁ very alike personal-
'ities. Beatrice, could probably'aﬁford to treat Vlrginia with

"gonsideration, s;ﬁce she~was the stronger-of the two, epd did,

. hot feel threatened bf the reiationship; Virginia, however,

AN \ . - N !
felt the disparity (as she saw it) between them very keenly,
N . o -

and reacted defensively. Ir her diary for February 27th, 1926 .

she wrote: "Mrs. Webb's book has, made me think a little ﬁhat
o A
could >ay of my ‘onw life. . o . ‘But there were causes in her

" life: prayer; priqgiple. None in mine" .29 Here, Virginia ;s

. downgrading herself duité ﬁnhecessarily--her:work in literature
_amounted Eo a cause in itself--but thoroughly, in fﬁe manner .of
a child seeﬁing geassurance. Her comment. on _prayer for Bea- .
trice is inferes%ing, sigce Beatrice did not emphasize“it par-
ticula;ly in her writing. ;It'may‘be faifnto assume that she

'did | return to that point in conversation, hqwevef,’sipce it

‘is also mentioned by James Strachey, Bertrand Russell, and

Kingsley Martin. Virginid ‘had. ‘no religion{falgﬁough she needed

*» *

one. Oply Sidney,, and perhaps Leonard, were stable enough to

do without. _ -

. -.In spite 6f all the fundamental disagreements hetween them |,

dur;né the years from 1913 until Viréinia's“death, the basic -« &
“ " _ _ , . .

-+ - Breonard woolf poiﬁ%s out in Beginnining Again ‘(p. 115)

that Beatrice was !'highly strung and neurotic" -and Virginia‘'s
neuroses are very well knomn .

L

v

« 29virginia Woolf, A Writer's Diary, p. 88. .
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respect:between the two couples continued unabated. Virginia
f P may have been overawed by Beatrice,” but she was not crushed b% ?
i o > - M ' -
A} .\!
19

her. 1In OctOBer, 1939, more than fwenty-six years after thei'

o

initial encounter, Virginia ‘was writing in her. diary that "we\\f

)
are asked to lunch with Mrs. Webb, who so often talks of us". 3V~

/

The next sentence reads- "And mj han@ seems as tremulous as an
aspen", but—a1theaghm%he~antecedeuts‘§fé‘ﬁ6f‘Eléarjﬁizugoes s
not appear t® be Beatrice who is the cause 6f Virgjnia s tremor.
Virginia was at that time occupied with finishing her biography
)of Roger Fry, .and the'preasures upon her were intense. In the
end, even Vircin}afs suicide revealeq a rela%ionéhip with Bea-

r - £

trice, who had for some time been speculafing on what she

4

-« ‘called V.W.L. or "Voluntary Withdrawal from Life". The news of
Virginia's degiée only strngthened her opinion that V.W.L. was
‘\the correct path t3 take, but she was u%able‘to persuace , —
'Sidney of this and so made no attempt herself. Since she was
83 at this time, the question was largely academic'anyway.
As the opening paragraphs of this.chapter an; Chapter I in-
dicated, h@ne Webb- Woolf relatioaship was the, mosf important of
~all oithe Bloomsbury contacts with the.Webbs. It was important

4

—first because the Woolfs were Bloomsbury, anc second, because

" the great 81milar1ty between Beatrice and Virginia illustrated
so well the ‘divergent paths which like minds could take away

from Victorianism.’ Much of the-awareness of the Webbs yhich

diffused through Bloomsbury'obviously came:through,the medium

o 301pid., p. 295. . ‘ ’

-
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.of tne Woolfs and it would;be-ver& difficult indee to’descrioe-“
Bloomsbury and Virginia correctly without mentioning Beatrice
Webb. No matter how Virginia tried to dissociate herself from s -

. . ! the grey views she f§%t that Beatrice held, she could never get

away from th _association’ of Webb and Woolf in- the minds of

“others. Even to-day that association continues. Raymond Mor- - .

N .

= timer, author and critic, in an, interview for the B.B.C., illus- :

. I3

tratgd well what impact such concepts have. In answer to the

o
A

question, "What do you remember most vividly, or struck you

most forcibly, about Virginia's appearance?" he replied,

‘Well, it was the extreme refinement and something
ascetic too. Almost like that of an abbess--in the ¢ .
seventeenth or eighteenth century perhaps., 0ddly I

felt the same way about Mrs. Sidney Webb. 31 ~

Virginia couldn't win.

