If every action which is good or evil in man at ripe years
were to be under pittance, prescription, and compulsion,
what were virtue but a name, what praise could be then
due to well doing, what gramercy to be sober, just,
or continent? ., . .

They are not skilful considerers of human things who
imagine to remove sin, by removing the matter of sin; . ..
Suppose we could expel sin by this means; look how
much we thus expel of sin, so much we expel of virtue:
for the matter of them both is the same: remove that,
and ye remove them both alike.

Mirton, Areopagitica: A Speech for the Liberty of Unlicensed Printing
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FOREWORD

he latter third of the nineteenth century in England
Twas a period of advancing government intervention.
With growing alarm, Whigs and Tories observed the
adoption of measures which served to circumscribe the
rights of contract and property. Moreover, the extension
of the franchise begun in 1867 slowly transferred effec-
tive control of the Parliament from aristocratic and com-
mercial hands into those of the middle and working
classes. The newly eclectic electorate could not be stimu-
lated to express the kind of opposition to interventionist
proposals which disposed of the Corn Laws in 1846.

If liberalism was to survive in this altered electoral en-
vironment it must persuade the masses of its benefactions
and refute the claims of its enemies. In 1882 the Liberty
and Property Defense League was formed to do just that.
In 1891 it published the collection of essays which was to
become its manifesto under the title, A Plea for Liberty.

vii
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1

The initial event that precipitated the League’s founding
was the passage of the Irish Land Act of 1881. Its provi-
sions included the infamous “three F's”—fair rent, free
sale, and fixed tenure. It provided for “fair” rents to be
determined by specially established land courts. These
rents were binding upon both parties for fifteen years.
The Act additionally guaranteed fixed tenure for all who
paid rents and most significantly, it permitted the unre-
stricted sale by the tenant of the remainder of his lease to
a successor of his own choosing. Not surprisingly, the
landed classes of England were appalled at this trampling
of contractual freedoms and property rights. Furthermore,
Radicals like Joseph Chamberlin seemed favorably dis-
posed to a similar treatment of English landlords. Even
Bright had criticized aristocratic land holdings. Feeling
betrayed by Gladstone and his Liberal cohorts, the land-
owners had their insecurities instantly multiplied by the
appearance in England of Mr. Henry George to preach his
doctrine of land nationalization, and they began to cast
about for a defender against possible further Parliamen-
tary transgressions.

Industrialists were similarly distressed at the turn of
events under Gladstone’s administration. However, the
particular object of their antipathy was the proposed Em-
ployers’ Liability Act Amendment Bill." This bill would
have amended the Employers’ Liability Act of 1880, which

! Norbert C. Soldon, Laissez-Faire cn the Defensive: The Story of the
Liberty and Property Defence League, 18821914 (unpublished Ph.D. dis-
sertation, 196g), p. 195.
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provided for compensation to injured workmen when
negligence on the part of their employer could be proven,
by prohibiting persons from contracting out of the Act.
Employers who had provided their workers with insur-
ance against work accidents in exchange for their agree-
ment to waive all claims against the employer were out-
raged by this prospective constriction of their contractual
freedoms.

Philosophical individualists joined the commercial and
landed interests in their repudiation of Gladstone’s Liberal
government. Herbert Spencer bemoaned the transforma-
tion of the Liberal Party into what he was disparagingly
to call the “New Toryism,” and Auberon Herbert was
similarly critical. Even prior to Gladstone’s second admin-
istration the individualists had begun to organize an op-
position to state intervention. Wordsworth Donisthorpe
had formed the State Resistance Union® to warn against
the dangers of a variety of socialist palliatives and J. H.
Levy had founded the anti-interventionist Personal Rights
Defense Association in 1871 initially to oppose the Con-
tagious Disease Acts.® In addition, Auberon Herbert had
created the Personal Rights and Self-Help Association in
1877 in order /(1) to protect and enlarge personal liberty
and personal rights, (2) to oppose the multiplication of
laws and the tendency to control and direct, through Par-
liament, the affairs of the people.””

2 1bid., pp. 110-111.
31bid., p 112.

* S, Hutchinson Harns, Auberon Herbert. Crusader for Liberty (London:
Williams and Northgate, Ltd., 1943), p. 189.
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In 1882 these three elements in the opposition to the
new Liberal interventionism, the philosophical individual-
ists, the landed interests and their commercial counter-
parts combined to launch what was to be the principal
bulwark of economic liberalism for the next three decades,
the Liberty and Property Defense League.

2

The founder of the League was the Earl of Wemyss, a
self-described liberal conservative and landowner whose
consternation over Gladstone’s “betrayals’” led him to
combine with Wordsworth Donisthorpe to expand the
scope and size of the State Resistance Union and to give
it its new, less inflammatory name. Wemyss was to be its
chairman until his death in 1914.

Francis Wemyss-Charteris-Douglas, tenth Earl of
Wemyss, was a vigorous man whose life spanned almost
an entire century, 1818 to 1914. Educated at Oxford,
Wemyss entered the House of Commons as a Conserva-
tive in 1841. Except for a brief and involuntary respite in
1846—1847, he served there continuously until 1883 when
he was called to the House of Lords. Originally a propo-
nent of protectionism, he became a convert to free trade
soon after taking his seat in the Commons and supported
the repeal of the Corn Laws. His influence in the Com-
mons reached its peak when he supported the Reform Act
of 1867, believing that the limited suffrage provided for
in that bill was preferable to the universal franchise de-
manded by the Reform League.” In 1867 he also carried

5 Ibid., p. 68.
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through Parliament a bill which ameliorated the effects of
the Master and Servant Laws, changing the sanctions im-
posed upon workingmen for breaches of employment con-
tracts from criminal to civil ones. In labor legislation, gen-
erally his views tended to be those of a classical liberal.
He came to oppose laws restricting combination and pre-
venting picketing, while resisting attempts to transform
unions into coercive associations. Often he described him-
self as a liberal concerning civil and economic liberties
and conservative on constitutional questions.

The accumulated Parliamentary intrusions on property
rights during the 1870s led Wemyss to write two letters
which inspired the actions leading to the constitution of
the League. In 1880 Wemyss wrote a letter to the St. James
Gazette which recommended the formation of a group
that would transcend party affiliation and would forge a
defense against governmental attacks upon contractual
rights and personal liberties. Wordsworth Donisthorpe
and William Carr Crofts were so moved by it that they
formed the State Resistance Union to carry out its pro-
gram.® Wemyss’s second letter which was printed by the
Pall Mall Gazette” impelled Donisthorpe and Crofts to
expand the scope of the Union. A provisional committee
was established to supervise this expansion, meeting at
Wemyss’s house on May 19, 1881. Wemyss explicitly
identified its cause with the liberal tradition of Smith,
Mill, Cobden, Spencer, Humboldt and Bastiat, and em-
phasizing the superiority of voluntary social arrange-
ments to governmental regulation.

6 Ibid., p. 107.
?Ibid., p. 114.
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3

The League was a synthesis of two functions. It was at
once a commercial lobby and a vehicle for expounding
economic liberalism. Thus its membership included, on
the one hand, commercial associations like the Iron Trades
Employers’ Association, the General Shipowner’s Society,
the Bradford Property Owners’ Association, and the
Licensed Victuallers’ Protection Society. On the other
hand, it included intellectuals and academics like social
philosophers W. H. Mallock and Wordsworth Donis-
thorpe and, among its foreign affiliates, economists Vil-
fredo Pareto and Arthur Raffalovich.

Its dichotomous purpose led it to engage both in parlia-
mentary lobbying and in educational pamphleteering and
debating. Thus, it opposed a succession of bills which
aimed at restricting the hours during which retail shops
could conduct business, bills aimed at regulating unsani-
tary and overcrowded conditions in the cottages of Scot-
tish farm servants, and bills which provided for public
works during a depression. In the 189os it directed its at-
tention to the problems of “municipal socialism” and to an
increasingly militant and coercive trade unionism. In all
of these endeavors the League sustained some level of ac-
tivity until the outbreak of World War I, slowly diminish-
ing its efforts until its demise in 1033.

4

During its existence the League included a number of
distinguished writers, businessmen, and legislators among
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its members. One of its most famous Parliamentarians
was Lord Fortescue who served in both Houses and was a
prolific writer, and a determined opponent of “free,” i.e.,
tax defrayed, education. Sir William Lewis, the coal baron,
was a particularly energetic member of the League. His
mines were productive and famous for the machinery em-
ployed in them. Lewis, who had striven for labor-manage-
ment harmony in the 1870s and 1880s, became a strident
opponent of the New Unionism in the 1890s. The League
member who attained the greatest success in his relations
with labor was George Livesey, Chairman of the Board of
the South Metropolitan Gas Company. Livesey inaugu-
rated a profit sharing scheme which elicited the admira-
tion and gratitude of his employees and achieved for his
company the kind of congenial labor relations which were
the envy of other businesses.

Of the League’s intellectuals and publicists three stand
clearly above the rest. Wordsworth Donisthorpe, co-
founder of both the League and its predecessor, was
brilliant, volatile and eccentric. Calling himself a philo-
sophical anarchist, Donisthorpe repeatedly defended con-
troversial positions which created friction between him-
self and other League members, leading to his resignation
from its Council in 1887. As a legal positivist and follower
of Hobbes he eschewed a natural rights defense of liberty,
preferring to rest his case for it on evolutionary grounds.
His works included Owverlegislation, Individualism, and
Law in a Free State.

Frederick Millar was the League’s most prolific pam-
phleteer, and the editor of its unofficial journal, Liberty
Review. In addition, he was Wemyss’s “second-in-com-
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mand,” acting as the League’s secretary until the former’s
death in 1914. He sustained the League thereafter until his
own death in 1933.

Superior to either of these in intellect and ability was
the author, William Hurrell Mallock. A graduate of Balliol
College, Oxford where he was deeply affected by the
thought of John Ruskin, Mallock acquired instant fame
with the publication in 1877 of his New Republic, a book
patterned after the Platonic dialogue. After the publica-
tion of several works on religious themes, Mallock became
absorbed in questions of political economy and social phi-
losophy. His interest derived from the increasing influence
that egalitarian doctrines were having upon the educated
classes and his concern that these were not being refuted.
In 1882 he published Social Equality, a work in which he
tried to demonstrate that inequality of circumstance is a
sine qua non of the production of wealth. Later he pub-
lished a more sophisticated version of the same doctrine,
Labour and the Popular Welfare. His Aristocracy and
Evolution defended the proposition that evolution tended
to improve the elite stratas in society whose achievements
are required to advance human welfare. In 1906 he toured
the United States lecturing on the evils of socialism before
university audiences at Columbia, Harvard, the Univer-
sities of Chicago and Pennsylvania, and Johns Hopkins.
His addresses were later collected in a book called A Criti-
cal Examination of Socialism.

Mallock spoke for the League’s Tory wing, preferring
to think of himself always as an expositor of Conservative
philosophy. His contribution to Conservative theory has
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been a major influence upon many twentieth century
American Conservative intellectuals like Russell Kirk.

5

Unfortunately, Mallock was not a contributor to the
volume which served as the League’s manifesto, A Plea for
Liberty, which was organized as the individualist response
to the Fabian Essays in Socialism of 1889. The man nomi-
nated by the League to edit its manifesto was the prolific
writer and staunch laissez-fairest Thomas Mackay.

Mackay was a successful wine merchant who had been
educated at New College, Oxford and who retired from
business in 1885 at the age of thirty-six in order to devote
himself to the study of political and economic problems.
He was an incisive critic of the English Poor Laws, see-
ing in them a subsidy for idleness and complacency. His
History of the English Poor Law from 1834 to the Present
Time details his attitudes on the subject. Mackay was
especially concerned to find alternatives to the public dole
for society’s impoverished citizens.® One of his schemes
was to have London subdivided into smaller units so as to
simulate in each of these the ambience of a country village
and thereby inculcate in their poor the rustic values of
self-reliance and industry. His writings reflect the wide-
ranging character of his economic and social interests and
include: Methods of Social Reform, the State and Charity,
An Apology for Liberty, and Dangers of Democracy.

8 1bid., p. 277.
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Mackay followed A Plea for Liberty with a second collec-
tion of essays which he published in 1894 under the title
A Policy of Free Exchange.

The first of the two volumes brought together a group
of writers, several of whom had only informal connections
with the League. Wemyss, who was not himself a con-
tributor, prevailed upon one of these, Herbert Spencer, to
write an introduction for the book. Perhaps the latter was
moved to do so by the chiding given to him and the League
by Sidney Webb:

... No member of Parliament has so much as introduced a Bill
to give effect to the anarchist principle of Mr Herbert Spencer’s
Man Versus The State. The not disinterested efforts of the
Liberty and Property Defense League fail to hinder even Con-
servative Parliaments from further socialist legislation.?

Spencer, of course, had supported the League both spiritu-
ally and financially since its inception but had refused
formal membership in it because:

I think it would be politic neither for the League nor for myself
that I should join 1t. Rightly or wrongly it has acquired the re-
pute of a Tory organization.™

The volume was concluded with an essay by Auberon
Herbert, in many ways Spencer’s intellectual heir, who
also chose to forego any formal connection with the
League. His refusal to do so is understandable in one so

®G. Bernard Shaw, ed., Fabian Essays m Socialism (Garden City, New
York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1899), pp. 72-73.

1 David Duncan, Life and Letters of Herbert Spencer, Vol. I (New York:
D. Appleton and Co., 1908), p. 323.
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doctrinaire. As the most uncompromising of the English
individualists and libertarians, he felt that the League had
been so zealous in its defense of property that it had given
inadequate attention to questions of personal liberty.

6

The publication of A Plea for Liberty was the overture
of the League’s most frenzied decade during which it
fought numerous Parliamentary battles frequently pre-
venting the passage of interventionist bills. It effectively
opposed the use of union violence to halt industrial pro-
duction during strikes, by enlisting private police when
municipal authorities were reticent to exercise their pow-
ers. It injected itself furiously into the Parliamentary cam-
paign of 1895, warning the electorate against interven-
tionist candidates from both parties.

By the turn of the century, however, its activity and
influence began to wane; on the eve of the First World
War it had become virtually moribund. And yet it lin-
gered, finally dying a quiet death amidst the Great
Depression.

Jeffrey Paul
Bowling Green State University






PREFACE

he essays contained in the present volume have a com-
Tmon purpose, which is sufficiently indicated on the
title page. The various writers, however, approach the sub-
ject from different points of view, and are responsible for
their own contributions and for nothing else.

As will be readily seen from a glance at the table of
contents, no attempt has been made to present a complete
survey of the controversy between Socialists and their
opponents. To do this, many volumes would have been
necessary. The vast extent of the questions involved in
this controversy will explain the exclusion of some familiar
subjects of importance, and the inclusion of others which,
if less important, have still a bearing on the general argu-
ment. All discussion of the Poor Law, for instance, the
most notable of our socialistic institutions, and its disas-
trous influence on the lives of the poor, has been omitted.
The subject has often been dealt with, and the arguments
are familiar to all educated readers. It seemed superfluous
to include a reference to it in the present volume.

xix
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The introduction and the first and second articles deal
with theoretical aspects of the question. The papers
which follow may be described as illustrative. Mr. Howell
traces the gradual advance of the working-class on the
path of liberty. Mr. Fairfield and Mr. Vincent describe
socialistic influences at work in an English colony and in
the London streets. Mr. Mackay’s paper is an endeavour
to point out the disadvantage of monopoly, and the advan-
tage of giving to free investment the largest possible
sphere of action. The objections to ‘Free’ Education are
very briefly set out by Mr. Alford, who takes a practical
view of the subject, and declines to discuss the larger ques-
tion of compulsory education as being for the moment at
any rate beyond the range of practical politics. M. Arthur
Raffalovich may be introduced to English readers as one
of the secretaries of the Société d’Etudes Economiques re-
cently founded in Paris, a frequent contributor to the
Journal des Economistes, and author of an excellent work,
Le logement de l'ouvrier et du pauvre. His article deals
historically and from the cosmopolitan point of view with
the question of the Housing of the Poor. The difficulty,
he argues, is being overcome gradually, in the same way
as other difficulties in the path of human progress have
been overcome, by the solvent power of free human ini-
tiative. The Post Office is often quoted by persons of
Socialist proclivities as an example of the successful or-
ganisation of labour by the State. Mr. Millar’s paper points
out that this department has not escaped from defects in-
herent in all State-trading enterprises. These are tolerable
when they exist in a service comparatively simple and un-
important like the Post Office, but if Government mo-
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nopoly were extended to more important and complicated
industries, the inherent incapacity of compulsory collec-
tivism would, it is argued, play havoc with human prog-
ress. The attempt of Free Liberty agitators to make their
own favourite form of recreation a charge on the rates is
criticised by Mr. O’Brien as unjust to those who love other
forms of amusement and generally as contrary to public
policy. Mr. Gordon, writing from the point of view of his
profession, explains how the business of the electrical
engineer has been let and hindered by the ill-considered,
but no doubt well-intentioned, interference of the State.
Mr. Auberon Herbert’s paper contains a criticism on the
present attitudes of Trade Unionism, and purposes for the
consideration of working-class associations a new policy
of usefulness.

It will be seen from the foregoing epitome of the volume
that some of the illustrations chosen are in themselves of
comparatively small importance. But the great danger in
this matter lies in the fact that ‘plain men’ do not appre-
ciate the enormous cumulative effects of these many small
infractions of sound principle. They do not seem to realise
that all this legislation means the gradual and insidious
advance of a dull and enervating pauperism. The terrible
tale of the degradation of manhood caused by the old poor
law, was unfolded to the country in the judicial language
of the Poor Law Commissioners. A similar burden of im-
potency is being day by day laid on all classes, but more
especially on our poorer classes, by the perpetual forestall-
ing of honest human endeavour in every conceivable rela-
tion of life. While this weakening of the fibre of character
is going on, the burden of responsibility to be carried by
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the State grows every day heavier. The difficulty of return-
ing even a portion of this burden to the healthful influence
of private enterprise and initiative is always increasing.

