
HOW
TO
STEAL
FIRE

The myths of creativity exposed, the truths of creativity explained

Stephen Bayley & Roger Mavity



‘Better to disintegrate than rot.’

This book is dedicated to the self-unemployed.




The minstrel Leonard Cohen saw a connection between error and benefit:

There is a crack in everything

That’s how the light gets in.

(‘Anthem’, 1992)

The novelist Howard Jacobson explained:

Savour that! At a stroke, weakness becomes strength and fault becomes virtue. I feel as though original sin has just been re-explained to me. There was no fall. We were born flawed. Flawed is how we were designed to be. Which means we don’t need redeeming after all. Light? Why go searching for light? The light already shines from us. It got in through our failings.
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About this book

Stupidity has been defined as repeating behaviour and expecting a different result. Indeed, Stephen Bayley and Roger Mavity have done this before: an earlier collaboration was Life’s a Pitch, but it became a global bestseller, so they have risked trying again. Like that book, this one has two voices. They say the same thing, but try not to repeat themselves.

Roger Mavity’s career has been mostly in and around advertising, an environment with ample opportunities to test the hard, bright flame of creativity against the lumpen, drab, grey stuff of harsh and extinguishing reality. He writes with a wisdom that is sometimes rueful but always practical. Once lit, the flame never goes out.

Stephen Bayley is a recovering academic. An early career in universities left him with a didactic streak a mile wide (and, critics say, an inch deep). Later, he became the person for whom ‘design guru’ was coined. He writes to prompt and suggest, not to explain or justify.

They like to think they make a good double act.

Bayley and Mavity met many years ago in a business world designed by their patron, Terence Conran. In those days, ‘Conran’ was an eponym for all things creative. Today, Bayley – having midwifed the birth of Conran’s Design Museum – is an author, columnist and critic. Mavity – having managed Conran’s design and restaurant businesses – is a writer and photographer with an international reputation.

Each of them has written a series of short chapters, identified by their initials and by a different typeface. In keeping with their personalities, Stephen’s typeface is traditionally elegant, while Roger’s is plainer and blunter. Some chapters debunk the conventional wisdom and fashionable nonsense which surround this arcane subject; others explore the underlying truths.

Creativity includes the whole of God’s and man’s endeavours, including volcanoes and pop rivets, waterfalls and popcorn, giraffes and Negroni sbagliato, so it’s a big subject for a book of conventional size and length. Even to ponder a comprehensive treatment would be an absurd folly. So the chapters are not arranged in a logical narrative sequence, but more as a terrazzo of ideas.

The aim is not authoritative analysis of an ineffable subject, but rather to hint about how to steal fire … and ignite thought.
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Introduction: a guide for the oppressed

A personal note from one of the authors

Given my own generous endowment of cussedness, lack of realism, demented optimism, pig-headedness, astonishing lack of empathy, reluctance to compromise, tragic lack of patience or humility, inclination to fantasy, toxic vanity and absolute refusal to cooperate on any matter whatsoever, I’m well disposed to sympathise with that legendary figure: The Creative Personality.

Often I champion him and have a stump speech where I talk about the primacy of ideas over admin. Of this I have no doubt. No one cares who was the fixed-cost accountant on the Great Pyramid, but we’d all like to know the bedroom habits of the architect. Or put it this way: the name Ettore Bugatti moves the spirit along more positive vectors than the name Arthur Andersen. No one, surely, needs persuading about creativity.


Ideas are what move civilisation along, giving it point, style and meaning. Creative types have lots. Not because it is good for business, simply because it is in their nature.


Ideas are what move civilisation along, giving it point, style and meaning. Creative types have lots. Not because it is good for business, simply because it is in their nature. Contrariness is part of the job description. When a government official once asked me how best to stimulate creativity, I said, ‘Make it illegal.’ Criminalising possession and generation of ideas would stimulate even more than the jug of hock and soda-water that Byron recommended to poets.

The most superlatively creative type I have ever met was the late, great Paul Arden, who, if any single person can make such a claim, established the critical reputation of Saatchi & Saatchi in its Augustan period. I really liked Paul and we became quite close. We went to each other’s houses and knew each other’s children. Our wives became friends.