. .
) - .

v

31Raymond Mortimer, in Recollections of Virginia Woolf,; ’ed

Joan Russell Noble (New York: William Morrow, 1972),.p. 168,
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. . Chapter VI
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Conclusion
& N » '

L-\.

Taese, then,,were “the relationships between Beatrice Webb

A o!

and. Bloomsbury. thenvfragile and infrquear in the physical

sense, they were, nonetheless, important to the Group, to liter-

-

. atune; and to England., In .the long run, witg certain signifi-

1~

. . Q :
cant exceptions, the physical relationships were not.tpe ones

' £
\\i%thidh mattered anyway. As should have become clear by now; s
the relationships which counted most were those involving Bea- . =
n} Tt ) . | - N

trice's ideas, the changing social structure of the country, and:
the fiercely individﬁalistic'minds of 'the Bloomsbury Groubzﬁem—,
. bers. No physical contact was requiredtto traqsmit yital‘in;

..fluence from one to the other.

The fact of the influence of Webbian ideas ‘on Britain is
not in queation. That has been very clearly expressed ﬁy Philip

Guedalla: ‘
: That is why one owes to Mr. and Mrs. Webb a double
o . (or perhaps one should say, in addressing this familiar
dual personality, a quadruple) debt of gratitude for
anticipating by a few years the coastitution-making
‘'of the English Revolution -and getting us. successfully.
past it., Now we can go straight to the Terror.

e

s Guedalla's‘tongue~in—cﬁee? words are doubly appropriate ro‘ihis. PO
- 'study, for not only ab they indicate the Webb influence, they )

"describe accurately the attitude which some Bloomsbury members

‘lphilip Guedalla, Mastdrs and Men (New York: GJP. Putnam Ll
Sons' 1923)' p. 72. . . ', Y A S
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adopted'toWards that influence.- Clive Bell, .for instance, was

w

quite certain that ‘there was a reign of Terror. We ‘have already

seen ‘how Clive felt constrained’to bring up Beatrice's name
P .

not once, but many times, in most pejorative fashion, in his

‘writingsl This was not the action'of one who had met her only "
once and did not like her; ‘it was the action of one ‘who felt

himself surrounded and suffocated by her ideas and was strugg- .-

4 - 4, . A

ling w11d1y to esce pe. - Others, of course, were ﬁuite in con-

N ‘ >

sonance with Beatrice s ideas for’ social reform, nd supported
them. 'Leonard WOOlf, James Strachey’ and Gerald Shove may have
differed«wgth her in detail, but certainly not jf scope. . -

The p01nt.of this'study,lhowever, was to indicate not only

LY . .

those ways in which the Webbs may have affected the Bloomsbnry

2

Group, but the reverse process as well. Influential relation-

’

‘ships are often two-way paths,,and those between Beatrice and

i

Bloomsbury certainly fell ‘into this category. In spite of the
vl ’
fact that Virginia said that the Webbs couldn't. be infldénced/

about Kenya, they wer i inflqenced.' Beatrice's diaries make

that clear.  Beatrice did listen to the conceited young men of

Eambridge. She deliberately set out to attract the young

Leonard onlf and having caught him in her web she listened

3

with respect to his advice and induced him to produce reports
of value to the natiop. She was happy to absorb economic

} ' e :
. theory. from John Maynard Keynes, 'and to discuss religion with

~

Virginia. Forster's A Passage to India may have caught her”

_fancy because of the emphasis on matters spiritual,, but we

~ -~ »
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¢ cannot douht that her diary entries on native rights expresshd

in 1930 must have beenJinfluenced by Dr. Aziz, Professor God-

bole and Ronny Heaslop in 1924. - In this way, the feedback‘from

|

| ~ young intellectuals who had in many ways developed in an aura . ‘

| . .
|

\

Q

of social reform for which she waSW1arge1y responsible gave
Beatrice the opportunity to reassess both the efficacy of Her

own plais for future governments and her estimate of the worth
8

of humanity, Unfortunately,’it is evident from her.feelings
towards Clive and the ultra—fringe Aldous Huxley that her-opin-
ion of humanfty was npt altered for the better. -';

, Those who insist that influence upon literary people must -

. produce evidence of literary results should bear in mind that £ -
¢ - B / , .