If men will grant for a moment, and for the sake of argu-
ment, that, as some insist, our compulsory rate-supported
system of education is wrong; that it is injurious to the
domestic life of the poor; that it reduces the teacher to
the position of an automaton; that it provides a quality
of teaching utterly unsuited to the wants of a labouring
population which certainly requires some form of technical
training; that, here, it is brought face to face with its own
incompetence, for some of the highest practical authorities
declare that the technical education given in schools is a
farce; that therefore it bars the way to all free arrange-
ments between parents and employers, and to the only sys-
tem of technical education which deserves the name; if
this or even a part of it is true, if at best our educational
system is a make-shift not altogether intolerable, how ter-
rible are the difficulties to be overcome before we can re-
trace our steps and foster into vigorous life a new system,
whose early beginnings have been repressed and strangled
by the overgrowth of Government monopoly.

Those who still have an open mind should consider care-
fully this aspect of the question. Each addition to the re-
sponsibility of the State adds to the list of ill-contrived
solutions of difficulty, and to the enlargement of the sphere
of a stereotyped regimentation of human life. Inseparable
from this obnoxious growth is the repression of private
experiment and of the energy and inventiveness of human
character. Instead thereof human character is degraded to
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a parasitic dependence on the assistance of the State, which
after all proves to be but a broken reed.

If the view set out in this volume is at all correct, it is
very necessary that men should abandon the policy of in-
difference, and that they should do something to enlarge
the atmosphere of Liberty. This is to be accomplished not
by reckless and revolutionary methods, but rather by a
resolute resistance to new encroachments and by patient
and statesmanlike endeavour to remove wherever prac-
ticable the restraints of regulation, and to give full play
over a larger area to the creative forces of Liberty, for
Liberty is the condition precedent to all solution of human
difficulty.

T.M.
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INTRODUCTION
FROM FREEDOM TO BONDAGE

Of the many ways in which common sense inferences

about social affairs are flatly contradicted by events
(as when measures taken to suppress a book cause in-
creased circulation of it, or as when attempts to prevent
usurious rates of interest make the terms harder for the
borrower, or as when there is greater difficulty in getting
things at the places of production than elsewhere) one of
the most curious is the way in which the more things im-
prove the louder become the exclamations about their
badness.

In days when the people were without any political
power, their subjection was rarely complained of ; but after
free institutions had so far advanced in England that our
political arrangements were envied by continental peo-
ples, the denunciations of aristocratic rule grew gradually
stronger, until there came a great widening of the fran-
chise, soon followed by complaints that things were going
wrong for want of still further widening. If we trace up
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the treatment of women from the days of savagedom,
when they bore all the burdens and after the men had
eaten received such food as remained, up through the mid-
dle ages when they served the men at their meals, to our
own day when throughout our social arrangements the
claims of women are always put first, we see that along
with the worst treatment there went the least apparent
consciousness that the treatment was bad; while now that
they are better treated than ever before, the proclaiming of
their grievances daily strengthens: the loudest outcries
coming from “the paradise of women,” America. A century
ago, when scarcely a man could be found who was not oc-
casionally intoxicated, and when inability to take one or
two bottles of wine brought contempt, no agitation arose
against the vice of drunkenness; but now that, in the
course of fifty years, the voluntary efforts of temperance
societies, joined with more general causes, have produced
comparative sobriety, there are vociferous demands for
laws to prevent the ruinous effects of the liquor traffic.
Similarly again with education. A few generations back,
ability to read and write was practically limited to the
upper and middle classes, and the suggestion that the rudi-
ments of culture should be given to labourers was never
made, or, if made, ridiculed; but when, in the days of our
grandfathers, the Sunday-school system, initiated by a few
philanthropists, began to spread and was followed by the
establishment of day-schools, with the result that among
the masses those who could read and write were no longer
the exceptions, and the demand for cheap literature rap-
idly increased, there began the cry that the people were
perishing for lack of knowledge, and that the State must
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not simply educate them but must force education upon
them.

And so it is, too with the general state of the population
in respect of food, clothing, shelter, and the appliances of
life. Leaving out of the comparison only barbaric states,
there has been a conspicuous progress from the time when
most rustics lived on barley bread, rye bread, and oatmeal,
down to our own time when the consumption of white
wheaten bread is universal—from the days when coarse
jackets reaching to the knees left the legs bare, down to
the present day when labouring people, like their em-
ployers, have the whole body covered, by two or more
layers of clothing—from the old era of single-roomed huts
without chimneys, or from the 15th century when even an
ordinary gentleman’s house was commonly without wain-
scot or plaster on its walls, down to the present century
when every cottage has more rooms than one and the
houses of artisans usually have several, while all have
fireplaces, chimneys, and glazed windows, accompanied
mostly by paper-hangings and painted doors; there has
been, I say, a conspicuous progress in the condition of the
people. And this progress has been still more marked
within our own time. Any one who can look back sixty
years, when the amount of pauperism was far greater than
now and beggars abundant, is struck by the comparative
size and finish of the new houses occupied by operatives—
by the better dress of workmen, who wear broadcloth on
Sundays, and that of servant girls, who vie with their mis-
tresses—by the higher standard of living which leads to
a great demand for the best qualities of food by working
people: all results of the double change to higher wages
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and cheaper commodities, and a distribution of taxes which
has relieved the lower classes at the expense of the upper
classes. He is struck, too, by the contrast between the small
space which popular welfare then occupied in public atten-
tion, and the large space it now occupies, with the result
that outside and inside Parliament, plans to benefit the
millions form the leading topics, and everyone having
means is expected to join in some philanthropic effort. Yet
while elevation, mental and physical, of the masses is going
on far more rapidly than ever before—while the lowering
of the death-rate proves that the average life is less trying,
there swells louder and louder the cry that the evils are so
great that nothing short of a social revolution can cure
them. In presence of obvious improvements, joined with
that increase of longevity which even alone yields conclu-
sive proof of general amelioration, it is proclaimed, with
increasing vehemence, that things are so bad that society
must be pulled to pieces and re-organised on another plan,
In this case, then, as in the previous cases instanced, in
proportion as the evil decreases the denunciation of it in-
creases; and as fast as natural causes are shown to be
powerful there grows up the belief that they are powerless.

Not that the evils to be remedied are small. Let no one
suppose that, by emphasizing the above paradox, I wish to
make light of the sufferings which most men have to bear.
The fates of the great majority have ever been, and doubt-
less still are, so sad that it is painful to think of them. Un-
questionably the existing type of social organisation is one
which none who care for their kind can contemplate with
satisfaction; and unquestionably men’s activities accom-
panying this type are far from being admirable. The strong
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divisions of rank and the immense inequalities of means,
are at variance with that ideal of human relations on which
the sympathetic imagination likes to dwell; and the aver-
age conduct, under the pressure and excitement of social
life as at present carried on, is in sundry respects repulsive.
Though the many who revile competition strangely ignore
the enormous benefits resulting from it—though they for-
get that most of all the appliances and products distin-
guishing civilisation from savagery, and making possible
the maintenance of a large population on a small area, have
been developed by the struggle for existence—though they
disregard the fact that while every man, as producer, suf-
fers from the under-bidding of competitors, yet, as con-
sumer, he is immensely advantaged by the cheapening of
all he has to buy—though they persist in dwelling on the
evils of competition and saying nothing of its benefits; yet
it is not to be denied that the evils are great, and form a
large set-off from the benefits. The system under which we
at present live fosters dishonesty and lying. It prompts
adulterations of countless kinds; it is answerable for the
cheap imitations which eventually in many cases thrust
the genuine articles out of the market; it leads to the use
of short weights and false measures; it introduces bribery,
which vitiates most trading relations, from those of the
manufacturer and buyer down to those of the shopkeeper
and servant; it encourages deception to such an extent that
an assistant who cannot tell a falsehood with a good face is
blamed; and often it gives the conscientious trader a choice
between adopting the malpractices of his competitors, or
greatly injuring his creditors by bankruptcy. Moreover,
the extensive frauds, common throughout the commercial
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world and daily exposed in law-courts and newspapers, are
largely due to the pressure under which competition places
the higher industrial classes; and are otherwise due to that
lavish expenditure which, as implying success in the
commercial struggle, brings honour. With these minor
evils must be joined the major one, that the distribution
achieved by the system, gives to those who regulate and
superintend, a share of the total produce which bears too
large a ratio to the share it gives to the actual workers. Let
it not be thought, then, that in saying what I have said
above, that I under-estimate those vices of our competitive
systems which, thirty years ago, I described and de-
nounced.’ But it is not a question of absolute evils; it is a
guestion of relative evils—whether the evils at present suf-
fered are or are not less than the evils which would be
suffered under another system—whether efforts for miti-
gation along the lines thus far followed are not more likely
to succeed than efforts along utterly different lines.

This is the question here to be considered. I must be ex-
cused for first of all setting forth sundry truths which are,
to some at any rate, tolerably familiar, before proceeding
to draw inferences which are not so familiar.

Speaking broadly, every man works that he may avoid
suffering. Here, remembrance of the pangs of hunger
prompts him; and there, he is prompted by the sight of the
slave-driver’s lash. His immediate dread may be the pun-
ishment which physical circumstances will inflict, or may
be punishment inflicted by human agency. He must have

1 See essay on “The Morals of Trade.’
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a master; but the master may be Nature or may be a fellow
man. When he is under the impersonal coercion of Nature,
we say that he is free; and when he is under the personal
coercion of some one above him, we call him, according to
the degree of his dependence, a slave, a serf, or a vassal.
Of course I omit the small minority who inherit means:
an incidental, and not a necessary, social element. I speak
only of the vast majority, both cultured and uncultured,
who maintain themselves by labour, bodily or mental, and
must either exert themselves of their own unconstrained
wills, prompted only by thoughts of naturally-resulting
evils or benefits, or must exert themselves with constrained
will, prompted by thoughts of evils and benefits artificially
resulting.

Men may work together in a society under either of these
two forms of control: forms which, though in many cases
mingled, are essentially contrasted. Using the word co-
operation in its wide sense, and not in that restricted sense
now commonly given to it, we may say that social life must
be carried on by either voluntary co-operation or compul-
sory co-operation; or, to use Sir Henry Maine’s words, the
system must be that of contract or that of status—that in
which the individual is left to do the best he can by his
spontaneous efforts and get success or failure according to
his efficiency, and that in which he has his appointed place,
works under coercive rule, and has his apportioned share
of food, clothing, and shelter.

The system of voluntary co-operation is that by which,
in civilized societies, industry is now everywhere carried
on. Under a simple form we have it on every farm, where
the labourers, paid by the farmer himself and taking orders
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directly from him, are free to stay or go as they please.
And of its more complex form an example is yielded by
every manufacturing concern, in which, under partners,
come clerks and managers, and under these, time-keepers
and over-lookers, and under these operatives of different
grades. In each of these cases there is an obvious working
together, or co-operation, of employer and employed, to
obtain in one case a crop and in the other case a manu-
factured stock. And then, at the same time, there is a far
more extensive, though unconscious, co-operation with
other workers of all grades throughout the society. For
while these particular employers and employed are
severally occupied with their special kinds of work, other
employers and employed are making other things needed
for the carrying on of their lives as well as the lives of all
others. This voluntary co-operation, from its simplest to
its most complex forms, has the common trait that those
concerned work together by consent. There is no one to
force terms or to force acceptance. It is perfectly true that
in many cases an employer may give, or an employee may
accept, with reluctance: circumstances he says compel
him. But what are the circumstances? In the one case there
are goods ordered, or a contract entered into, which he
cannot supply or execute without yielding; and in the other
case he submits to a wage less than he likes because other-
wise he will have no money wherewith to procure food and
warmth. The general formula is not—'Do this, or I will
make you’; but it is—'Do this, or leave your place and take
the consequences.’

On the other hand compulsory co-operation is exem-
plified by an army—not so much by our own army, the
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service in which is under agreement for a specified period,
but in a continental army, raised by conscription. Here, in
time of peace the daily duties—cleaning, parade, drill,
sentry work, and the rest—and in time of war the various
actions of the camp and the battlefield, are done under
command, without room for any exercise of choice. Up
from the private soldier through the non-commissioned
officers and the half-dozen or more grades of commis-
sioned officers, the universal law is absolute obedience
from the grade below to the grade above. The sphere of
individual will is such only as is allowed by the will of
the superior. Breaches of subordination are, according to
their gravity, dealt with by deprivation of leave, extra drill,
imprisonment, flogging, and, in the last resort, shooting.
Instead of the understanding that there must be obedience
in respect of specified duties under pain of dismissal; the
understanding now is—'Obey in everything ordered under
penalty of inflicted suffering and perhaps death.”

This form of co-operation, still exemplified in an army,
has in days gorie by been the form of co-operation through-
out the civil population. Everywhere, and at all times,
chronic war generates a militant type of structure, not in
the body of soldiers only but throughout the community
at large. Practically, while the conflict between societies
is actively going on, and fighting is regarded as the only
manly occupation, the society is the quiescent army and
the army the mobilized society: that part which does not
take part in battle, composed of slaves, serfs, women,
etc., constituting the commissariat. Naturally, therefore,
throughout the mass of inferior individuals constituting
the commissariat, there is maintained a system of dis-
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cipline identical in nature if less elaborate. The fighting
body being, under such conditions, the ruling body, and
the rest of the community being incapable of resistance,
those who control the fighting body will, of course, impose
their control upon the non-fighting body; and the régime
of coercion will be applied to it with such modifications
only as the different circumstances involve. Prisoners of
war become slaves. Those who were free cultivators before
the conquest of their country, become serfs attached to
the soil. Petty chiefs become subject to superior chiefs;
these smaller lords become vassals to over-lords: and so
on up to the highest: the social ranks and powers being of
like essential nature with the ranks and powers throughout
the military organisation. And while for the slaves com-
pulsory co-operation is the unqualified system, a co-opera-
tion which is in part compulsory is the system that per-
vades all grades above. Each man’s oath of fealty to his
suzerain takes the form—I am your man.’

Throughout Europe, and especially in our own country,
this system of compulsory co-operation gradually relaxed
in rigour, while the system of voluntary co-operation step
by step replaced it. As fast as war ceased to be the business
of life, the social structure produced by war and appro-
priate to it, slowly became qualified by the social structure
produced by industrial life and appropriate to it. In pro-
portion as a decreasing part of the community was de-
voted to offensive and defensive activities, an increasing
part became devoted to production and distribution. Grow-
ing more numerous, more powerful, and taking refuge in
towns where it was less under the power of the militant
class, this industrial population carried on its life under
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the system of voluntary co-operation. Though municipal
governments and guild-regulations, partially pervaded by
ideas and usages derived from the militant type of society,
were in some degree coercive; yet production and distribu-
tion were in the main carried on under agreement—alike
between buyers and sellers, and between masters and
workmen. As fast as these social relations and forms of
activity became dominant in urban populations, they in-
fluenced the whole community: compulsory co-operation
lapsed more and more, through money commutation for
services, military and civil; while divisions of rank became
less rigid and class-power diminished. Until at length,
restraints exercised by incorporated trades have fallen into
desuetude, as well as the rule of rank over rank, voluntary
co-operation became the universal principle. Purchase
and sale became the law for all kinds of services as well as
for all kinds of commodities.

The restlessness generated by pressure against the con-
ditions of existence, perpetually prompts the desire to try
a new position. Everyone knows how long-continued rest
in one attitude becomes wearisome—everyone has found
how even the best easy chair, at first rejoiced in, becomes
after many hours intolerable; and change to a hard seat,
previously occupied and rejected, seems for a time to be a
great relief. It is the same with incorporated humanity.
Having by long struggles emancipated itself from the hard
discipline of the ancient régime, and having discovered
that the new régime into which it has grown, though rela-
tively easy, is not without stresses and pains, its impatience
with these prompts the wish to try another system; which



14 A Plea for Liberty

other system is, in principle if not in appearance, the same
as that which during past generations was escaped from
with much rejoicing.

For as fast as the régime of contract is discarded the
régime of status is of necessity adopted. As fast as volun-
tary co-operation is abandoned compulsory co-operation
must be substituted. Some kind of organization labour
must have; and if it is not that which arises by agreement
under free competition, it must be that which is imposed
by authority. Unlike in appearance and names as it may
be to the old order of slaves and serfs, working under
masters, who were coerced by barons, who were them-
selves vassals of dukes or kings, the new order wished for,
constituted by workers under foremen of small groups,
overlooked by superintendents, who are subject to higher
local managers, who are controlled by superiors of dis-
tricts, themselves under a central government, must be
essentially the same in principle. In the one case, as in the
other, there must be established grades, and enforced
subordination of each grade to the grades above. This is a
truth which the communist or the socialist does not dwell
upon. Angry with the existing system under which each
of us takes care of himself, while all of us see that each
has fair play, he thinks how much better it would be for
all of us to take care of each of us; and he refrains from
thinking of the machinery by which this is to be done.
Inevitably, if each is to be cared for by all, then the em-
bodied all must get the means—the necessaries of life.
What it gives to each must be taken from the accumulated
contributions; and it must therefore require from each his
proportion—must tell him how much he has to give to the
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general stock in the shape of production, that he may have
so much in the shape of sustentation. Hence, before he can
be provided for, he must put himself under orders, and
obey those who say what he shall do, and at what hours,
and where; and who give him his share of food, clothing,
and shelter. If competition is excluded, and with it buying
and selling, there can be no voluntary exchange of so much
labour for so much produce; but there must be apportion-
ment of the one to the other by appointed officers. This
apportionment must be enforced. Without alternative the
work must be done, and without alternative the benefit,
whatever it may be, must be accepted. For the worker may
not leave his place at will and offer himself elsewhere.
Under such a system he cannot be accepted elsewhere,
save by order of the authorities. And it is manifest that a
standing order would forbid employment in one place
of an insubordinate member from another place: the sys-
tem could not be worked if the workers were severally
allowed to go or come as they pleased. With corporals and
sergeants under them, the captains of industry must carry
out the orders of their colonels, and these of their generals,
up to the council of the commander-in-chief; and obedi-
ence must be required throughout the industrial army as
throughout a fighting army. ‘Do your prescribed duties,
and take your apportioned rations,” must be the rule of
the one as of the other.