I just mention this to put into context what follows. Paul was maddeningly exasperating and contrary. SB (charmingly): ‘Isn’t it a lovely day?’ PA (crossly): ‘What do you mean?’ We had a project to found a business together. Each of us thought this interesting, but third-party advice was unanimous. They said: ‘You must be out of your minds!’ We were. That was the point.

Arden and I would never have got anything done, but we would have thought many thoughts. We would have been a Fukushima of high-power futility. So sometimes I wonder if creativity is over-rated, a question discussed briefly later in the book. A lot of people have shapeless, glowing talent, but very few have crisply delineated skill. The workmanlike craft of execution may be just as important to the act of genius as the whack-job creative concept.


The workmanlike craft of execution may be just as important to the act of genius as the whack-job creative concept.


The advertising business was once a fine incubator, or tolerator, of creativity. In this jungle, the creatives roamed freely. And their eccentricities were tolerated because very often those predictably unpredictable eccentricities made the business sing.

But the sun has set on adland. A combination of fragmented media and consumer fatigue means splashy high-spend advertising is no more. And people have got enough stuff. The big challenge today is to be light and free, not to buy a new fridge. As John Ruskin said, ‘every increased possession loads us with new weariness’.

So it’s difficult for ads to achieve excellence in a culture where people are bored with buying, where great product narratives are a snooze. Factor in advertising’s dinosaur–asteroid relationship with new media where the greatest innovation is that what was called ‘popular’ is now called ‘viral’ and you’ll agree that the Golden Age of Creativity ended when Paul Arden left Saatchi in 1992. At least so far as advertising was concerned.

But this book is not about advertising. Faced with the tepid greyness and timorous conventionality of most decision-making in most organisations, the case for creative behaviour (which sometimes even includes creative thinking) is always worth making. But people do not make it very often. So here it is.
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How to steal fire


‘No single human being can possibly know enough to produce a comprehensive study of all that can be comprised under the heading creativity.’

Anthony Storr, The Dynamics of Creation (1972)

[Storr was the respected Cambridge psychiatrist who persuaded Elaine Rosenbloom not to abort the foetus that became Will Self, giving the future novelist a highly nuanced view on creativity. Witheringly, Self said Storr kept a ‘colour-coded spice-rack’ in his kitchen … a remark intended to suggest a certain formulaic dullness in the psychiatrist’s thinking.]




How to Steal Fire is a guide for the oppressed. Which is to say, people who are bored by everyday tedium and dismayed by mediocrity. People who reject routine. People like Marcel Duchamp, who regularly contradicted himself so as to avoid conforming to his own taste. People who think: If everyone is different, I want to be the same. It’s a manifesto for those who want to zig when others zag. Or perhaps, as the Obamas did, go high when others go low.

It is an imaginative book about creativity. How could a book on creativity be anything other than imaginative?

But it’s not about how to write a symphony or knit an exciting jumper, it’s about individuals reclaiming themselves from the anonymous dreariness of a data-driven, collectivised, faceless culture.

It’s a human compulsion to be creative, to do and make new things. Without it, we’d still be mired in Proterozoic slime.


It’s a human compulsion to be creative, to do and make new things. Without it, we’d still be mired in Proterozoic slime.


Maurice Saatchi once said that creativity is the last legal way of getting an unfair advantage in business. But if creativity is legal, it is not always moral or ethical. In a signature act of creativity, Prometheus stole fire from the gods. Theft is often involved in creativity. Hence, the title.

Creative people are entirely comfortable with theft (sometimes called inspiration, plagiarism or misappropriation). Picasso said: ‘Great artists don’t borrow, they steal.’ Although some people attribute this epigram to T. S. Eliot. Perhaps they stole it from each other, which rather proves the point. Anyway, ‘steal like an artist’ is one way to avoid oppression.

And creative people do not bother to indulge their audiences, being more inclined to please themselves. David Bowie said: ‘All my big mistakes are when I try to second-guess or please an audience. My work is always stronger when I get very selfish about it.’

Creativity boosters often tell us to ‘think outside the box’, but that’s a cliché, which is itself a denial of the creative spirit, which always tends towards the original, the unusual and the contrary. To the creative, there is no box. There are no conventions of any sort in creativity.
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And that’s about the only conventional aspect of it. Creativity is a most uncertain matter. Einstein said: ‘If I knew what I was doing, it wouldn’t be research.’ Miles Davis, when asked what he was going to play, replied: ‘I’ll play it first and tell you what it is afterwards.’ Picasso was against common sense. Whoever would want common sense? Karl Lagerfeld says that clear thinking, employed inopportunely, stifles creativity. Some people would call this ragbag of attitudinising difficult and cussed. Others would call it creative. But the results are there for everyone to admire.