. influence may be neéatiye rather than positive. 'Weé have al-

. s .
- ¢

.. . ‘ 1

N the works of Virginia, but what about the
1 . 'J' t
Beatrice generated in other members' works which ran counter to

ready . seen that there were faint echoes otgziatrice throughout

ong currents which

'S her ideas? Both E.M; Forster and T.S.,Eliot, who was consider-
i‘ ably beyond the fringe, fought against the'grey world._they saw
g ' the Webbs creating;' WHen we consider "that the Bloomsberries

were very convivial people who loved social intercourse and
good companionship, it is hard/to imagine them willing#}o follow
" to any extent someone who clung to
;1 : s o o that conception of. social intercourse onceé ex- . -
. pressed at Stanway by Mrs. Sidney Webb to--of all (’ T
..people in the world--Arthur ‘Balfour. "Don't you
- . agree with me, Mr. Balfour; that the only excuse -
for a dinner party is.that it should end in a com- o

mittee?"2

L . - .

-

2Cynthia Asquith, Haply I May: Remember (New Ybrk- Charles

Scribner's, 1950), P 14»’ '-_ R
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| . .Fﬁture invéstigétors méy find it cogveﬁient to divide the Blooms-~
j bury«Groub into two factions: those who liked Beatrice Webb,
‘ | ~ and those who hated her. In either case, the influencé is
‘ ‘ plain; )~ . , - - .
!- ‘ ‘ . " one final note: this study opéned-;ith the point that the
period of the first gfo;th_ahé flowering of .the Bloomébufy ‘
JGroup was one of.be:y greai‘social flux, and tha£ Beatrice was
1" . vitaiiy involved in the chanées that were being made, Symptom:.>
‘ atic of the flux were two violent forces: militant feminism,
which <ulminated in the suffrﬁgettenmovemeni, and revoiﬁtionary
| énar&hism, which §hreatened’£o destroy all that was understood
! by the rule of Law. It was a period of ﬁasékfenophobia in
- ‘England, marked by the huntlng down of th forelgﬁ "anarchists"®
, in the "Siege of Sidney’ Street“ in, 19113 ang by the force- o .~
”‘ feedings, jail sentences and physical abuses of militant suf-' '3

fragettes., Both forces dissipated quietly in the face of war

4

. , in 1914, but not- before they had left their mark on the Blooms- . .
 bury Group. The rights of women became the particular province
of Virginia Woolf, and association with anarchists that of
. N '

David Garnett., That this was a/crisis'period was not lost on

" any of the participants. ‘In Virginia's case, the result was A

L ' D :
Room of One's Own, ThreegGuineas, and "Mr. Bennett and Mrs. \

Brown", in which she'assiqns a change in human character to

Décembér, 1910.. Clive Bellfand Roger ?ry were busy at the same

N . f l

3For an account* of-this see' J.B. Priestley, The EdWhrdians ' <
(New Yorks. Harper & Row, 1970),, pp. 200-202. . . oo

R 4
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time changing art, and Lytton Strachey &as preparing to'éhapge

" biography. Beatrice was simply carrying, on wifh her self-im-

posed task of changing the WOrld,'and there is‘ébery reason to
. '- -~

believe that her involvement extended to the roots of the

. .

Bloomsbury Group itself. She was, after all, a reference

point for them, a reference point to Victorianism, to social

v

involveﬁent, to feminine-suécess, and to the true value of a

room of one's own. In the words of Lord Beveridge, -
s .

The Webbs had time as well as brains for thoughts
They had social contact also with Cabinet Ministers:
they could entertain the owners of power to dinner.
They owed bgth things--tine for thought and social
contgct wit%;%he powerful- -to Beatrice's possession
of 1,000 a Wear inherited from her father. Where
will the next geaneration of young reformers find
thexr’Webbs?4 .

Ay

4Lord Beveridge, powér and Influencé (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1953), p. 70. .

"
o
° . Y \
&
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