‘Well, be it so’; replies the socialist. “The workers will
appoint their own officers, and these will always be sub-
ject to criticisms of the mass they regulate. Being thus in
fear of public opinion, they will be sure to act judiciously
and fairly; or when they do not, will be deposed by the
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popular vote, local or general. Where will be the grievance
of being under superiors, when the superiors themselves
are under democratic control?” And in this attractive vision
the socialist has full belief.

Iron and brass are simpler things than flesh and blood,
and dead wood than living nerve; and a machine con-
structed of the one works in more definite ways than an
organism constructed of the other—especially when the
machine is worked by the inorganic forces of steam or
water, while the organism is worked by the forces of living
nerve-centres. Manifestly, then, the ways in which the
machine will work are much more readily calculable than
the ways in which the organism will work. Yet in how few
cases does the inventor foresee rightly the actions of his
new apparatus! Read the patent-list, and it will be found
that not more than one device in fifty turns out to be of
any service. Plausible as his scheme seemed to the in-
ventor, one or other hitch prevents the intended operation,
and brings out a widely different result from that which
he wished.

What, then, shall we say of these schemes which have
to do not with dead matters and forces, but with complex
living organisms working in ways less readily foreseen,
and which involve the co-operation of multitudes of such
organisms? Even the units out of which this re-arranged
body politic is 1o be formed are often incomprehensible.
Everyone is from time to time surprised by others” beha-
viour, and even by the deeds of relatives who are best
known to him. Seeing, then, how uncertainly anyone can
foresee the actions of an individual, how can he with any
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certainty foresee the operation of a social structure? He
proceeds on the assumption that all concerned will judge
rightly and act fairly—will think as they ought to think,
and act as they ought to act; and he assumes this regardless
of the daily experiences which show him that men do
neither the one nor the other, and forgetting that the com-
plaints he makes against the existing system show his
belief to be that men have neither the wisdom nor the
rectitude which his plan requires them to have.

Paper constitutions raise smiles on the faces of those
who have observed their results; and paper social systems
similarly affect those who have contemplated the available
evidence. How little the men who wrought the French
revolution and were chiefly concerned in setting up the
new governmental apparatus, dreamt that one of the early
actions of this apparatus would be to behead them all!
How little the men who drew up the American Declaration
of Independence and framed the Republic, anticipated that
after some generations the legislature would lapse into
the hands of wire-pullers; that its doings would turn upon
the contests of office-seekers; that political action would
be everywhere vitiated by the intrusion of a foreign ele-
ment holding the balance between parties; that electors, in-
stead of judging for themselves, would habitually be led to
the polls in thousands by their ‘bosses’; and that respect-
able men would be driven out of public life by the insults
and slanders of professional politicians. Nor were there
better previsions in those who gave constitutions to the
various other states of the New World, in which unnum-
bered revolutions have shown with wonderful persistence
the contrasts between the expected results of political sys-
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tems and the achieved results. It has been no less thus with
proposed systems of social re-organization, so far as they
have been tried. Save where celibacy has been insisted on,
their history has been everywhere one of disaster; ending
with the history of Cabet’s Icarian colony lately given by
one of its members, Madame Fleury Robinson, in The
Open Court—a history of splittings, re-splittings, re-re-
splittings, accompanied by numerous individual secessions
and final dissolution. And for the failure of such social
schemes, as for the failure of the political schemes, there
has been one general cause.

Metamorphosis is the universal law, exemplified
throughout the Heavens and on the Earth: especially
throughout the organic world; and above all in the animal
division of it. No creature, save the simplest and most
minute, commences its existence in a form like that which
it eventually assumes; and in most cases the unlikeness is
great—so great that kinship between the first and the last
forms would be incredible were it not daily demonstrated
in every poultry-yard and every garden. More than this is
true. The changes of form are often several: each of them
being an apparently complete transformation—egg, larva,
pupa, imago, for example. And this universal metamor-
phosis, displayed alike in the development of a planet and
of every seed which germinates on its surface, holds also
of societies, whether taken as wholes or in their separate
institutions. No one of them ends as it begins; and the dif-
ference between its original structure and its ultimate
structure is such that, at the outset, change of the one into
the other would have seemed incredible. In the rudest tribe
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the chief, obeyed as leader in war, loses his distinctive posi-
tion when the fighting is over; and even when continued
warfare has produced permanent chieftainship, the chief,
building his own hut, getting his own food, making his
own implements, differs from others only by his predom-
inant influence. There is no sign that in course of time, by
conquests and unions of tribes, and consolidations of clus-
ters so formed with other such clusters, until a nation has
been produced, there will originate from the primitive
chief, one who, as czar or emperor, surrounded with pomp
and ceremony, has despotic power over scores of millions,
exercised through hundreds of thousands of soldiers and
hundreds of thousands of officials. When the early Chris-
tian missionaries, having humble externals and passing
self-denying lives, spread over pagan Europe, preaching
forgiveness of injuries and the returning of good for evil,
no one dreamt that in course of time their representatives
would form a vast hierarchy, possessing everywhere a
large part of the land, distinguished by the haughtiness of
its members grade above grade, ruled by military bishops
who led their retainers to battle, and headed by a pope
exercising supreme power over kings. So, too, has it been
with that very industrial system which many are now so
eager to replace. In its original form there was no prophecy
of the factory system or kindred organization of workers.
Differing from them only as being the head of his house,
the master worked along with his apprentices and a jour-
neyman or two, sharing with them his table and accommo-
dation, and himself selling their joint produce. Only with
industrial growth did there come employment of a larger
number of assistants and a relinquishment, on the part of
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the master, of all other business than that of superin-
tendence. And only in the course of recent times did there
evolve the organisations under which the labours of hun-
dreds and thousands of men receiving wages, are regulated
by various orders of paid officials under a single or mul-
tiple head. These originally small, semi-socialistic, groups
of producers, like the compound families or house-
communities of early ages, slowly dissolved because they
could not hold their ground: the larger establishments,
with better sub-division of labour, succeeded because they
ministered to the wants of society more effectually. But we
need not go back through the centuries to trace trans-
formations sufficiently great and unexpected. On the day
when £30,000 a year in aid of education was voted as an
experiment, the name of idiot would have been given to
an opponent who prophesied that in fifty years the sum
spent through imperial taxes and local rates would amount
to £10,000,000, or who said that the aid to education
would be followed by aids to feeding and clothing, or who
said that parents and children, alike deprived of all op-
tion, would, even if starving, be compelled by fine or im-
prisonment to conform, and receive that which, with papal
assumption, the State calls education. No one, I say, would
have dreamt that out of so innocent-looking a germ would
have so quickly evolved this tyrannical system, tamely
submitted to by people who fancy themselves free.

Thus in social arrangements, as in all other things,
change is inevitable. It is foolish to suppose that new in-
stitutions set up, will long retain the character given them
by those who set them up. Rapidly or slowly they will be
transformed into institutions unlike those intended—so
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unlike as even to be unrecognizable by their devisers. And
what, in the case before us, will be the metamorphosis?
The answer pointed to by instances above given, and war-
ranted by various analogies, is manifest.

A cardinal trait in all advancing organization is the de-
velopment of the regulative apparatus. If the parts of a
whole are to act together, there must be appliances by
which their actions are directed; and in proportion as the
whole is large and complex, and has many requirements to
be met by many agencies, the directive apparatus must be
extensive, elaborate, and powerful. That it is thus with
individual organisms needs no saying; and that it must be
thus with social organisms is obvious. Beyond the regu-
lative apparatus such as in our own society is required for
carrying on national defence and maintaining public or-
der and personal safety, there must, under the régime
of socialism, be a regulative apparatus everywhere con-
trolling all kinds of production and distribution, and every-
where apportioning the shares of products of each kind
required for each locality, each working establishment,
each individual. Under our existing voluntary co-opera-
tion, with its free contracts and its competition, produc-
tion and distribution need no official oversight. Demand
and supply, and the desire of each man to gain a living by
supplying the needs of his fellows, spontaneously evolve
that wonderful system whereby a great city has its food
daily brought round to all doors or stored at adjacent
shops; has clothing for its citizens everywhere in multi-
tudinous varieties; has its houses and furniture and fuel
ready made or stocked in each locality; and has mental
pabulum from halfpenny papers, hourly hawked round,
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to weekly shoals of novels, and less abundant books of
instruction, furnished without stint for small payments.
And throughout the kingdom, production as well as dis-
tribution is similarly carried on with the smallest amount
of superintendence which proves efficient; while the quan-
tities of the numerous commodities required daily in each
locality are adjusted without any other agency than the
pursuit of profit. Suppose now that this industrial régime
of willinghood, acting spontaneously, is replaced by a
régime of industrial obedience, enforced by public offi-
cials. Imagine the vast administration required for that
distribution of all commodities to all people in every city,
town and village, which is now effected by traders! Imag-
ine, again, the still more vast administration required for
doing all that farmers, manufacturers, and merchants do;
having not only its various orders of local superintendents,
but its sub-centres and chief centres needed for apportion-
ing the quantities of each thing everywhere needed, and
the adjustment of them to the requisite times. Then add the
staffs wanted for working mines, railways, roads, canals;
the staffs required for conducting the importing and ex-
porting businesses and the administration of mercantile
shipping; the staffs required for supplying towns not only
with water and gas but with locomotion by tramways, om-
nibuses, and other vehicles, and for the distribution of
power, electric and other. Join with these the existing
postal, telegraphic, and telephonic administrations; and
finally those of the police and army, by which the dictates
of this immense consolidated regulative system are to be
everywhere enforced. Imagine all this and then ask what
will be the position of the actual workers! Already on the
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continent, where governmental organizations are more
elaborate and coercive than here, there are chronic com-
plaints of the tyranny of bureaucracies—the hauteur and
brutality of their members. What will these become when
not only the more public actions of citizens are controlled,
but there is added this far more extensive control of all
their respective daily duties? What will happen when the
various divisions of this army of officials, united by in-
terests common to officialism—the interests of the
regulators versus those of the regulated—have at their
command whatever force is needful to suppress insubor-
dination and act as ‘saviours of society’? Where will be
the actual diggers and miners and smelters and weavers,
when those who order and superintend, everywhere ar-
ranged class above class, have come, after some genera-
tions, to inter-marry with those of kindred grades, under
feelings such as are operative in existing classes; and when
there have been so produced a series of castes rising in
superiority ; and when all these, having everything in their
own power, have arranged modes of living for their own
advantage: eventually forming a new aristocracy far more
elaborate and better organized than the old? How will the
individual worker fare if he is dissatisfied with his treat-
ment—thinks that he has not an adequate share of the
products, or has more to do than can rightly be demanded,
or wishes to undertake a function for which he feels him-
self fitted but which is not thought proper for him by his
superiors, or desires to make an independent career for
himself? This dissatisfied unit in the immense machine
will be told he must submit or go. The mildest penalty for
disobedience will be industrial excommunication. And if
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an international organization of labour is formed as pro-
posed, exclusion in one country will mean exclusion in all
others—industrial excommunication will mean starvation.

That things must take this course is a conclusion reached
not by deduction only, nor only by induction from those
experiences of the past instanced above, nor only from
consideration of the analogies furnished by organisms of
all orders; but it is reached also by observation of cases
daily under our eyes. The truth that the regulative struc-
ture always tends to increase in power, is illustrated by
every established body of men. The history of each learned
society, or society for other purpose, shows how the staff,
permanent or partially permanent, sways the proceedings
and determines the actions of the society with but little
resistance, even when most members of the society dis-
approve: the repugnance to anything like a revolutionary
step being ordinarily an efficient deterrent. So it is with
joint-stock companies—those owning railways for ex-
ample. The plans of a board of directors are usually au-
thorized with little or no discussion; and if there is any
considerable opposition, this is forthwith crushed by an
overwhelming number of proxies sent by those who al-
ways support the existing administration. Only when the
misconduct is extreme does the resistance of shareholders
suffice to displace the ruling body. Nor is it otherwise with
societies formed of working men and having the interests
of labour especially at heart—the Trades Unions. In these,
too, the regulative agency becomes all powerful. Their
members, even when they dissent from the policy pursued,
habitually yield to the authorities they have set up. As they
cannot secede without making enemies of their fellow
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workmen, and often losing all chance of employment, they
succumb. We are shown, too, by the late congress, that
already, in the general organisation of Trades Unions so
recently formed, there are complaints of ‘wire-pullers’ and
‘bosses’ and ‘permanent officials.” If, then, this supremacy
of the regulators is seen in bodies of quite modern origin,
formed of men who have, in many of the cases instanced,
unhindered powers of asserting their independence, what
will the supremacy of the regulators become in long-
established bodies, in bodies which have grown vast and
highly organized, and in bodies which, instead of control-
ling only a small part of the unit’s life, control the whole

of his life?

Again there will come the rejoinder—We shall guard
against all that. Everybody will be educated; and all, with
their eyes constantly open to the abuse of power, will be
quick to prevent it.” The worth of these expectations would
be small even could we not identify the causes which will
bring disappointment; for in human affairs the most prom-
ising schemes go wrong in ways which no one anticipated.
But in this case the going wrong will be necessitated by
causes which are inconspicuous. The working of institu-
tions is determined by men’s characters; and the existing
defects in their characters will inevitably bring about the
results above indicated. There is no adequate endowment
of those sentiments required to prevent the growth of a
despotic bureaucracy.

Were it needful to dwell on indirect evidence, which
might be made of that furnished by the behaviour of the
so-called Liberal party—a party which, relinquishing the
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original conception of a leader as a mouthpiece for a known
and accepted policy, thinks itself bound to accept a policy
which its leader springs upon it without consent or warn-
ing—a party so utterly without the feeling and idea im-
plied by liberalism, as not to resent this trampling on the
right of private judgment which constitutes the root of lib-
eralism—nay, a party which vilifies as renegade liberals,
those of its members who refuse to surrender their inde-
pendence! But without occupying space with indirect
proofs that the mass of men have not the natures required
to check the development of tyrannical officialdom, it will
suffice to contemplate the direct proofs furnished by those
classes among whom the socialistic idea most predom-
inates, and who think themselves most interested in prop-
agating it—the operative classes. These would constitute
the great body of the socialistic organisation, and their
characters would determine its nature. What, then, are
their characters as displayed in such organisations as they
have already formed?

Instead of the selfishness of the employing classes and
the selfishness of competition, we are to have the unselfish-
ness of a mutually-aiding system. How far is this unsel-
fishness now shown in the behaviour of working men to
one another? What shall we say to the rules limiting the
numbers of new hands admitted into each trade, or to the
rules which hinder ascent from inferior classes of workers
to superior classes? One does not see in such regulations
any of that altruism by which socialism is to be pervaded.
Contrariwise, one sees a pursuit of private interests no less
keen than among traders. Hence, unless we suppose that
men’s natures will be suddenly exalted, we must conclude
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that the pursuit of private interests will sway the doings
of all the component classes in a socialistic society.

With passive disregard of others’ claims goes active en-
croachment on them. ‘Be one of us or we will cut off your
means of living,” is the usual threat of each Trades Union
to outsiders of the same trade. While their members insist
on their own freedom to combine and fix the rates at which
they will work (as they are perfectly justified in doing), the
freedom of those who disagree with them is not only de-
nied but the assertion of it is treated as a crime. Individuals
who maintain their rights to make their own contracts are
vilified as ‘blacklegs” and ‘traitors,” and meet with violence
which would be merciless were there no legal penalties
and no police. Along with this trampling on the liberties of
men of their own class, there goes peremptory dictation to
the employing class: not prescribed terms and working ar-
rangements only shall be conformed to, but none save
those belonging to their body shall be employed—nay, in
some cases, there shall be a strike if the employer carries
on transactions with trading bodies that give work to non-
union men. Here, then, we are variously shown by Trades
Unions, or at any rate by the newer Trades Unions, a de-
termination to impose their regulations without regard to
the rights of those who are to be coerced. So complete is
the inversion of ideas and sentiments that maintenance of
these rights is regarded as vicious and trespass upon them
as virtuous.”

2 Marvellous are the conclusions men reach when once they desert the
simple principle, that each man should be allowed to pursue the objects of
life, restrained only by the limits which the similar pursuits of their objects
by other men impose. A generation ago we heard loud assertions of ‘the
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Along with this aggressiveness in one direction there
goes submissiveness in another direction. The coercion of
outsiders by unionists is paralleled only by the subjection
to their leaders. That they may conquer in the struggle they
surrender their individual liberties and individual judg-
ments, and show no resentment however dictatorial may
be the rule exercised over them. Everywhere we see such
subordination that bodies of workmen unanimously leave
their work or return to it as their authorities order them.
Nor do they resist when taxed all round to support strikers
whose acts they may or may not approve, but instead, ill-
treat recalcitrant members of their body who do not
subscribe.