There are no conventions of any sort in creativity. And that’s about the only conventional aspect of it.


The simple truth is: we do not know where ideas come from. Clearly, what we call creativity involves large-scale pattern-recognition, our brains crunching huge data sets and improvising a result. Some people can simply see wider and deeper than others, finding more diverse sources of inspiration and arranging them in novel ways to impressive and influential effect. Designers, especially, seem to see the world in a different way.

Steve Jobs, founder of Apple, said, ‘Creativity is just connecting things,’ although he perhaps intuited it was rather more as well. He was also very good at connecting and collecting, or, as some would say, stealing. In Jobs’s case, connecting a GPS-enabled cellular phone with a touchscreen to the internet to create the smartphone. Both the cellular network and GPS, as well as the internet, existed before the iPhone of 2007, but Jobs’s creative connection changed the world forever. He saw something no one else had seen. It might yet prove to be the single most influential (which is not necessarily to say ‘beneficial’) creative act ever. At least, since Genesis.

But then, of course, you also need the power of execution. It’s no use, as they used to say in the eighteenth century, to be in possession of imaginative genius if you lack the technical skills to express your vision. Jobs was, incidentally, fortunate to own a successful computer manufacturer. Without that, he would have remained an eccentric visionary, a loopy Californian airhead with bad manners and unsatisfactory personal hygiene.

Philosophers and neurosurgeons are agreed that they do not really have a clue how, at the Steve Jobs level, the brain works. But artists are often more matter-of-fact: Leonardo looked at damp stains to get inspiration; Brahms said music came to him without the exercise of conscious thought. Meanwhile, Jobs did Zen and macrobiotics.

The painter Stanley Spencer on the other hand, or rather on both knees, found sniffing lavatory bowls a reliable stimulus to his art. A famous car designer is inspired by looking at trainers. Hard exercise, danger and long holidays can also be stimulating. So too can drink and drugs. The majority of US Nobel Laureates in Literature have been hopeless drunks.

But no one has ever found a reliable method of generating ideas, although people do keep trying. There is still a tendency in business to suggest that groupthink is the way to do it. This horrible intellectual collectivism has been accelerated in the past generation by the increasing influence of fast, but essentially dumb, electronic networks in our crowded and over-busy lives.

The world population has doubled since the fifties. Over fifty years ago Intel founder Gordon Moore declared a ‘Law’ that chip memory doubled about every eighteen months, during that time when the population has, thanks to Jobs and others, had ever easier access to ever more clever devices. It now seems likely that, surprisingly soon, anybody who wants one will have a smartphone. Jerusalem! Actually, no.

This ecstasy of connectivity has encouraged some excitable people to say that we have left the era of autonomous individual creativity as surely as we have left the era of child sacrifice, public executions, ducking witches, monochrome television and free parking in city centres.

But the digital world is a terrible disappointment. Nothing is less cool than data. The internet has undermined newspapers, magazines and books; it has devalued research and put us all under pitiless surveillance. All this in exchange for the opportunity to send pictures of skateboarding hamsters instantaneously around the world.

James Surowiecki’s influential book The Wisdom of Crowds (2004) argued for an amazing creative democracy where the responsibility of developing ideas is devolved to the consumer, not to the creative genius. Never mind that this has not actually happened. Never mind that if it did, the results would be melancholy: would you prefer that the check-out queue planned your dinner or would you prefer to have a gently perspiring and finger-lickin’ Nigella Lawson over a hot six-burner? This form of groupthink may be wrong and rather dated, but it remains, nonetheless, persuasive.

Besides, no one is going to bed tonight dreaming about digital encryption. How to Steal Fire suggests an approach to life where you don’t have to be a passive supplicant to data, but instead become an active participant in a more rewarding personal activity. Namely, thinking.

One of the great deceptions, ruinous fallacies and lazy excuses in contemporary life, and especially in contemporary business life, is the belief that ‘teams’ get things done. In his great book The School of Genius (1988), the psychiatrist Anthony Storr argued convincingly that being alone with your own thoughts is the most reliable and productive method of generating ideas. There’s a continuing debate here, but it’s an important opinion.