The traits thus shown must be operative in any new so-
cial organisation, and the question to be asked is—What
will result from their operation when they are relieved
from all restraints? At present the separate bodies of men
displaying them are in the midst of a society partially
passive, partially antagonistic; are subject to the criticisms
and reprobations of an independent press; and are under

right to labour,” that is, the right to have labour provided; and there are
still not a few who think the community bound to find work for each
person, Compare this with the doctrine current in France at the time when
the monarchical power culminated; namely, that ‘the nght of working is a
royal right which the prince can sell and the subjects must buy.” This con-
trast 1s startling enough; but a contrast still more startling is being pro-
vided for us. We now see a resuscitation of the despotic doctrine, differing
only by the substitution of Trades Unions for kings. For now that Trades
Unions are becoming universal, and each artisan has to pay prescribed
monies to one or another of them, with the alternative of being a non-
unionist to whom work is denied by force, it has come to this, that the
right to labour is a Trade Union right, which the Trade Union can sell and
the individual worker must buy!
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the control of law, enforced by police. If in these circum-
stances these bodies habitually take courses which over-
ride individual freedom, what will happen when, instead
of being only scattered parts of the community, governed
by their separate sets of regulators, they constitute the
whole community, governed by a consolidated system of
such regulators; when functionaries of all orders, includ-
ing those who officer the press, form parts of the regulative
organization; and when the law is both enacted and ad-
ministered by this regulative organisation? The fanatical
adherents of a social theory are capable of taking any mea-
sures, no matter how extreme, for carrying out their views:
holding, like the merciless priesthoods of past times, that
the end justifies the means. And when a general socialistic
organisation has been established, the vast, ramified, and
consolidated body of those who direct its activities, using
without check whatever coercion seems to them needful in
the interests of the system (which will practically become
their own interests) will have no hesitation in imposing
their rigorous rule over the entire lives of the actual work-
ers; until, eventually, there is developed an official oli-
garchy, with its various grades, exercising a tyranny more
gigantic and more terrible than any which the world
has seen.

Let me again repudiate any erroneous inference. Any
one who supposes that the foregoing argument implies
contentment with things as they are, makes a profound
mistake. The present social state is transitional, as past
social states have been transitional. There will, I hope and
believe, come a future social state differing as much from
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the present as the present differs from the past with its
mailed barons and defenceless serfs. In Social Statics, as
well as in The Study of Sociology and in Political Institu-
tions, is clearly shown the desire for an organisation more
conducive to the happiness of men at large than that which
exists. My opposition to socialism results from the belief
that it would stop the progress to such a higher state and
bring back a lower state. Nothing but the slow modifica-
tion of human nature by the discipline of social life, can
produce permanently advantageous changes.

A fundamental error pervading the thinking of nearly
all parties, political and social, is that evils admit of im-
mediate and radical remedies. ‘If you will but do this, the
mischief will be prevented.” ‘Adopt my plan and the suf-
fering will disappear.” “The corruption will unquestionably
be cured by enforcing this measure.” Everywhere one meets
with beliefs, expressed or implied, of these kinds. They are
all ill-founded. It is possible to remove causes which in-
tensify the evils; it is possible to change the evils from one
form into another; and it is possible, and very common, to
exacerbate the evils by the efforts made to prevent them;
but anything like immediate cure is impossible. In the
course of thousands of years mankind have, by multipli-
cation, been forced out of that original savage state in
which small numbers supported themselves on wild food,
into the civilised state in which the food required for sup-
porting great numbers can be got only by continuous
labour. The nature required for this last mode of life is
widely different from the nature required for the first; and
long-continued pains have to be passed through in re-
moulding the one into the other. Misery has necessarily to
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be borne by a constitution out of harmony with its condi-
tions; and a constitution inherited from primitive men is
out of harmony with the conditions imposed on existing
men. Hence it is impossible to establish forthwith a satis-
factory social state. No such nature as that which has filled
Europe with millions of armed men, here eager for con-
quest and there for revenge—no such nature as that which
prompts the nations called Christian to vie with one an-
other in filibustering expeditions all over the world, regard-
less of the claims of aborigines, while their tens of thou-
sands of priests of the religion of love look on approvingly
—no such nature as that which, in dealing with weaker
races, goes beyond the primitive rule of life for life, and
for one life takes many lives—no such nature, [ say, can,
by any device, be framed into a harmonious community.
The root of all well-ordered social action is a sentiment
of justice, which at once insists on personal freedom and
is solicitous for the like freedom of others; and there at
present exists but a very inadequate amount of this sen-
timent.

Hence the need for further long continuance of a social
discipline which requires each man to carry on his activities
with due regard to the like claims of others to carry on
their activities; and which, while it insists that he shall
have all the benefits his conduct naturally brings, insists
also that he shall not saddle on others the evils his conduct
naturally brings: unless they freely undertake to bear
them. And hence the belief that endeavours to elude this
discipline, will not only fail, but will bring worse evils than
those to be escaped.

It is not, then, chiefly in the interests of the employing
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classes that socialism is to be resisted, but much more in
the interests of the employed classes. In one way or other
production must be regulated; and the regulators, in the
nature of things, must always be a small class as compared
with the actual producers. Under voluntary co-operation
as at present carried on, the regulators, pursuing their
personal interests, take as large a share of the produce as
they can get; but, as we are daily shown by Trades Union
successes, are restrained in the selfish pursuit of their ends.
Under that compulsory co-operation which socialism
would necessitate, the regulators, pursuing their personal
interests with no less selfishness, could not be met by the
combined resistance of free workers; and their power,
unchecked as now by refusals to work save on prescribed
terms, would grow and ramify and consolidate till it be-
came irresistible. The ultimate result, as I have before
pointed out, must be a society like that of ancient Peru,
dreadful to contemplate, in which the mass of the people,
elaborately regimented in groups of 10, 50, 100, 500, and
1000, ruled by officers of corresponding grades, and tied
to their districts, were superintended in their private lives
as well as in their industries, and toiled hopelessly for the
support of the governmental organization.
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CHAPTER 1
THE IMPRACTICABILITY OF SOCIALISM

purpose, in this paper, to deal almost exclusively with
I the question whether Socialism is practicable. I shall
confine myself, as much as I can, to the inquiry whether
the means proposed are, or are not, likely to work out the
end which is aimed at. I shall have to waive, in a very
great degree, the previous essential questions whether the
end is a desirable one in itself, and whether justice requires
that it shall be held in view. For the purposes of the dis-
cussion I shall provisionally concede the affirmative to
both; but in order to avoid all misunderstanding, I think it
well to put on record here that I do so provisionally only.
No such admission is hereafter to be quoted against me,
as if I had accepted Socialist or Collectivist theories upon
any moral, economical, or political question. Space does
not admit of my making a detailed confession of faith upon
these points; but it is open to me to state that I am not
bound by any 4 priori theory. What is commonly called
‘abstract justice’ I confess I cannot discover in the history

35
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of any human institution. I cannot discover equality in
the dispensations of nature itself.

This, I may be told, proves nothing. A great deal of our
life consists of a conflict with nature; a continuous effort
to redress inequalities in the course of nature, and to solve
difficult problems which nature sets before us. True; and
that is precisely part of my case. I affirm that social in-
equalities are inequalities which may be mitigated, but
cannot be redressed wholly; that social problems are prob-
lems which, for the most part, only admit of a partial
solution.

Such problems and such inequalities exist in material
nature, and the difficulties they present are universally
acknowledged. The day, in the tropics, is of about equal
length with the night. So it is at the poles, with the differ-
ence that the tropical day and night are about twelve hours
each, while at the poles each lasts somewhere about half
the year. In the sub-tropical and temperate zones, the days
in summer and in winter differ strikingly in length. In the
latitude of London, the longest day is about a quarter of
an hour shorter, and the shortest day about a quarter of an
hour longer, than in the latitude of Edinburgh. Such is the
inequality in a merely astronomical and geographical state-
ment of fact; and when it comes to be applied to human
affairs, its practical effect is more startling still. It means
that a working day, if it were not for artificial light, may
be twice as long in summer as in winter, and may vary in
length for the difference in latitude between Southampton
and Carlisle, and between Carlisle and Inverness. This
difference in the length of the day does make a real differ-
ence in all the conditions of life, and most of all in the lives
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of what are usually called the working classes; but the
difference is obscured by custom, and by the feeling that
it cannot be helped. It is felt to be useless to agitate against
“the stars in their courses.” So again, in India and in many
parts of the tropics the principal danger to agriculture is
drought; in the British Islands the danger is excessive rain-
fall. If rain and sunshine could be distributed in exact pro-
portion to the wants of each region, a far greater degree of
prosperity would result. Asitis, in the oneclass of countries
it is necessary to have recourse to irrigation, and in the
other to drainage, to correct, so far as is practicable, the
inequalities of climate. One result of this is that the
remedies not unfrequently turn out to contain the seeds of
other diseases. In a drainage country, an unusually dry
summer brings on a drought for which there is no prepara-
tion, and which may even be attended by pestilence. In a
country of irrigation, an exceptional rainfall causes floods,
which may destroy life both directly and indirectly. And
even in ordinary seasons, there are difficulties and losses
which are great hardships to individuals and classes, but
which there is no way of obviating. All these things, and
many others that could be added to the list, are accepted as
part of the course of nature." Nobody thinks of agitating
against the weather, though we all grumble at it freely. We

11 will briefly refer to one other instance—I mean the influence of climate
upon bodily condition. The human race can exst in almost any chmate;
but there 15 no climate 1n which the average human being can enjoy perfect
health. Every region suffers from diseases pecuhar to itself, and it may be
doubted whether more human suffering 1s inflicted, e.g. by malarious fever
in Africa or by lung disease in our own 1slands Volumes have been written
on nature’s adaptation of means to ends, but I venture to think that
volumes remain to be written on the imperfection of that adaptation.
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know that there is no help for it, and there is an end of the
matter. Now the human race, and human society, are just
as much parts of nature as the heavenly bodies and the
sunshine and rainfall. The organisation of society is just
as much a matter of natural tendency (I purposely avoid
the use of the phrase natural law) as the rising and setting
of the sun, the rain in Devonshire or the hot wind of the
Punjab. The difference is a difference of simple and com-
plex phenomena. Every one can observe for himself or
herself the discrepancy in the length of the days. It is not
so easy to understand fully the dissimilarities of climate
and their influence upon human affairs, but once the facts
are grasped, there is no longer any room for speculation as
to the possibility of things being otherwise. It is perceived
at once that there is no use in attempting to fly in the face
of nature. We can mitigate, but we cannot change. We
can only mitigate, moreover, by playing off one tendency
or set of tendencies against others. It is by obeying nature
that we get the mastery of nature.

Now this brings us to the points at issue between Social-
ists and their opponents. Socialists would (I suppose) not
deny that the human race and human society are part of
nature. They would not deny that human communities are
what they are, and have been what they have been, in
virtue of streams of tendency, more difficult to observe
and to co-ordinate than the observed antecedents and
sequences of climatic tendencies, but not less real, and
not less certain to work themselves out. If we only knew
history as we know astronomy, sociology would be an
exact science. If we even knew history as we know, or guess



The Impracticability of Socialism 39

at, meteorology, many problems would be clear which are
now obscure.

But although Socialists might not deny all this in terms,
they seem habitually to think, and speak, and try to act
and induce others to act, as if it were all untrue. They deal
with human society as if it were that blank sheet of paper
to which Locke incorrectly compared the childish intellect.
They write and speak as if they thought that it only needed
a conscious effort of the will on the part of any given
human community to change all, or nearly all, the condi-
tions in which it has hitherto subsisted. They seem to think
that they can defeat nature by a front attack.

What, then, are the complaints of Socialists against the
existing constitution of society, and how is it proposed to
redress the alleged grievances?

In endeavouring to answer these questions, I take as
my text-book Dr. Schiffle’s Quintessence of Socialism;*
the most businesslike account of the Socialist position
which has yet appeared. Anyone who compares its calm
and judicial statements with the violent, turgid, and heated
rhetoric of the Fabian Essays will appreciate the reasons
which guided me in choosing it.” I may go so far as to say
that if Dr. Schiffle’s style were a little more popular, the

2 Eighth edition, translated by Bernard Bosanquet, M A. Swan Sonnen-
schein & Co. 1889. When I quote other authorities I shall specify them, but
most quotations will be from Schiffle

% Socialism 15 very commonly called Utopian But when one compares calm
and temperate statements of Socialist projects, such as we find in Schaffle,
with the wild rhodomontade of the Fabian Society, to say nothing of the
still wilder oratory of Hyde Park meetings, it 15 not so much More’s Utopia
of which one is reminded, as Swift's Laputa.
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substance of his work would render the writing of this
paper a superfluous effort. He evidently sympathises with
Socialism, and is resolved to make the best case he can for
its proposals. Yet every page displays the difficulties of
the scheme to the intelligent reader, even when the author
is not dwelling upon those difficulties. In his concluding
chapter he sums up calmly and judicially, but very
strongly, against the whole system of Democratic or Col-
lective Socialism.

What then is the Socialist complaint against the existing
constitution of society? It may be summed up in the one
word, inequality. Quoting from Karl Marx, Schaffle speaks
of ‘a growing mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degra-
dation, exploitation.” Schiffle himself speaks of ‘the
plutocratic process of dividing the nation into an enor-
mous proletariat on the one side and a few millionaires on
the other.”” If any one wants to be saturated with boiling
rhetoric on this topic, let him open the Fabian Essays at
random, or dip into the pages of Henry George’s Progress
and Poverty and Social Problems.® Or, if the reader is in
search of quite as good rhetoric, but tempered by a good
deal more common sense, let him carefully read through
The Social Problem, by Professor William Graham,” espe-
cially chapter vi, “The Social Residuum.” Mr. Graham does
not hold that what he calls the social residuum is an in-

% Schiffle, p. 15.
51bid. p. 12.

81 am bound to admit that Mr. George says he is not a Socialist. But on
the subject of the proletariat he writes as if he were one.

" Kegan Paul, Trench & Co. 1886.
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creasing mass. The Fabian essayists and the Continental
Socialists always affirm that it is, and Dr. Schiffle in the
quotation already given appears to accept Marx’s view.
Now this view is an untrue one. It is demonstrably
untrue as regards the United Kingdom. It is demonstrably
untrue as regards France. It is probably untrue of every
other country in Europe, with the possible exception of
Russia. Confining ourselves to the United Kingdom, I
affirm that there exists, between the so-called ‘millionaire”
and the class described as the residuum, no gulf whatever,
but an absolutely complete gradation. I need not load these
pages with statistics in proof of what I say. The burden of
proof is upon those who affirm the contrary. Socialist
rhetoricians have no scruple in confusing their own and
other people’s ideas on this subject by their illogical use
of the word “proletariat.” At one time, it means people who
have no land; at another, it seems to signify people who
have no capital; in all cases it is used with a kind of tacit
connotation of ‘pauper.” We shall see presently that in a
Socialist State the entire population would be one vast
proletariat; but in the meantime it may be pointed out that
to have no land and no capital is not necessarily to be a
pauper. A professional man may be earning a very hand-
some and very secure income, and yet may, in that sense,
belong to the proletariat. But Socialist declamation about
millionaires and proletariat invariably covers the innuendo
that the world actually contains a few thousand million-
aires and thousands of millions of paupers. When this is
stated, it is at once perceived to be untrue; and a very
little inquiry confirms the inquirer in that conclusion. So-
cialist declamation, such as Schiffle quotes from Marx—
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‘misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation’—
is only true, if true at all, of the lowest residuum; and that
residuum is no more than a fringe on the border of society,
in any country where the capitalist is free. On the other
hand, this is true beyond all controversy of England and
of France—that between the millionaire and the worker
for daily or weekly wage there are stages innumerable,
which pass from higher to lower by a gradation that is
barely perceptible. If there is anything that can be called a
social gulf, it is the interval which separates the steady and
fairly well-paid workers from the loafers and the crim-
inals; and that gulf is quite as much moral as it is economic.

But even if all that is alleged were true, does Socialism
offer anything that can be called a remedy? In order to
answer this question, we must see what the Socialist
remedy is.

“The Alpha and Omega of Socialism is the transfor-
mation of private and competing capitals into a united col-
lective capital.”” When, instead of the system of private and
competing capitals, which drive down wages by com-
petition, we have a collective ownership of capital, public
organisation of labour, and of the distribution of the na-
tional income—then, and not till then, we shall have no
capitalists and no wage-earners, but all will be alike,
producers.”

One more quotation. ‘In their places” (i.e. in place of
private capital and competition) ‘we should have a State-
regulated organisation of national labour into a social

& Schiiffle, p. 20.

® Schiffle, pp. 28 and following. The whole passage will repay perusal, but
it is too long to quote in extenso,
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labour system, equipped out of collective capital; the State
would collect, warehouse, and transport all products, and
finally would distribute them to individuals in proportion
to their registered amount of social labour, and according
to a valuation of commodities exactly corresponding to
their average cost of production.”’

This, then, is the Quintessence of Socialism. This, and
nothing more or less, is what is meant by the word, and is
proposed by its advocates. Socialism does not mean that
property is robbery, at least in the ordinary sense of the
phrase.”” Nor does it mean a periodical redistribution of
private property.’ Nor does it mean that private capital is
to be confiscated, and no compensation made to owners,
though it does mean that all such compensation must take
the form of consumable goods, and must therefore be ter-
minable.”® Nor does Socialism, as understood by Dr.
Schiffle, necessarily conflict with individual freedom.
Upon this point, however, our author speaks but doubt-
fully, and his remarks require very careful perusal.™ It
does not even preclude the possession of a private income."
It has nothing to say to questions of marriage, ‘free love,”*
or religion.” In short, Socialism, or Collectivism, relates to
the possession of land and capital—the totality of instru-

10 Ibid. p. 45.

1 1bid. p 23.

12 [bid. p. 30.

13 Tbid. pp. 32, 33.

14 Ibid. ch. iii. 39—45 inclusive.
15 Tbid. ch. viii. pp. 97-110.

16 Ibid. pp. 110, 111.

17 Ibid. p. 116.
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ments of production’®*—and not to anything else whatso-
ever, whether economic, political, or social.

Now, the first and most obvious criticism upon all this
is, that whereas Socialists denounce land-owning and
capital-owning, because they tend to the creation of a pro-
letariat, their scheme, as announced by a benevolently-
neutral interpreter, proposes to turn all the world into one
vast proletariat. This is not mere juggling with words. It is
the Socialists who juggle with words, when they define a
proletarian as a person who does not own either land or
capital, and then proceed to talk of the proletariat as if the
word meant ‘a mass of paupers.” If to be a proletarian is
to be a pauper, then Socialism undertakes to turn all the
world into a mass of paupers, including the very persons
who will be entrusted with the control of that monster
workhouse, the Socialist State. But I am willing to admit
that if all the world could be freed from the curse of pov-
erty—if the social residuum could be done away with—
there would be a strong temptation to swallow the scheme
of Socialism, proletariat and all. Quitting verbal criticism,
let us try to think out how the suggestion would be likely
to work. Land and Capital are to be the property of the
whole community. They are to be managed by State offi-
cials. The produce is to be distributed in proportion to what
is described as the “social labour-time’ of every individual
worker; and this social labour-time is to be divided into
units of approximately equal value. In other words, every
Socialist community is to be one vast Joint Stock Company
for the manufacture and distribution of things in general!

8 Ibid. p. 5.
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Now, the moment this is stated, the first difficulty of So-
cialism is at once suggested. How do the directors of an
ordinary manufacturing firm ascertain the conditions of
their business? By a series of experiments, failure in which
means the loss of their capital. How does Socialism solve
the problem? ‘The amount of supply necessary in each
form of production would be fixed by continuous official
returns furnished by the managers and overseers of the
selling and producing departments.””” This is very well
upon paper, and if we accept the hypothesis that the de-
mand for any given object always remains nearly con-
stant. But this is evidently not the case. There is no article
of consumption, not even bread itself, for which the de-
mand does not so vary from day to day that no official
department could possibly provide for it in a ‘budget of
social production.” The existing order of things only pro-
vides such a ‘budget’ very roughly; and the bankruptcy
court acts as a sort of steam-governor, when mistaken
speculation sends a capitalist to waste. Even if it were
admitted that the demand for food is virtually constant,
which is manifestly untrue, there are many other things
for which the demand could not be foreseen by any official
department. Clothing is a very obvious case in point. It is
anecessary of life, in a great part of the world, only second
to food itself. Yet could any public department undertake
to say how many suits of clothes a given population will
wear out in a given season? Remember, it is of no use
making calculations based upon decades, or even upon
single years, and then striking averages. What is wanted

19 Schiffle, p. 5.
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is to know how many suits of clothes the department ought
to have on hand, in order to meet the demand day by day.
When clothing has to be served out to soldiers, the soldiers
are put upon strict regulation as to its use. It is all the same
pattern, and there is no personal choice about it. This is
what makes the clothing of an army practicable; but in
civil life the conditions are wholly different. When did
women ever submit to a uniform, unless it were for reli-
gious reasons? I am prepared to be denounced, by Fabian
essayists and other enthusiasts, as a cold-blooded and
frivolous person, because I state such petty difficulties;
but I affirm that it is very often trifles such as this which
cause great projects to make shipwreck. A few ounces of
iron in the wrong place in a ship will derange the compass
and baffle the calculations of the most skilful navigator.

I do not know whether I am justified in surmising that
the more extreme advocates of State Collectivism would
cut this particular knot by decreeing that people should
wear uniforms of some sort, and should be under quasi-
military regulations in respect of the raiment served out
to them. We may come to perceive, as we go on, that there
is no real reason why this should not be done. The prin-
ciples of collective production, and of distribution accord-
ing to ‘social labour-time,” involve infringements of per-
sonal freedom considerably more formidable than the
compulsion to wear a uniform. It may suffice to say for
the present that if Socialism does not cover this contin-
gency, then collective production breaks down over the
article of clothing. And, of course, to break down in one
point is to break down in all. A chain is no stronger than
its weakest link.
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One of the most remarkable characteristics of Dr.
Schiffle’s work is the odd way in which he seems to ignore
all particulars such as I have just now been calling atten-
tion to. After dwelling, as he does in chap. iii of the Quin-
tessence, upon the vital importance of freedom of demand,
which he declares to be a first essential of freedom in gen-
eral, and the very material basis of freedom, he goes on to
say that a complete and officially organised system of
collective production could undoubtedly include at least as
thorough a daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, or yearly
statistical registration of the free wants of individuals and
families, as under the present system these effect each for
themselves, by their demand upon the market.* But this is
just what I deny, and I think [ have given a good reason for
my denial. An instance, such as that of the clothing ques-
tion, is worth all the 4 priori assumptions that any one can
make. The Socialist is bound to explain how he is going to
organise his collection and registration of statistics in every
single department of his State-controlled producing-
agency. It will be noted that Schiffle declares Socialists not
to contemplate an immediate conversion of all kinds of
business into State departments.” But manifestly, until all
capital is transformed into collective ownership, Socialism
is incomplete. If the State took over the supply of food, but
left clothing to private enterprise, all the vices now charged
against private capitalism would continue to inhere in the
clothing trade, until it too had been reduced into collective
ownership.

20 Schaffle, p. 473.
2 1bid. p. 48.
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I now pass to another branch of the Socialist scheme;
premising that the question just treated and that upon
which I am now about to enter are so inextricably mixed
up that I may have to recur now and then to topics which
may seem to have been already discussed. And may I add
another word of caution. If [ seem to be almost exclusively
answering Dr. Schiffle, it is simply because he is the most
temperate as well as the clearest exponent of Socialism. If
Socialism as expounded by him can be shown to be un-
workable, much more will it be proved unworkable in the
hands of its most extreme projectors.

To resume then. The Socialist State is not only to pro-
duce by means of land and capital owned in common and
managed by public officials; it is also to distribute the
wealth produced by this social co-operation according to
the proportion of work performed by each individual.”
Now here is one of the crucial difficulties of the entire
Socialist scheme. It is not proposed to reward everybody
alike. That would be a practical proposal, though not a very
practicable one, because it would put an end at once and for
ever to all spontaneity in the workers. But this is not what
is contemplated. An attempt is to be made to equate the
values of ‘social labour-time’ in different occupations,
whether branches of production or services not directly
productive. How this is to be done we are not very clearly
told. It is intimated, indeed, that Marx has estimated the
‘labour price’ of a hectolitre of wheat at five days of ‘socially
determined labour,” supposing everybody to work eight

22 Schiffle, p. 5.
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hours a day.” One very striking feature of the scheme is
that there are to be no payments in metallic money or in
any equivalent for coin. We shall see presently that this
introduces a new and enhanced difficulty; but it is declared
to be an essential portion of the scheme, though there is
nothing even in the nature of Socialism itself to make it
so. Payments, under Socialism, however, are to be made
wholly in certificates of labour-time. Now it is abundantly
manifest that no such equation of labour-time could be
constructed as to bring out a unit of labour which should
be even approximately uniform. In the first place, it is to-
tally impossible, as has been already shown, to fix the
demand for almost any given article of production at a
given time. The most that can be done is, in things for
which the demand is in some measure constant, such as
food, to produce a daily average; and the production of
such daily average may or may not require an average ex-
penditure of labour. Indeed, in the case of agricultural
labour, no average day could be fixed at all. But it would
seem that Socialists think they can establish some such av-
erage, not for a single department of production, but for
the whole of what they call social labour. ‘If we imagine’—
this is how Schiffle puts it—'all the species of products
which are being continually produced, valued by the ex-
penditure of social labour as verified by experience, we
could find by addition the total of social labour-time which
is required for the social total production of the social total
of demand.”* It is difficult to strip this statement of its

23 Ibid. pp. 82, 83.
% Schiffle, pp. 82, 83.
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verbiage, but it seems to come to this; that it would be
possible somehow to find out how many hours a day for
how many days in a year every working member of a given
community would have to work, in order that every man,
woman, and child in such community should have exactly
as much of everything as he, she, or it wanted, or perhaps
more correctly, as the heads of the supply departments
thought that he, she, or it ought to want. In order to achieve
this it would be necessary to know the demand, which I
have shown to be impracticable, in some departments at all
events. It would be necessary to know what is the average
number of hours’ labour needed to produce a given quan-
tity of a given commodity. Will anyone, I care not how
skilled in agriculture, tell us how many days, of how many
hours per day, it takes to produce a ton of wheat, or po-
tatoes, or hay, or beans? How many hours per day of “social
labour” will prepare a bullock or a sheep for the market, or
amilch cow to yield her daily supply of milk? Here, again,
to ask these questions is to show that they are unanswer-
able. The fact is that Socialists invariably think of factory
labour, when they are speculating about labour time. The
labour spent in handling machinery can be timed; but
there are other kinds of labour which cannot. How many
hours a day ought a sailor to work, for example; and how
is the value of an hour of his work to be ascertained in
comparison with the value of an hour’s work of a street
lamplighter, or a letter-carrier?

Take another concrete example. How would Socialism
regulate the hours, or estimate the value, of domestic ser-
vice? I do not mean merely the menial service of the rich—
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what Socialists call ‘house slavery.”® The Socialist notion of
domestic service, indeed, is as unpractical as the whole
of the rest of their Laputa. I suppose they would class the
services of a midwife under ‘free professional services.” But
what of the services of a nursemaid? How many hours a
day ought such a person to be employed, and what is the
value of her services, expressed in ‘social labour-time?’
What is the value of the ‘social labour-time” of a working
man’s wife in childbirth, and during her subsequent with-
drawal from the working strength of the community?
Schiffle says ‘the employment of women'’s labour, now no
longer needed in the family, would find its fitting place
without effort.””® This appears to me the strangest of all
the strange utterances of Socialism. No longer needed in
the family! If for ‘family’ we read ‘factory,” there would
be some sense in it, and perhaps, after all, the words may
have been accidentally transposed. For my own part, I con-
fess myself incapable of conceiving a state of things in
which woman would not be absolutely essential to the
‘family” as wife, mother, nurse, housekeeper, to say noth-
ing of any other function. I can easily enough conceive the
existence of factories without women workers; but that
women should be set free from the family in order that
they may enter the factory strikes me as being a complete
inversion of the order of nature.

The question whether ‘house slavery,” in the sense of
purely menial service, could be abolished by Socialism,

35 Schiaffle, p. 112
28 Ibid. p. 113.
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seems to depend upon considerations which cannot be
discussed in this essay. It belongs to the topic of Classes
under Socialism, a topic upon which Socialist literature
affords the minimum of information. I pass on now to more
general considerations on the valuation of labour.

The fallacy of Socialism in relation to labour appears to
lie in the assumption that labour has a value of its own, in
and for itself. It has no such value. No material thing is val-
uable because of the labour expended in producing it. No
service is valuable because of the labour expended in ren-
dering it. Material things are valuable because they satisfy
wants, and therefore people will give material things which
they possess in exchange for things they do not possess. If
material things came into existence without labour, nobody
would talk of the value of productive labour. If a thing is
not wanted, there is no value attached to the labour of pro-
ducing it. Who now would pay for the labour of producing
candle-snuffers? The things have ceased to be useful; there
is no demand for them; but it requires just as much labour
to produce them now as it did a hundred years ago. But if
any one possesses a useful article, he can always exchange
it for another useful article, no matter whether one or both
have been produced by labour or without labour. And what
is true of productive labour is true of the labour expended
in rendering services, when the necessary allowances are
made. Services may be bartered for material objects of
utility, or for other services. But in either case what is paid
for is the service, not the labour expended in rendering the
service; and when the service is rewarded with a material
object, the service is rendered for the sake of getting that
object, and not for the sake of the labour whereby the
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object was produced. Socialists would not, I think, deny
all this in terms. Schiffle shows that he is acquainted with
the truth, and admits it on the Socialist behalf, when he
says that it is ‘socially determined individual labour,” not
actual labour expended by individuals, which is to be taken
into account in estimating labour values.” But although the
doctrine I have laid down might not be disputed in terms,
it is consistently ignored in the entire Socialist scheme.
The entire theory of surplus-value rests upon the assump-
tion that labour employed in production has a sort of stan-
dard value of its own. The idea of regulating exchange by
labour-time rests upon a similar fallacious assumption.
Commodities are exchanged for other commodities because
some people have what other people want, quite irrespec-
tive of how they got it. Commodities are exchanged for
services, because he who can spare the commodity stands
in need of the service, and vice versa; not because it re-
quired labour to produce the commodity, and will require
labour to render the service.

In reply to all this I shall doubtless be reminded that
although labour may have no intrinsic value, it has an in-
separable value, because no commodity can be produced,
nor can any service be rendered, without calling labour into
requisition. That is quite true, but it does not affect the
argument. The scheme of Socialism requires that some sort
of equation should be established, whereby goods, and
services, should be mutually interchangeable, and should
possess values capable of being estimated in terms of la-
bour. Under Capitalist Individualism, and under free Cap-

27 Schiffle, p. 82.
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italism in general, commodities and services are first of all
values in terms of money, and then paid for in money
which can be used to pay for other commodities and other
services at the discretion of the recipient. In this way, a
balance is established automatically. There is no need to
construct elaborate calculations for the purpose of valuing
one kind of labour in terms of another, or of establishing a
common denominator for the value of all kinds of labour.
The abolition of money is not necessarily part of the
scheme of Collective Production. It is “tacked on’ to Col-
lective Production because Socialists have taken up the
idea that money is conducive to free Capitalism, as it un-
doubtedly is. But money could perfectly well co-exist with
Collective Production, and that plan is not made in the
least degree more practicable by being linked with a very
clumsy form of inconvertible paper currency. The So-
cialists themselves admit that their State would want
money, in so far as it had dealings with other States which
had not yet adopted Socialism.*® But even here there is a
very important omission. It does not follow that even if
all the world were to adopt Socialism, every State and
every community would adopt it on precisely the same
terms. For instance, one State may fix its labour day at
ten hours, another at eight, another at six. Under such cir-
cumstances, how are social labour values to be computed
and equated? Schiffle may ask ‘whether the common-
wealth of the Socialists would be able to cope with the
enormous Socialistic bookkeeping, and to estimate hetero-
geneous labour correctly according to Socialistic units of

28 Ibid. p. 7o.
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labour-time.” It may here be noticed that Schiffle all
through speaks of the Socialist State as a ‘close’ economic
community. To me this appears to imply, among other
things, a protectionist community. It is not expressly laid
down, I am aware, by the Socialists, that favour ought to
be shown to home labour as against the labour of for-
eigners; but this does appear to follow from the general
scheme. The entire basis of Socialist criticism on existing
institutions is the assumption that labour does not get its
due. It is not complained that production falls short, but
only that the things produced are ‘unjustly’ distributed;
and the ‘“injustice” is declared to lie in the fact that the
surplus value of labour is appropriated by capitalists. La-
bour is assumed to have a value in and for itself. These
things being so, I can well understand how the labourers in
a Socialistic State might be induced to demand that nothing
should be imported into the ‘close community” from with-
out which could possibly be produced within. Nay, I can
conceive a veto being put upon labour-saving inventions,
in order that ‘the bread might not be taken out of the
mouths of the people.” The attack upon invention in invari-
ably proceeds from labour, or from persons posing as
champions of labour, and as invariably takes the form of
accusing capitalists of using inventions in order to secure
an unfair advantage over labour. Some Socialists, indeed,
such as the Fabian essayists, attack not only patents but
literary copyright as the creation of a vicious capitalist
and individualist system. One would have thought that if
there was a moral basis for private property anywhere, it

29 Ibid. p. 86.
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would underlie that form of property which is described
as ‘property in ideas.” That an inventor should enjoy the
profits of his invention—an artist, of his picture or statue
—a musician, of his music—an author, of his literary
ideas—all this seems almost self-evident, when we con-
sider that these men have actually created the invention,
the artistic work, the composition, and the literature. In
their case, if anywhere, labour seems to have value in and
for itself, and the fruit of labour to belong of right to its
producer. Yet these are just the cases which the thoughtful
Socialist ignores, and the rhetorical Socialist actually as-
sails.” Under these circumstances, it would be futile to ask
how the system of Collective Production and payment by
social labour-time would equate the labour of an inventor
with that of a ploughman, or the labour of a poet with that
of a weaver. Still, one may suppose that mechanical inven-
tion at any rate would not be absolutely excluded. I will not
ask what would have been the ‘social labour value’ of
James Watt’s time when he sat watching the lid of his
mother’s teakettle being lifted off by the steam. But it is
fair to ask what Boulton would have done if, instead of
being a private capitalist, he had been a Socialist industrial
chief, when Watt proposed to him to make experiments on
the condensing steam-engine. Would he have had re-
sources at his disposal? It is very doubtful. If he were paid
his salary as overseer in labour-certificates, we may say
certainly not. Would he have felt justified in taking up
the “social labour-time” of the workmen under his super-
vision in making experiments of a costly nature, which,

30 Fabian Essays, pp. 145, 146.
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for all he could possibly foresee, might come to nothing?

And this raises another question. What machinery does
Socialism provide for ‘writing off” obsolete investments?
Would a Socialist State ever have adopted the railway as
its carrying machinery, and if so, how would it have dis-
posed of the colective capital invested in canals and stage-
coaches?

But we need not have the recourse to any conjectures or
hypothetical cases. There are instances in abundance. I
will mention one, which fortunately refers to a matter con-
cerning which there need be no dispute as to either prin-
ciple or method. No Individualist will deny that the
maintenance of lighthouses is one of the proper functions
of Government. Every Socialist would, I think, earnestly
maintain that Government is bound to adopt every im-
provement which can be shown to increase the efficiency
of lighthouses, and is bound also to investigate and test
every alleged improvement, in favour of which a reason-
able prima facie case can be made out. What has been the
actual conduct of our own Board of Trade and Trinity
House in regard to the improvement of lighthouse illumi-
nants? [ have before me a Blue Book of 143 pages, contain-
ing correspondence on the subject of the proposed super-
session of oil by gas as a lighthouse illuminant.* On the
part of the Board of Trade and Trinity House, the entire
correspondence is one prolonged effort to evade and shelve
the discussion. Toward the end we read: “The Board of
Trade were not without hope that a limit might now be
reached in which the whole of the lighthouse authorities

31 Parliamentary Papers, Lighthouse llluminants, 27 Jan. 1887.
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could agree, as being the limit of illumination beyond
which no practical advantage could result to navigation.”
Well may Professor Tyndall remark upon this,* ‘The
writer of this paragraph is obviously disappointed at find-
ing himself unable to say to scientific invention, “Thus far
shalt thou go and no farther.” It would, however, be easier
to reach the limit of illumination in the official mind than
to fix the limit possible to our lighthouses.” This is the way
in which the officials of our own day deal with a practical
problem which is undoubtedly within their province; con-
cerning which they are undoubtedly bound to seek for the
most efficient appliances; and upon which they have the
evidence of a man of science of the very first rank. The
reason is not far to seek. Functionaries are under a chronic
temptation to keep on standing upon old paths. They ha-
bitually defend the machinery and the methods to which
they have got accustomed, and treat with coolness all pro-
posals of reform or improvement. As I have already sug-
gested, it seems very doubtful whether Socialist institu-
tions could possibly admit of a Department for the
Investigation of Inventions. To draw a hard and fast rule
according to which all labour should be rewarded by a
share in the actual product of other labour would be to
negative every attempt at even mechanical improvement.
As to art and literature, the position seems to need no
comment. Experience teaches us that everything new in
art and literature requires, so to speak, to create its own
market for itself. Under Socialism, nothing could secure a

32 Letter No. 111, page 139 of Report.
33 Letter to Times, 7th April, 1888.
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market which could not be put upon the market at once—
for which, as it may be said, there was not a demand
already, even before the process of production should have
begun.