The focus group is one example. Herein, politicians or manufacturers of edible fats, too timid to launch a campaign or a product with heroic conviction, secure the approval of a room of bored housewives who have been paid twenty-five pounds, tube fare and some yoghurt tokens to turn up and offer faked opinions. It is not difficult to see what poor quality ideas, with denominators lower than the Puerto Rico Trench – lower than whale shit, to use Frank Sinatra’s impressive expression – emerge from focus groups.

Then there is ‘brainstorming’, an invention of the Mad Men era on Madison Avenue. The concept of brainstorming was, paradoxically, an autonomous creative act by an individual called Alex Osborn, one of the founders of the BBDO ad agency. In his book Applied Imagination (1953), Osborn showed how groups of people, sometimes a mix of experts and novices, might perhaps generate new ideas. But group dynamics, subtle pressures and a reluctance to be truly outspoken usually combine to mean that brainstorming produces, at best, a light, irritating drizzle of complacent mediocrity.

So far from being liberating and democratic, brainstorming sessions are just evidence of the strange tendency towards Soviet-style collectivism and thought-management in American life. Anyone who has been to Atlanta’s Varsity restaurant, the world’s largest, will have sensed that this was what the Electricians’ Union refectory in Magnitogorsk might have been like in 1928.

It is exactly the same with PowerPoint. This is not really an efficient and invigorating presentation tool. Quite the opposite: PowerPoint encourages dull, linear thinking and disguises platitudinous structures by neat graphics. Brainstorms and PowerPoint are the democracy of a Parliament of Fools. Creative people have no use for them. Wiki is for lazy dullards.

So, instead of production-line thinking, consider instead our romantic ideas of great artists, or even great scientists, at work. Schubert in his garret; Picasso harassing a canvas in his studio at Vallauris; Newton in his Cambridge exile; Elon Musk in his Jacuzzi.

Great thoughts come to inspired individuals, not to weary groups. The great poet of solitude was Henry David Thoreau, who decided to live alone in the Massachusetts woods. He wrote: ‘I had three chairs in my house; one for solitude, two for friendship, three for society.’ In solitary exhilaration, Thoreau wrote one of the great inspirational books: Walden was published in 1854 and has been a counter-culture classic ever since.


Great thoughts come to inspired individuals, not to weary groups.


From here it is a short step to Steve Jobs chewing mung beans on his Kyoto moon-viewing platform. (Although it is worth noting that Thoreau’s conception of solitariness was something of a grandiose creative delusion – or a deception: his solitary hut was on the outskirts of a bustling little town and, essentially, at the bottom of his mum’s garden.)

But as every Zen adept knows, whatever is true, the opposite is truer. For every argument in favour of solitary genius being the source of creativity, there is an equal and opposite argument in favour of the group. This is why artists so often founded colonies to share ideas. Certainly, the Bauhaus cannot be compared to an awayday with brainstorming about germ-management run by a chemical company in Princes Risborough, but it was nonetheless an expression of collective will.

How to Steal Fire does not have to answer to asked or unasked questions because this is not a textbook of any sort, and certainly not a technical study of psychological states. Instead, it is designed as a brain-prompt. Possibly an irritant. Although you could start at the beginning and work towards the end, that would be a pedestrian sort of progress. How to Steal Fire is not even intended to be read sequentially. Why would you want to do that?

But who are the oppressed, for whom this book is a guide? Anybody who works in a stultifying environment where people go to meetings, use flipcharts, mangle jargon and talk in brainless clichés. And anybody who runs their life as an assault on stupid bureaucracy and dull authority will find here their first draft of a future manifesto. How to Steal Fire says: Let’s do it! No matter what anybody else says.
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Does creativity even matter?



We talk a lot about creativity. Large corporations hold seminars on how they can become more creative. In ad agencies, the ‘creatives’ are treated with awe, as if they were gifted with special powers – the witch doctors of modern marketing. Innovation is worshipped, no longer just as a means to an end, but almost as an end in itself.

The very word ‘creativity’ is becoming so over-used that it is in danger of losing its real meaning. It’s a bit like the word ‘designer’, which used to mean something significant: namely a person who designed things. But with excessive and unthinking use it has now come to be merely a shorthand for anything with pretensions to be a little better than average: as in ‘designer handbag’, which really just means ‘over-priced handbag’. One of the more irritating examples of this current devaluation of language occurs when newly built houses are described as ‘architect-designed’. Who else would design a house – your doctor, or the local butcher perhaps?