And this leads to a further consideration. Is a State de-
partment really a good machine for either production or
distribution? The experience of State departments under
existing conditions seems to answer this question in the
negative. The departments of shipbuilding, of ordnance,
of soldiers” clothing, and many others, seem to be open to
the charge of inefficiency, at least as compared with private
establishments for producing similar objects. It is remark-
able that the producing departments are never referred to
in this connexion by exponents of Socialism. The defence
of the efficiency of State departments is always made to
rest upon the distributing agencies, and chief among these
is the Post Office. Schiffle mentions also the State railway,
which we have not in England, the telegraph, and the mu-
nicipal gas and water supplies.** Now the efficiency of the
Post Office may be ungrudgingly admitted; but it must not
be urged as proving more than it will bear.

In the first place, the Post Office has always been a
monopoly. There never was a time when any private
agency was permitted to compete with the State in the
work of distributing letters. There has therefore been no
opportunity of comparing State work in that department
with private work. In the second place, the work of dis-
tributing letters is, after all, comparatively simple. We are
accustomed, it is true, to hear and read of feats of great

34 Schiffle, p. 53.
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ingenuity in discovering obscure addresses; but these are
the exceptions. It is in the department of letter-carrying,
at all events, that the principal successes—it might almost
be said the only successes—have been achieved. The tele-
graphic department is not a success either financially or
administratively. The letter department largely supple-
ments the cost of the telegraph department. In other words,
people who write many letters, but send few telegrams,
are made to pay for the accommodation afforded to the
senders of many telegrams. Even in the letter-carrying de-
partment, there is plenty of room for improvement. It is
very well managed, on the whole, in country places; but in
London, and in large towns generally, the delivery of
letters within the town leaves much to be desired. In this
connexion | cannot refrain from noticing the breakdown
of letter-delivery arrangements which has taken place at
Christmas every year since the Christmas card came into
fashion. The breakdown under the weight of exceptional
complimentary correspondence is not even of our own day;
for Charles Lamb, in his essay on Valentine’s Day, writes
of ‘the weary and all-for-spent twopenny postman.” But,
of course, in the vast proportions of the Christmas crush,
it is necessarily modern, and the creation of the penny and
halfpenny postage. One would think that if, by the mere
fact of belonging to a department of Government, a preter-
natural faculty of dealing with statistics were conferred
upon officials, the officials of the Post Office ought, after
a brief experience, to have been able to foresee and provide
for this recurring difficulty. Yet no sooner does Christmas
come within measurable distance, than every Post Office
is placarded and every newspaper filled, with plaintive
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appeals from the Postmaster-General to the Christmas-
card despatching public, to ‘post early, so as to ensure the
punctual delivery of letters!”

It is worth noting, too, that the Post Office is not, strictly
speaking, a working man’s institution. It is the upper and
middle classes who keep it going. The working class, or
what is commonly so called, sends few letters and no tele-
grams. If what are usually called ‘working” men and
women corresponded by letter to anything like the extent
to which correspondence is carried on by the commercial
class alone, the revenue of the Post Office would be greatly
enlarged. On the other hand, it is difficult to conceive how
the telegraph system could possibly be administered, if
that ever became a really popular institution. As it is, let-
ters pay for telegrams, as already stated.

The arrangement whereby the surplus of receipts for
letters is made to pay for the deficit in telegrams is the
really Socialistic feature of the working of the Post Office.
It may or may not be an advantage that the people who
use the telegraph should do so at the expense of the larger
public who write letters, but this proves nothing at all as
to the probable success of the working of more compli-
cated institutions by State machinery. As already pointed
out, the delivery of letters is about as simple a work as
any organisation could undertake, and next to it in sim-
plicity is the transmission and delivery of telegrams. Nor
should we omit to note to how great an extent the task of
letter-delivery has been facilitated by railways and steam
communication. It would be safe to say that but for these
aids the penny post would at best have barely paid its way,
if indeed it had not proved a total failure. Briefly it may be
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said that the success of the Post Office, such as it is, de-
pends upon the circumstances which assimilate it to a
private undertaking, and which at the same time cause it
to differ from other Governmental institutions.

But it is not altogether fair to blame Governmental in-
stitutions, merely as such, for the shortcomings which they
undoubtedly exhibit. The truth is that they share these
shortcomings with all institutions in which industrial
operations are conducted upon a large scale. Every large
joint stock company, and especially every company whose
business is of the nature of a monopoly, displays tendencies
which are, after all, only carried out to an extreme in Gov-
ernment monopolies and in Government manufacturing
establishments. Every great railway company is apt to be
slow at adopting improvements and new or untried meth-
ods of business. That is because, in the first place, every
such undertaking is upon a very large scale, and requires
the co-operation of a great many heads and hands. Things
must be done very much by fixed rule. There is less scope
for personal initiative than in smaller and more elastic
businesses. But in addition, the business is more or less of
a monopoly. The public must use the railway in question,
or go without the carrying facilities of which it stands in
need. The only check upon the arbitrary power of the di-
rectors and other officials is the necessity of finding a divi-
dend for the shareholders, and that check once taken away
there is nothing to hinder the management from becoming
despotic. Where there is less monopoly, the management
is under greater inducements to strive after making the
business popular. But it is not until we come to individual
enterprise, where the merchant or shopkeeper or other
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head of the establishment is brought into direct personal
relation with his customers, that the conduct of business
becomes really elastic and automatic. It is because their
personal gain or loss is not directly dependent upon the
working of the institution that Government officials are
less efficient than those of joint-stock companies, and the
latter than those of private firms; these last themselves
being inferior to the partners or proprietors, when they
are brought into personal relations with the customers of
the house.

I may be told that this is all speculation. As a matter of
fact, I may be reminded, small traders are even more
behind-hand than any big monopoly. If it were not so, how
is it that so many private businesses are now being turned
into joint-stock companies? My reply is that in all these
cases the business began with private enterprise, and that
not until private enterprise had pretty fully done its work
did it become practicable to apply the joint-stock prin-
ciple. I would add that this very principle is itself on its
trial just now, and that it is premature to pronounce any
judgment until we shall have had much larger experience.
The analogous principle of co-operation would seem to be
working fairly well as regards distribution, but not so well
in production. We must remember also that the possession
of large capital confers upon joint-stock enterprises an ad-
vantage which in some measure counterbalances, though
it does not wholly neutralise, the special advantages at-
taching to private management. Nor should it be forgotten
that this capital itself has been accumulated under private
enterprise. The private businesses turned into limited com-
panies are survivals; those that fall behind in the race are
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the failures of individualism, and no one affirms that in-
dividualism makes no failures. I for my part am disposed
to think that the circumstances which cause large joint-
stock companies to resemble Government undertakings
are drawbacks and not advantages. It appears to me that if
railways could compete as omnibuses do, they would per-
form the carrying work of the country as cheaply and as
efficiently as, on the whole, the omnibus services of Lon-
don and other great cities perform the services which they
render. Owing to exceptional circumstances, railway com-
panies have to place themselves under State patronage, and
therefore to submit to State control; and in so far as this is
the case, it detracts from their efficiency. Owing, more-
over, to the scale on which work has to be carried on, these
large enterprises are all more or less tainted with the vice
of departmentalism. To use a colloquial phrase, they are
tied up with red tape. The terrible railway accident in June,
1889, in the north of Ireland, was largely due to the want
of a proper system of brakes, and this want was itself due
to slovenly management and a blind trust in old methods.
There are plenty of railways still unprovided with fit ap-
pliances, despite Board of Trade inspection. I know of one
line in the vicinity of a great seaport, two of whose sub-
urban stations have no telegraph wire between them, and
the railroad consists of a single line running along the face
of a crag overhanging the sea. A postal telegraph line
passes both stations, and a very trifling expenditure would
connect it with both, but the directors ‘do not see their
way’!

I need not go on multiplying instances. The burden of
proof lies upon those who assert that departmentalised
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management is superior to private enterprise. Their crucial
instance, the Post Office, breaks down when it is tested.
I think I have shown sufficient cause for my belief that
private enterprise does not gain, but loses, by assimilation
to State departmentalism. I may however be pardoned if
[ refer briefly to contemporary events. The strikes of
policemen and postmen (June and July, 1890) seem to
prove that a Government department is not necessarily
more successful than a private firm or a joint-stock com-
pany in securing the contentment of the people who are in
its employ.

On the whole, it seems that we should be warranted in
drawing the conclusion that State departments are neither
good producers, good distributors, nor good employers of
labour, as compared with private producers, distributors,
and employers.

I now come to a part of my task which I approach with
some reluctance. There are certain social and economic
matters which it is impossible to discuss without running
a risk of offending certain perfectly legitimate susceptibil-
ities, yet which must be discussed if a judgment of any
value is to be formed on the social problem. I have else-
where pointed out that the Collectivist community is al-
ways spoken of as a ‘closed economic unit.” It is not easy
to discover in the works of Schiffle or of any other ex-
ponent of Socialism whether they contemplate the exclu-
sion of imported labour. If they do not, it only remains
to be said that they are not honestly facing the conse-
quences of their own system. If a collective production and
distribution of wealth is to be carried on at all, it must be
on the condition that the producers know exactly how
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much to produce, and that the distributors know exactly
how much, and to whom, to distribute. This, as I have
already shown, is a task beyond human power, even if
the fluctuation of numbers could be to some extent fore-
seen. But we know that the fluctuation can by no means
be foreseen, and we know the reason why. I have endeav-
oured to lead up to my main question by referring in the
first instance to the importation of foreign labour; but that
in reality is only a very minor matter. In spite of the silence
of Schiffle and other recognised exponents of the system,
I suspect that no thoroughgoing Socialist would shrink
from prohibiting foreign immigration. But there is an
immigration which goes on day after day—an immigration
of mouths to be fed, without, for the time being, hands to
labour for food. Every child that is born is for years a help-
less being, dependent upon others for its support, and in-
capable of rendering anything in return. Nay, more, every
child renders its mother incapable of contributing to the
support of the community for weeks, if not for months.*
The disablement of the mother may be considered a matter
of no very great consequence, but it is certainly a serious
matter to the community to be compelled to maintain an
entirely unproductive consumer for a period of some
fourteen years. It may fairly be taken for granted that a
Socialist community would not exact less in the way of
education than is demanded by the community as at
present existing. The present school age does not end until

351 am here speaking of civilised communities. I am quite aware that sav-
age women are fit to work in a very short time after child-bearing; but
Socialism contemplates a state of civilisation not inferior to what now
prevails, with, it may be presumed, a civilised and not a savage physigue.
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thirteen. We may be pretty sure that under Socialism the
period would not be shorter, and might be longer. Even this
is not all. The young person of thirteen or fourteen would
then have to be provided with a vocation. How far any lib-
erty of choice would or could be left is a difficult question,
but fortunately it does not require a detailed answer. The
liberty of choice must under any circumstances be limited
by the number of vocations open to the candidate; and we
may safely assume that this number would itself depend
upon the judgment of the collective authorities. So, then,
these authorities would have not only to provide for all
the mothers who from time to time bore children, and for
all the children from birth till about fourteen years old,
but also to find employment for all the boys and girls who
lived to the age of fourteen. Nor is even that all. They
would be bound, in offering employment to each candidate,
to hold out some reasonable expectation that such em-
ployment should be a provision for life. At present, under
the ordinary régime of individualism and competition, the
father of a family is as a general rule responsible for the
careers of his children. The children themselves have some
kind of a voice in choosing a trade or a profession. If a
mistake is made, the consequences may, no doubt, be very
disastrous; but as a rule, he who commits the error suffers
the consequences. Every now and then it happens that a
particular vocation is, so to speak, superseded and rendered
obsolete. Still more often it happens that a candidate for
employment adopts the wrong vocation, or that work
drifts away to other quarters, so that although the employ-
ment itself may be prosperous enough, particular workers
or classes of workers are thrown out. Under individualism,
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there takes place a survival of the fittest, which may be
very cruel to individuals and to classes. One of the aims
of collective production and distribution is to eliminate
this survival, with its attendant cruelty. Can it be done?

We have seen that the more sober exponents of Social-
ism declare that there is no intention of interfering with
family life. Even the extreme fanatics avoid the question,
and seem to assume that it may somehow or other be ex-
pected to solve itself. But there are indications, underlying
all the more outspoken utterances on the subject, that
attempts would be made to limit the increase of the popu-
lation. Curiously enough, the most earnest advocacy of
artificial restraints on multiplication is to be found in John
Stuart Mill’s Political Economy; and Mill was not a Social-
ist or Collectivist. Mill, indeed, advocated a voluntary
restriction which to most readers has seemed a quite un-
practical and impracticable proposal. When we consider
how other habits—that of drinking, for instance—which
are admitted to be immoral and disgraceful, are never-
theless far too frequently and freely indulged, it is difficult
to read Mill’s speculations on this subject without a smile.
But Mill, in spite of his enthusiasms, was a clear-headed
man. He saw what the puzzle-headed latter-day fanatic
does not see, that unless multiplication is to be somehow
restrained, no artificial devices for promoting social pros-
perity have any chance of success. Whether, under a Col-
lectivist régime, restraints on multiplication would in the
long run succeed in promoting social prosperity is another
question. My belief is that they would not. We have seen
already that the scheme of Collectivism implies the regu-
lation of employment. Every child must be maintained
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until his or her schooldays are over. Every youth and
maiden, on leaving school, must be provided with some
kind of employment. How is this to be done? What gov-
ernment, central or local, is wise enough and strong enough
to perform such a task? If we suppose it placed in the hands
of a very widely ramified local organisation—parish coun-
cils for example—is there not as much danger of their
entering upon a course of competition as if they were pri-
vate families?

We have seen that Schiffle explicitly disclaims any
project of restrictions upon population, and that the fanat-
ical Socialists, such as the Fabian essayists, are completely
silent upon the subject. It may, nevertheless, be worth-
while to refer to the only country where such restrictions
are actually in force under the influence of a public opinion
such as Mill hoped might come into existence. France,
which Mill held up as an example, is now beginning to
complain that her population is becoming actually scanty.
French statesmen are seriously talking of offering rewards
to the parents of large families. The remedies for over-
population, so eloquently advocated by Mill, have done
their work rather too well. But is France free from com-
plaints of the existence of a ‘proletariat?” By no means. Is
France free from Socialist agitation? By no means. Ger-
many, it is true, is just at present the headquarters of the
movement, and it is also true that France is more free than
most other European countries from the evils brought
about by the presence of what Socialists call a proletariat.
But France has by no means laid aside Socialism. There
are, it is true, no Saint Simons, no Fouriers, no Louis
Blancs; but French workmen are as fond of the phrases of
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Socialistic agitation as ever they were. French men of let-
ters, too, have by no means left off playing the role of
eloquent Aaron to the inarticulate but suggestive Moses
of German thought.

In spite of all this—in spite, especially, of the extremely
meddlesome character of public authority—France is, in
two respects, extremely far from being a Socialistic nation.
Nowhere is private property so jealously guarded. No-
where is what we may call the individualism of the family
held so sacred. However willing he may be to observe self-
imposed restraints, no Frenchman would tolerate for a
moment a law prescribing a limitation on the number of
his children. But the more clear-headed of the English
philanthropists are beginning to see that some such law
there must be if Socialism, or anything akin to Socialism,
is to have effect. Schiffle, it is true, says the German So-
cialists do not demand any such law. The Fabian rheto-
ricians give the subject the go-by. But there are others who
see clearly enough that it must come to such a law sooner
or later. A writer in the daily press recently proposed
that the clergy and the civil registrars should have a dis-
cretionary power to refuse marriage under certain circum-
stances to couples applying for their services. We know
very well that the clergy would never exercise any such
discretion. We may be pretty sure that the civil registrars
would not do so, any more than the clergy. But suppose
they did, every one knows what the consequence would
be. Restraints on marriage always result in an increase of
illicit unions and of illegitimate births. Are we prepared to
make cohabitation out of wedlock a crime? The mediaeval
Church tried to do that, and conspicuously failed. Indeed,
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it is wonderful in how many instances modern Socialism
is compelled, as it were, to hark back to the methods of
mediaeval despotism, civil and ecclesiastical.

The situation may be summed up in a sentence: Social-
ism, without restraints on the increase of population,
would be utterly inefficient. With such restraints, it would
be slavery.

In a word, Socialism—the scheme of collective capital
and collective production and distribution—breaks down
the moment it is subjected to any practical test. Considered
merely as a scheme for supplying the material wants of
the community, it is seen at a glance to be totally incapable
of adjusting the relation between supply and demand. 1
have suggested the practical test. If any Socialist were
asked, ‘Suppose Socialism established now, how many
suits of clothes, and of what qualities, will have to be in
stock for the township of Little Pedlington on the first of
next June?’ either he could not answer the question at all,
or he would be compelled to fall back upon the device of
a uniform. Still more difficult would it be to answer the
question, ‘Of the children born this year, how many boys
do you propose to apprentice as tailors, and how many girls
as dressmakers, in 1904?” Until Socialists can answer these
questions, and others of like nature, Socialism has simply
no locus standi as a practical scheme for the supply of ma-
terial wants. That being so, a fortiori it is valueless as a
scheme for the supply of wants which are not material.
To do the enthusiasts of Socialism justice, none of them
even pretend to include art and literature in their projects.
This is all the more curious, because the present is a time
when art and literature are being cultivated for the sake
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of profit more, apparently, than at any previous period of
history.? But inasmuch as the Socialist exponents, sober
or enthusiastic, shirk the topic, I am entitled to say that
they do not expect the Socialist community to cultivate art
or literature.

In addition to all this, it seems to me a very open ques-
tion (to say the least) whether Socialism would really pro-
mote the comfort of the entire working class, supposing
that it could be worked without the difficulties I have
noted. The energetic workman, it may be conceded, would
be successful under Socialism; but then, he is already suc-
cessful under Individualism. All workmen, however, are
not energetic. What of the man who is below the average,
or barely up toit, in energy, honesty, and sobriety? What of
the man who has no vices, but whose character is shiftless,
irresolute, wanting in ‘backbone’? Such a man, under Indi-
vidualism, becomes a failure; what would be his fate under
Socialism? I know of no infallible prescription whereby
an idle man can be rendered industrious, or an irresolute
one steady of purpose, except one—the sharp spur of want!
Are Socialists prepared to suggest any other? If they are
not, wherein is their system better than Individualism?
If they are, what is it? The prison, perhaps, or the scourge?
If so, some one may be tempted to say concerning the ten-

3 Some very striking remarks on the rewards given by society to men of
letters will be found in Professor Graham’s work, cited above (The Social
Problem, ch. v. p 167 et seq., ‘Spiritual Producers and their Work”) Pro-
fessor Graham is not a Socialist, though his opinions have some bias in
that direction. But the interest of the reference lies in this; that Professor
Graham emphasises very strongly, though quite unconsciously, the fact
that literature is a profession, and is subject in the long run to commer-
cial influences like other professions.
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der mercies of the philanthropist what the inspired writer
said concerning those of the wicked.

It remains only to sum up what I have attempted to
prove, and I think succeeded in proving.

Socialism would be totally inefficient as a producing
and distributing scheme. Society is not an army, which can
be fed on rations, clothed in a uniform, and lodged in bar-
racks. Even if it were, the task would be too much for
Government departments, which habitually fail, or com-
mit shortcomings, in dealing with the special classes which
they do undertake to feed, clothe, and lodge. The army
and navy are composed of young men, and picked men,
who are, or ought to be, in good average health and vigour.
Yet the supply departments of both services, it is ac-
knowledged on all hands, leave much to be desired. How
much more difficult would the task be of maintaining
women, children, the aged and the sick!

I have dealt pretty fully with the one department of
Government which is always called successful, and I have
shown that the success which is claimed for it must, to say
the least, be conceded subject to large qualifications.  have
shown that Government departments are not more merito-
rious as employers of labour than they are as producers
and distributors.

I have suggested that the scheme of Socialism is wholly
incomplete unless it includes a power of restraining the
increase of population, which power is so unwelcome to
Englishmen that the very mention of it seems to require
an apology. I have showed that in France, where restraints
on multiplication have been adopted into the popular code
of morals, there is discontent on the one hand at the slow
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rate of increase, while on the other, there is still a “prole-
tariat,” and Socialism is still a power in politics.

I have put the question, how Socialism would treat the
residuum of the working class and of all classes—the class,
not specially vicious, nor even necessarily idle, but below
the average in power of will and in steadiness of purpose.
I have intimated that such persons, if they belong to the
upper or middle classes, are kept straight by the fear of
falling out of class, and in the working class by positive
fear of want. But since Socialism purposes to eliminate the
fear of want, and since under Socialism the hierarchy of
classes will either not exist at all or be wholly transformed,
there remains for such persons no motive at all except
physical coercion. Are we to imprison or flog all the ‘ne’er-
do-weels’?

I began this paper by pointing out that there are in-
equalities and anomalies in the material world, some of
which, like the obliquity of the ecliptic and the consequent
inequality of the day’s length, cannot be redressed at all.
Others, like the caprices of sunshine and rainfall in dif-
ferent climates, can be mitigated, but must on the whole
be endured. I am very far from asserting that the inequali-
ties and anomalies of human society are strictly parallel
with those of material nature. I fully admit that we are
under an obligation to control nature so far as we can.
But I think I have shown that the Socialist scheme cannot
be relied upon to control nature, because it refuses to obey
her. Socialism attempts to vanquish nature by a front at-
tack. Individualism, on the contrary, is the recognition, in
social politics, that nature has a beneficent as well as a
malignant side. The struggle for life provides for the var-
ious wants of the human race, in somewhat the same way
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as the climatic struggle of the elements provides for vege-
table and animal life—imperfectly, that is, and in a manner
strongly marked by inequalities and anomalies. By taking
advantage of prevalent tendencies, it is possible to mitigate
these anomalies and inequalities, but all experience shows
that it is impossible to do away with them. All history,
moreover, is the record of the triumph of Individualism
over something which was virtually Socialism or Collec-
tivism, though not called by that name. In early days, and
even at this day under archaic civilisations, the note of
social life is the absence of freedom. But under every pro-
gressive civilisation, freedom has made decisive strides—
broadened down, as the poet says, from precedent to prece-
dent. And it has been rightly and naturally so.

Freedom is the most valuable of all human possessions,
next after life itself. It is more valuable, in a manner, than
even health. No human agency can secure health; but good
laws, justly administered, can and do secure freedom. Free-
dom, indeed, is almost the only thing that law can secure.
Law cannot secure equality, nor can it secure prosperity.
In the direction of equality, all that law can do is to secure
fair play, which is equality of rights but is not equality of
conditions. In the direction of prosperity, all that law can
do is to keep the road open. That is the Quintessence of
Individualism, and it may fairly challenge comparison
with that Quintessence of Socialism we have been dis-
cussing. Socialism, disguise it how we may, is the negation
of Freedom. That it is so, and that it is also a scheme not
capable of producing even material comfort in exchange
for the abnegation of Freedom, I think the foregoing con-
siderations amply prove.

Epwarp Stantey ROBERTSON
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CHAPTER 2
THE LIMITS OF LIBERTY

he power of the State may be defined as the resultant
Tof all the social forces operating within a definite area.
‘It follows,” says Professor Huxley, with characteristic
logical thoroughness, ‘that no limit is, or can be, theoreti-
cally set to State interference.’

Ab extra—this is so.  have always endeavoured to show
that the effective majority has a right (a legal right) to do
just what it pleases. How can the weak set a limit to the
will of the strong? Of course, if the State is rotten, if it
does not actually represent the effective majority of the
country, then it is a mere sham, like some little old patri-
arch who rules his brawny sons by the prestige of ancient
thrashings.

The time comes in the life of every government when it
becomes effete, when it rules the stronger by sheer force of
prestige, when the bubble waits to be pricked, and when
the first-determined act of resistance brings the whole
card-castle down with a crash. The bouleversement is
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usually called a revolution. On the contrary, it is merely
the outward and visible expression of a death which may
have taken place years before. In such cases a limit can
be set to State interference by the simple process of explod-
ing the State. But when a State is (as Hobbes assumes) the
embodiment of the will of the effective majority—force
majeure—of the country, then clearly no limit can be set
toits interference—ab extra. And this is why Hobbes (who
always built on fact) describes the power of the State as
absolute. This is why he says that each citizen has con-
veyed all his strength and power to the State.

I fail to see any a priori assumption here. It is the plain
truth of his time and of our own. We may agree with John
Locke that there ought to be some limit to despotism, and
we may keep on shifting the concentrated force from the
hands of the One to those of the Few; from the hands of
the Few to those of the Many; and from the hands of the
Many to those of the Most—the numerical majority. But
this handing about of the power cannot alter its nature; it
still remains unlimited despotism, as Hobbes rightly as-
sumes. Locke’s pretence that the individual citizens re-
served certain liberties when the State was formed is of
course the merest allegory, without any more foundation
in fact than Rousseau’s Contrat Social. It is on a par with
the ‘natural right’ of every citizen born into the world to
an acre of land and a good education. We may consider
that nation wise which should guarantee these advantages
to all its children, or we may not; but we must never forget
that the rights, when created, are created by the will of the
strong for its own good pleasure, and not carved out of the
absolute domain of despotism by any High Court of
Eternal Justice.
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Surely it is the absence of all these a priori vapourings,
common to Locke, Rousseau, and Henry George, which
renders the writings of Hobbes so fascinating and so in-
structive.

Shall we then sit down like blind fatalists in presence
of the doctrine ‘no limit can be set to State-interference’?
Certainly not. I have admitted that no limit can be set
from without. But just as we can influence the actions of
a man by appeals to his understanding, so that it may be
fairly said of such an one, ‘he cannot lie,” and of another
that it is easier to turn the sun from its course than
Fabricius from the path of duty: so we may imbue the
hearts of our own countrymen with the doctrine of in-
dividualism in suchwise that it may sometime be said of
England, ‘Behold a free country.” It is to this end that
individualists are working. Just as a virtuous man imposes
restrictions on the gratification of his own appetites, appar-
ently setting a limit to his present will, and compelling a
body to move in a direction other than that of least resis-
tance, so, it is hoped, will the wise State of the future
lay down a general principle of State-action for its own
voluntary guidance, which principle is briefly expressed in
the words Let be.'

In his effort to supply destructive criticism of & priori
political philosophy, which is the task Professor Huxley

15 it not a pity to go to France for a term to denote a political idea so
peculiarly English? The correct and idiomatic English for laissez-faire is
let-be. ‘Let me be,” says the boy 1n the street, protesting against inter-
ference. Moreover, it is not only colloquial but classical. ‘“The rest said, Let
be, let us see whether Elias will come to save lum’ (Matt. xxvii. 49). There
is a barbarous ring about Let act, which 1s calculated to reflect on the doc-
trine conveyed. For the last seventeen years 1 have always found it con-
venient to speak of the Let-be School.
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set before him, it seems to me he has been a little unjust
to Individualism. He has taken for granted that it is based
on g priori assumptions and arguments which are as for-
eign to the reasoning of some of its supporters as to his
own. The individualist claims that under a system of in-
creasing political liberty, many evils, of which all alike
complain, would disappear more rapidly and more surely
before the forces of co-operation than they will ever do
before the distracted efforts of democratic ‘regimentation.’

Of course there are individualists as there are socialists,
and, we may add, artists and moralists and most other -ists
who hang most of their conclusions on capital letters. We
have Liberty and Justice and Beauty and Virtue and all the
rest of the family; but it is not fair to assert or even to
insinuate that Individualism as a practical working doc-
trine in this country and in the United States is based on
reasoning from abstractions. Professor Huxley refers to
‘moderns who make to themselves metaphysical teraphim
out of the Absolute, the Unknowable, the Unconscious,
and the other verbal abstractions whose apotheosis is
indicated by initial capitals.” And he adds, ‘So far as this
method of establishing their claims is concerned, socialism
and individualism are alike out of court.” Granted—but so
is morality. Honesty, Truth, Justice, Liberty, and Right are
teraphim when treated as such, every whit as ridiculous as
the Unknowable or the Unconditioned. Nevertheless it is
surely possible to label general ideas with general names,
after the discovery of their connotation, without being
charged with the worship of abstractions. And unless Pro-
fessor Huxley is prepared to dispense with such general
ideas as Right and Wrong, True, Beautiful and Free, I fail
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to see what objection he can have to the Unknowable when
employed to denote what has been so carefully and clearly
defined under that term by Mr. Spencer.

At the same time I admit that we have reason to thank
Professor Huxley for his onslaught on Absolutism in
politics, whereby he has done more good to the cause of
progress than he could ever hope to do by merely dubbing
himself either individualist or socialist. When the Majority
learns that its acts can be criticised, just as other people’s
acts are criticised; that it can behave in an ‘ungentlemanly’
manner, as well as in a wrongful manner; that it should
be guided in its treatment of the minority by its conscience,
and not solely by laws of its own making; then there
will be no scope for any other form of government than
that which is based on individualism; and the Rights of
Man will exist as realities, and not as a mere expression
denoting each man’s private notions of what his rights
ought to be.

No one with the smallest claim to attention has been
known to affirm that this or any other nation is yet ripe
for the abolition of the State. Some of the more advanced
individualists and philosophical anarchists express the
view that absolute freedom from State-interference is the
goal towards which civilisation is making, and, as is usual
in the ranks of all political parties, there are not wanting
impatient persons who contend that now is the time for
every great reform.

Such are the people who would grant representative in-
stitutions to the Fijians, and who would model the Govern-
ment of India on that of the United States of America.
They may safely be left out of account. I suppose no one
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acquainted with his political writings will accuse Victor
Yarros of backwardness or even of opportunism. Yet, says

he:

The abolition of the external State must be preceded by the
decay of the notions which breathe life and vigour into that
clumsy monster: in other words, it is only when the people learn
to value liberty, and to understand the truths of the anarchistic
philosophy, that the question of practically abolishing the State
looms up and acquires significance.

Again, Mr. Benjamin Tucker, the high priest of anarchy in
America, claims that it is precisely what is known in
England as individualism. So far is he from claiming any
natural right to liberty, that he expressly repudiates all
such a priori postulates, and bases his political doctrine on
the evidence (of which there is abundance) that liberty
would be the mother of order. Referring to Professor
Huxley’s attack on anarchists as persons who build on
baseless assumptions and fanciful suppositions, he says:

If all anarchists were guilty of such folly, scientific men like
Professor Huxley could never be expected to have respect for
them: but the professor has yet to learn that there are anarchists
who proceed in a way that he himself would enthusiastically
approve; who take nothing for granted; who vitiate their argu-
ments by no assumptions; but who study the facts of social life,
and from them derive the lesson that liberty would be the
mother of order.

The truth is that the science of society has met with
general acceptance of late years, and (thanks chiefly to Mr.
Spencer) even the most impatient reformers now recognise
the fact that a State is an organism and not an artificial
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structure to be pulled to pieces and put together on a new
model whenever it pleases the effective majority to do so.
Advice which is good to a philosopher may be bad to a
savage and worse to an ape. Similarly institutions which
are well suited to one people may be altogether unsuited
to another, and the best institutions conceivable for a
perfect people would probably turn out utterly unworkable
even in the most civilised country of this age. The most
ardent constitution-framer now sees that the chances are
very many against the Anglo-Saxon people having reached
the zenith of progress exactly at the moment when Nature
has been pleased to evolve him as its guide. And if it must
be admitted that we are not yet ripe for that unconditioned
individual liberty which may be the type of the society of
the future, it follows that for the present we must recognise
some form of State-interference as necessary and benefi-
cent. The problem is, What are the proper limits of liberty?
and if these cannot be theoretically defined, what rules
should be adopted for our practical guidance? With those
who answer No limits, I will not quarrel. Such answer
implies the belief that we have as a nation already reached
the top rung of the ladder—that we are ripe for perfect
anarchy. This is a question of fact which each can answer
for himself. I myself do not believe that we have attained to
this degree of perfection, and furthermore those who do
believe it cannot evade the task of fixing the limits of
liberty in a lower plane of social development. We can
force them to co-operate with us by admitting their conten-
tion for the sake of argument, and then asking whether the
Russians are ready for absolute freedom, and if so, whether
the Hindoos are ready, or the Chinese, or the Arabs, or the
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Hottentots, or the tree-dwarfs? The absolutist is com-
pelled to draw the line sooner or later, and then he is like-
wise compelled to admit that the State has legitimate func-
tions on the other side of that line.

And he must also admit that in practice people have to
settle where private freedom and State-action shall mu-
tually limit each other. Benjamin Tucker’s last word still
leaves us in perplexity as to the practical rule to be adopted
now. Let me quote his words and readily endorse them—
as far as they go:

Then liberty always, say the anarchists. No use of force,
except against the invader; and in those cases where it is diffi-
cult to tell whether the alleged offender is an invader or not,
still no use of force except where the necessity of immediate
solution is so imperative that we must use it to save ourselves.
And in these few cases where we must use it, let us do so frankly
and squarely, acknowledging it as a matter of necessity, without
seeking to harmonise our action with any political ideal or con-
structing any far-fetched theory of a State or collectivity having
prerogatives and rights superior to those of individuals and
aggregations of individuals and exempted from the operation of
the ethical principles which individuals are expected to observe.
This is the best rule that I can frame as a guide to voluntary co-
operators. To apply to it only one case, I think that under a
system of anarchy, even if it were admitted that there was some
ground for considering an unvaccinated person an invader, it
would be generally recognised that such invasion was not of a
character to require treatment by force, and that any attempt to
treat it by force would be regarded as itself an invasion of a less
doubtful and more immediate nature, requiring as such to be
resisted.

But how far does this ‘best rule” carry us? Let us test it
by the case selected. Mr. Tucker thinks that under a régime
of liberty it would be generally recognised that such an
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invasion of the individual’s freedom of action as is implied
by compulsory vaccination is a greater and a worse inva-
sion than the converse invasion of the general freedom by
walking about in public ‘a focus of infection.” Perhaps it
would be so recognised in some future state of anarchy,
but is it so recognised now? I think not. The majority of
persons, in this country at least, treat it, and consider that
it ought to be treated, as an offense; just as travelling in a
public conveyance with the scarletina-rash is treated. And
the question is, What, in face of actual public opinion,
ought we to do today? The rule gives us no help. Even the
most avowed State-socialist is ready to say that compulsion
in such matters is justifiable only when it is ‘so imperative
that we must use it to save ourselves.” He is ready to do so,
if need be, “fairly and squarely, acknowledging it as a mat-
ter of necessity.” But so is the protectionist; so is the re-
ligious persecutor. Mr. Tucker continues:

The question before us is not what measures and means of
interference we are justified in instituting, but which of those
already existing we should first lop off. And to this the anar-
chists answer that unquestionably the first to go should be
those that interfere most fundamentally with a free market, and
that the economic and moral changes that would result from
this would act as a solvent upon all the remaining forms of
interference.