So is the concept of creativity going down the same slippery slope, simply becoming another meaningless cliché?

I think not. Creativity is not some activity, like skating or yoga, which might go in or out of fashion. On the contrary, creativity is as essential to our lives together as a pulse is to our bodies. Mankind’s creative curiosity about what might be possible has led to any number of discoveries and inventions.

Somewhere, some time in the past, someone noticed that when a round object rolled, it was much easier to move – and the wheel was invented. All kinds of food and drink owe their existence to creative curiosity. Wondering about grapes, and their juice, eventually gave us wine. Somewhere, at some time, someone must have experimented with crushing grain, and discovered flour. Then they experimented with what you might do with this new invention and, lo and behold, mankind had bread to eat. The invention of the alphabet, without which any written communication is not possible, was a truly creative moment. And now we find it hard to imagine life without the internet and a smartphone. It’s not just modern ideas that matter: the Stone Age was the period when man invented the idea of making tools, initially from stone. Thus, civilisation was born.


Creativity is not some activity, like skating or yoga, which might go in or out of fashion. On the contrary, creativity is as essential to our lives together as a pulse is to our bodies.


It’s not all good, of course. Experimenting curiously with what happens if you roll up the leaf of a tobacco plant and set fire to the end has given us cigarettes, and consequently has also given us epidemic levels of lung cancer. Creative curiosity about what happens if an atom – in theory an indivisible unit – is divided has given us a valuable new energy source; and it has also given us the nuclear bomb, Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and a fragile world order.

Creative curiosity can lead us down some dangerous paths. But, for all that, it is our creativity that has separated humanity from the beasts.

So, creativity matters. Which makes it worth understanding how it operates, how it can be understood, and how it can be inspired.
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Prometheus, Shiva & creation myths



Creativity is prehistoric. The very first thing that ever happened was creative. The booming, resonant, terrible voice of Genesis says: ‘In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.’ And, of course, He did this ex nihilo. There was nothing before, no precedents, no models, no exemplars, no prototypes. He did not even have a brief. We struggle to comprehend this and that’s exactly how it should be: if creativity was easy to understand, anyone could be creative.

The strangeness remains. How it happened is a mystery impenetrable to earthlings, but this Christian idea of the Creation had a practical and lasting effect on our imaginations.

The Bible has given us a conviction that there is a beginning and an end to all things and that, in between, there is valuable forward progress to be made. If you believe in the End of the World, you acquire a special dynamic of thought. You put things behind you. You move on. You see things in front of you. By contrast, Tao cosmology does not recognise a single moment of creation (because, Taoists say, there always was something). Meanwhile, Hindu cosmology does not share the Christian idea of progress, which the cycle of creation–existence–annihilation so powerfully suggests. Hindus have a less determined sense of beginnings and ends.

So, here we are with a blank piece of paper – and, at the moment, a blank mind – the genesis of a book. Or, more accurately, thirty or so virgin B5 Muji notebooks corresponding to all of the following (presently unwritten) chapters. My reaction to this prospect of blank and vacuous horror? I simply believe an idea or two will be along in a minute. No one knows where ideas come from, but they do arrive. The End of the Book may not be as calamitous as the End of the World, and certainly more easy to predict with accuracy, but readers can decide in umpteen pages’ time whether this creative swagger is justified.

Creation and Destruction are mysteriously linked. ‘The major advances in civilization’, mathematician Alfred North Whitehead believed, ‘are processes that all but wreck the society in which they occur.’ Many questions are to be begged there. But the creation–destruction link is well rehearsed. The anarchist Bakunin said, ‘Die Lust der Zerstörung ist zugleich eine Schaffende Lust!’, which more or less means the desire to destroy is also the desire to create. And so it is.

There is no more disturbing evidence of this than the events of 16 July 1945 at Alamogordo in the Chihuahua Desert of New Mexico. Here was the detonation of the first nuclear bomb. Its creator was J. Robert Oppenheimer, leader of the Manhattan Project. The awful result, witnesses said, was like a thousand simultaneous suns. Oppenheimer simply noted of the atrocious explosion: ‘It worked,’ and added, ‘A few people laughed, a few people cried, most were silent.’

On 6 and 9 August that year, the people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki discovered precisely how well this genre of weapons worked. In 1965 NBC made a memorable television documentary, The Decision to Drop the Bomb. In it you can see Oppenheimer, one of the greatest nuclear physicists of his day and a party to the decision, reciting in incantatory style a part of verse 32 of Chapter II of the Bhagavadgita: ‘Now I am become Death, the destroyer of worlds.’ His voice is trembling, perhaps a little histrionically. The reference is to Shiva, the Hindu god for whom destruction and creation are mixed. Terrible and beautiful, simultaneously. Two years later, Oppenheimer was dead.
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All cultures have ‘creation myths’. Soon we may need destruction myths as well. While Christians believe the will of a paternalistic God was the original creative act, other religions believe the cracking of cosmic eggs for a sort of mundane omelette gave rise to our world. This cosmic egg theory, of course, is not yet unproven. Among Native Americans, there are tribes who believe the world arose from divine breath. It would be small-minded to deny the possibility. The truth may be somewhere between eggs and breath.

The Incas of South America had their god Viracocha rising from Lake Titicaca in frightful darkness and creating beneficent light, a process greatly facilitated by his wearing, as their art shows, the sun as a crown and holding dramatic lightning bolts in each hand. What’s common to all creation myths is a sense that, whether describing the Christian God at the primeval abyss or the First Nations tribes with wind or water and God’s breath, all present a sacred history describing our escape from an earlier state of evil chaos.

But the myth that has the most relevance to modern creativity is Prometheus. He was a trickster and a Titan, a second-division Greek god. The circumstances are muddled, as they often are in Greek mythology, but Prometheus had been demoted by Zeus on account of a trick he had played. By way of revenge, Prometheus made a visit to Mount Olympus and mischievously stole fire from its guardians, Hephaistos and Athena, with a view to passing it on to mortals. (The fire-stealing motif appears in non-Western mythologies too.) And here is the big metaphor: the gift of fire empowered man to build and create.

Fire put man at the level of the gods themselves, as creativity so often does. With fire you could make bricks and cast iron for ploughshares.

With fire you could eventually build nuclear weapons, drive cars and eat at McDonald’s. Fire made civilisation possible. But we acquired fire by an act of theft. It’s almost a version of original sin.


Fire put man at the level of the gods themselves, as creativity so often does.


In some etymologies the name Prometheus might mean ‘having foresight’, but our Prometheus did not anticipate his fate. For this treachery, he was punished for all eternity by being chained to a rock and having, daily, his liver nibbled by an eagle. To the ancient Greeks, the liver had a symbolism similar to our heart: it was where emotions are seated. The meaning is clear: when humans become creative, they imitate or even usurp the gods. And they will suffer for their efforts.

But a minor and more dilute version of the creation myth is often employed by artists, writers and designers anxious to establish unique credentials. Ernest Hemingway, of whom rather more elsewhere, was an outstanding example. He created a personal mythology of the writer as man of action, a performer of brave and heroic deeds, not a scholarly and wimpish recluse. So persuasive did this all become that, aged sixty-one, Hemingway found himself quite incapable of matching the reality to the mythology and, depressed and confused, looked out his Scott pigeon gun, loaded it and shot himself one lonely afternoon in Idaho.

Perhaps inspired fantasy, even outrageous lies, were involved in Hemingway’s personal creation mythology. But so too was great art. Talking about The Sun Also Rises (1926), a scriptural source of Hemingway lore, what with all its drinking and its bullfighting, his friend Scott Fitzgerald, of whom we will also read more elsewhere, said, ‘The fact that it may be “true” is utterly immaterial.’ Instead, Fitzgerald recognised and applauded the superiority (the preferability) of the ‘imagined to the seen, not to say the merely recounted’.

Thus, theft and fantasy are both elements of creativity; perhaps their presence is even a test for it. But there are sterner definitions of it too. ‘Numero pondere et mensura Deus omnia condidit’ was the antiquarian William Stukeley’s account of Newton’s analysis of the Creation: the physicist said, ‘God created everything by number, weight and measure.’

That’s a mechanical view of things. And we can argue with it. What’s certain is that stealing fire is always a very deliberate act, if not always a measurable one.
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