Good again, but why? There must be some middle prin-
ciple upon which this conclusion is based. And it is for this
middle principle, this practical rule for the guidance of
those who must act at once, that a search must be made.
To restate the question:

Can any guiding principle be formulated whereby we
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may know where the State should interfere with the
liberties of its citizens and where it should not? Can any
definite limits be assigned to State action? Where in theory
shall we draw the line, which in practice we have to draw
somewhere?

Surely an unprincipled State is as bad as an unprincipled
man. Yet what should we think of a man who, in moral
questions, decided each case on its merits as a question of
immediate expediency? Who admitted that he told the
truth or told lies just as it suited the object he had presently
in view? We should say he was an unprincipled man, and
we should rightly distrust him. An appeal to Liberty is as
futile as an appeal to Justice, until we have defined Liberty.

Various suggestions have been made in order to get over
this difficulty. Some people say, Let every man do what is
right in his own eyes, provided he does not thereby injure
others. To quote Mill:

The principle is that the sole end for which mankind are war-
ranted, individually or collectively, in interfering with the lib-
erty of action of any of their number, is self-protection: that
the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised
over any member of a civilised community against his will is to
prevent harm to others.

To this Lord Pembroke shrewdly replies:

But how far does this take us? The very kernel of our dif-
ficulty is the fact that hardly any actions are purely self-
regarding. The greater part of them bear a double aspect—one
which concerns self, another which concerns others.

We might even go further; we might plausibly maintain
that every act performed by a citizen from his birth to his
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death injures his neighbours more or less indirectly. If he
eats his dinner he diminishes the supply of food and raises
the price. His very existence causes an enhanced demand
for the necessaries of life; hence the cry against over-popu-
lation. One who votes on the wrong side of a Parliamentary
election injures all his fellow-countrymen. One who mar-
ries a girl loved by another injures that other. One who
preaches Christianity or Agnosticism (if untrue) injures
his hearers and their relatives and posterity. One who
wins a game pains the loser. One who sells a horse for more
than it is worth injures the purchaser, and one who sells it
for less than it is worth injures his own family.

Taking practical questions concerning which there is
much dispute; there are advocates of State-interference
with the citizen’s freedom to drink what he likes, who
base their action not on the ground that the State should
protect a fool against the effects of his folly, but on the
ground that drink fills the workhouses and the prisons,
which have to be maintained out of the earnings of the
sober; and, furthermore, that drink leaves legacies of
disease and immorality to the third and the fourth gen-
eration. Advocates of compulsory vaccination have been
heard to say that they would willingly leave those who
refuse the boon to perish of small-pox, but that unvac-
cinated persons are foci of infection, and must be sup-
pressed in the common interest. Many people defend the
Factory Acts, not for the sake of the apathetic workers who
will not take the trouble to organise and to defend them-
selves, but for the sake of the physique of the next gen-
eration. The suppression of gambling-hells is favoured by
many, not on account of the green-horns who lose their
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money, but because they are schools of cheating and fraud,
and turn loose upon society a number of highly-trained
swindlers. On the whole, Mill’s test will not do.

Some say, ‘We must fall back on the consensus of the
people; there is nothing else for it; we must accept the
arbitrary will—the caprice—of the governing class, be
they the many or be they the few.” Others, again, qualify
that contention. These say, let us loyally accept the verdict
of the majority. This is democracy. I have nothing to urge
against it. But, unfortunately, it only shoves the question
a step further back. How are the many to decide for them-
selves when they ought to interfere with the minority and
when they ought not? This is just the guiding principle
of which we are in search; and it is no answer to tell us
that certain persons must decide it for themselves. We are
amongst the number; what is our vote going to be? Of
course the stronger can do what they choose; but what
ought they to choose? What is the wisest course for their
own welfare, leaving the minority out of the reckoning?

Socialists say, treat all alike, and all will be well. But
equality in slavery is not liberty. Even the fox in the fable
would not have had his own tail cut off for the fun of seeing
the other foxes in like plight. After the event, it was quite
another matter; and one can forgive those who are worked
to death for demanding that the leisured classes shall be
forced to earn their living. Lock us all up in jail, and we
shall all be equally moral and equally happy.

Nor is it any solution of this particular problem to
abolish the State, however prudent that course might or
might not be: the answer to the present question is not
‘No Government!” For this again merely throws the diffi-
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culty a step further back. We may put the State on one side
and imagine a purely anarchic form of society, and the
same question still arises. That is to say, philosophical
anarchists do not pretend that the anarchy of the wild
beasts is conceivable among sane men, still less desirable,
—though they are usually credited with this imbecile
notion. They believe that all necessary restrictions on abso-
lute liberty can be brought about by voluntary combina-
tion. Let us admit that this may be so. The question then
arises, for what purposes are people to combine? Thus the
majority in a club can, if they choose, forbid billiard-play-
ing on Sundays. Ought they to do so? Of course the ma-
jority may disapprove of and refrain from it, but ought
they to permit the minority to play? If not, on what
grounds? The Christians in certain parts of Russia have
an idea that they are outwitted and injured by their Jew
fellow-citizens. If unrestrained by the stronger majority
outside—the State—they persecute and drive off the Jews.
Ought they to do this? If you reply, ‘Leave it to the sense
of the people,” the answer is settled, they ought. It is, there-
fore, no answer to our question to say, ‘Away with the
State.” It may be a good cry, but it is no solution to our
problem. Because you cannot do away with the effective
majority.

To reply that out of one hundred persons, the seventy-
five weak and therefore orderly persons can combine
against the twenty-five advocates of brute-force, is merely
to beg the whole question. Ought they to combine for this
purpose? And if so, why not for various other purposes?
Why not for the very purposes for which they are now
banded together in an association called the State?



92 A Plea for Liberty

You rejoin, “True, but it would be a voluntary State, and
that makes all the difference; no one need join it against his
will.” My answer is, he need not join it now. The existence
of the burglar in our midst is sufficient evidence of this.
But since the anarchy of the wild beasts is out of the ques-
tion, it is clear that certain arbitrary and aggressive acts on
the part of individuals must be met and resisted by volun-
tary combination—Dby the voluntary combination of a suf-
ficient number of others to overpower them by fear, or, if
necessary, by brute force. Again I ask, for what purposes
are these combinations to be made?

Whether we adopt despotism or democracy, socialism or
anarchy, we are always brought back to this unanswered
question, What are the limits of group-action in relation
to its units? Shall we say that the State should never inter-
fere with the mutual acts of willing parties? (And by the
State I wish to be understood as here meaning the effective
majority of a group, be it a club or be it a nation.) This
looks plausible, but alas! who are the parties? The parties
acting, or the parties affected? Clearly the latter, for other-
wise, two persons could agree to kill a third. But who
then are the persons affected? Suppose a print-seller, with
a view to business, exposes in his shop-window a number
of objectionable pictures, for the attraction of those only
who choose to look at them and possibly to buy them. I
have occasion to walk through that street; am I a party?
How am I injured? Is my sense of decency shocked and
hurt? But if this is sufficient ground for public interfer-
ence, then I have a right to call for its assistance when my
taste is hurt and shocked by a piece of architecture which
violates the laws of high art. I have similar ground of com-
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plaint when a speaker gets up in a public place and
preaches doctrines which are positively loathsome to me.
T'have a right of action against a man clothed in dirty rags,
or with pomaded hair or a scented pocket-handerchief.

If you reply that in these cases my hurt is not painful
enough to justify any interference with another’s freedom,
I have only to cite the old and almost forgotten arguments
for the inquisition. The possible eternal damnation of my
children, who are exposed to heretical teaching, is surely
a sufficiently painful invasion of my happiness to warrant
the most strenuous resistance. And even to modern ears,
it will seem reasonable that I should have grounds of action
against a music-hall proprietor who should offend the
moral sense of my children with songs of a pernicious
character. This test then will not do.

It has been suggested that the State should not meddle
except on the motion of an individual alleging injury to
himself. In other words, that the State must never act as
prosecutor, but leave all such matters entirely to private
initiative; and that no person should be permitted to com-
plain that some other person is injured or likely to be in-
jured by the act complained of. But there are two valid
objections to this rule: firstly, it provides no test of injury
or hurt; secondly, it would not meet the case of cruelty to
animals or young children, or imbeciles or persons too poor
or too ill to take action. It would permit of the murder of
a friendless man. This will not do.

May I now venture to present my own view? I feel
convinced that there is no 4 priori solution of the problem.
We cannot draw a hard and fast line between the proper
field of State-interference and the field sacred to individual
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freedom. There is no general principle whereby the effec-
tive majority can decide whether to interfere or not. And
yet we are by no means left without guidance. Take the
parallel region of morals: no man has ever yet succeeded in
defining virtue a priori. All we can say is that those acts
which eventually conduce to the permanent welfare of
the agent are moral acts, and those which lead in the
opposite direction are immoral. But if any one asks for
guidance beforehand, he has to go away empty. It is true,
certain preachers tell him to stick to the path of virtue, but
when it comes to casuistry they no more know which is
the path of virtue than he does himself. ‘Which is the way
to York?” asks a traveller. “Oh, stick to the York Road, and
you can’t go wrong.” That is the sum and substance of
what the moralists have to tell us. And yet we do not
consider that we are altogether without guidance in these
matters. Middle principles, reached by induction from the
experience of countless generations, have been formulated,
which cannot be shown to be true by any process of de-
duction from higher truths, but which we trust, simply
because we have found them trustworthy a thousand
times, and our parents and friends have safely trusted them
too. Do not lie. Do not steal. Do not hurt your neighbour’s
feelings without cause. And why not? Because, as a general
rule, it will not pay.

Where is the harm in saying two and two make five?
Either you are believed or you are disbelieved. If dis-
believed, you are a failure. One does not talk for the music
of the thing, but to convey a belief. If you are believed,
you have given away false coin or a sham article. The
recipient thinks he can buy with it or work with it, and
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lo! it breaks in his hand. He hates the cause of his disap-
pointment. “Well, what of that?” you say; ‘if I had been
strong enough or plucky enough I would have broken his
head and he would have hated me for that. Then why
should I be ashamed to tell a lie to a man whom I de-
liberately wish to hurt?” Here we come nearly to the end
of our tether. Experience tells us that it is mean and self-
wounding to lie, and we believe it. Those who try find it
out in the end.

And if this is the true view of individual morals, it should
also be found true of what may be called Group-morals or
State-laws. We must give up all hope of deducing good
laws from high general principles and rest content with
those middle principles which originate in experience and
are verified by experience. And we must search for these
middle principles by observing the tendency of civilisation.
In morals they have long been stated with more or less
precision but in politics they are still unformulated. By
induction from the cases presented to us in the long his-
tory of mankind we can, I believe, find a sound working
answer to the question we set out with. All history teaches
us that there has been an increasing tendency to remove
the restrictions placed by the State on the absolute liberty
of its citizens. That is an observed fact which brooks no
contradiction. In the dawn of civilisation, we find the bulk
of the people in a state of absolute bondage, and even those
who supposed themselves to be the independent classes,
subject to a most rigorous despotism. Every act from the
cradle to the grave must conform to the most savage and
exacting laws. Nothing was too sacred or too private for
the eye of the State. Take the Egyptians, the Assyrians, the
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Babylonians, the Persians; we find them all in a state of
the most complete subjection to central authority. Prob-
ably the code of law best known to us, owing to its adop-
tion as the canvas on which European religion is painted, is
the code of the Jewish theocracy. Most of us know some-
thing of the drastic and searching rules laid down in the
books of Moses. Therein we find every concern of daily
life ruled and regulated by the legislature; how and when
people shall wash themselves, what they may eat and what
they must avoid, how the food is to be cooked, what clothes
may be worn, whom they may marry, and with what rites;
while, in addition to this, their religious views are carefully
provided for them and also their morals, and in case of
transgression, intentional or accidental, the form of ex-
piation to be made. Nor were these laws at all peculiar to
the Jews. On the contrary, the laws of some of the con-
temporary civilisations seem to have been, if possible,
even more exacting and frivolously meddlesome. The
Greek and Roman laws were nothing like the Oriental
codes, but still they were far more meddlesome and
despotic than anything we have known in our day. And
even in free and merry England we have in the older times
put up with an amount of fussy State-interference which
would not be tolerated for a week now-a-days. One or two
specimens of early law in this country may be cited in order
to recall the extent and severity of this kind of legislation.

They shall have bows and arrows, and use the same of Sun-
days and holidays; and leave all playing at tennis or football and
other games called quoits, dice, casting of the stone, kailes, and
other such importune games.

Forasmuch as labourers and grooms keep greyhounds and
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other dogs, and on the holidays when good Christians be at
church hearing divine service, they go hunting in parks, war-
rens, and connigries, it is ordained that no manner of layman
which hath not lands to the value of forty shillings a year shall
from henceforth keep any greyhound or other dog to hunt, nor
shall he use ferrets, nets, heys, harepipes nor cords, nor other
engines for to take or destroy deer, hares, nor conies, nor other
gentlemen’s game, under pain of twelve months” imprisonment.

For the great dearth that is in many places of the realm of
poultry, it is ordained that the price of a young capon shall not
pass threepence, and of an old fourpence, of a hen twopence, of
a pullet a penny, of a goose fourpence.

Esquires and gentlemen under the estate of a knight shall not
wear cloth of a higher price than four and a-half marks, they
shall wear no cloth of gold nor silk nor silver, nor no manner
of clothing embroidered, ring, button, nor brooch of gold nor of
silver, nor nothing of stone, nor no manner of fur; and their
wives and daughters shall be of the same condition as to their
vesture and apparel], without any turning-up or purfle or ap-
parel of gold, silver nor of stone.

Because that servants and labourers will not, nor by a long
season would, serve and labour without outrageous and exces-
sive hire, and much more than hath been given to such servants
and labourers in any time past, so that for scarcity of the said
servants and labourers the husbands and land-tenants may not
pay their rents nor live upon their lands, to the great damage
and loss as well of the Lords as of the Commons, 1t is accorded
and assented that the bailiff for husbandry shall take by the
year 13s. 3d. and his clothing once by the year at most, the
master hind 10s., the carter 10s., the shepherd 10s., the oxherd
6s. 84 , the swineherd 6s., a woman labourer 6s., a dey 6s., a
driver of the plough 7s. at the most, and every other labourer
and servant according to his degree; and less in the country
where less was wont to be given, without clothing, courtesy or
other reward by covenant. And if any give or take by covenant
more than is above specified, at the first that they shall be
thereof attainted, as well the givers as the takers, shall pay the
value of the excess so taken, and at the second time of their
attainder the double value of such excess, and at the third time
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the treble value of such excess, and if the taker so attainted
have nothing whereof to pay the said excess, he shall have
forty days’ imprisonment.

One can cite these extraordinary enactments by the
score, with the satisfactory result of raising a laugh at the
expense of our ancestors; but before making too merry,
let us examine the beam in our own eye. Some of the provi-
sions of our modern Acts of Parliament, when looked at
from a proper distance, are quite as ludicrous as any of the
little tyrannies of our ancestors. I do not wish to tread on
delicate ground, or to raise party bias, and therefore I will
resist the temptation of citing modern instances of legis-
lative drollery.? Doubtless the permanent tendency in this
country, as all through history, is in a direction opposed to
this sort of grandmotherly government; but the reason is
not, | fear, our superior wisdom; it is the increasing num-
ber of conflicting interests, all armed with democratic
power, which renders it difficult. The spirit is willing, but
the flesh is weak.

I can imagine no healthier task for our new school of
social reformers than a careful enquiry into the effects of
all State attempts to improve humanity. It would take too
long to go through even a few of them now. There are all
the statutes of Plantagenet days against forestalling and
regrating and usury; there are the old sumptuary laws,
the fish laws, the cloth laws, the Tippling Acts, the Lord’s

21 may, however, refer to a quaint tract entitled ‘Municipal Socialism,’
published by the Liberty and Property Defence League. This capital satire
on modern local legislation I take up in the name of our forefathers and
fling at the heads of those pharisaical reformers of today who never weary
of tittering at ‘the wisdom of our ancestors.’
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Day Observance Act, the Act against making cloth by
machinery, which, by its prohibition of the ‘divers devilish
contrivances,” drove trade to Holland and to Ireland, and
thus made it needful to suppress the Irish woollen trade.
Gtill, on the whole, as I have said, State interference shows
signs of becoming weaker and weaker as civilisation prog-
resses. And this brings us back to our original question,
What is the rule whereby the majority is to guide itself as
to where it should interfere with the freedom of individuals
and where it should not? It is this: while according the
same worship to Liberty in politics that we accord to
Honesty in private dealings, hardly permitting ourselves
to believe that its violation can in any case be wise or per-
manently expedient—while leaning to Liberty as we lean
to Truth, and deviating from it only when the arguments
in favour of despotism are absolutely overwhelming, our
aim should be to find out by study of history what those
classes of acts are, in which State interference shows signs
of becoming weakened, and as far as possible to hasten
on the day of complete freedom in such matters.

When the student of history sees how the Statute of
Labourers broke down in its effort to regulate freedom of
contract between employer and employed, in the interest
of the employer, he will admit the futility of renewing the
attempt, this time in the interest of the employed. When
he reads the preamble® (or pre-ramble as it is aptly scyled
in working-men’s clubs) to James’s seventh Tippling Act,

% “Whereas, notwithstanding all former laws and provisions already made,
the inordinate and extreme vice of excessive drinking and drunkenness
doth more and more abound, to the great offence of Almighty God and
the wasteful destruction of God’s good creatures . ..
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he will be less sanguine in embarking on modern temper-
ance legislation.

We find the same record of failure and accompanying
mischiefs all along the line, and it is mainly our ignorance
of history that blinds us to the truth. By this process of
induction, the earnest and honest reformer is led to dis-
cover what those individual acts are which are really com-
patible with social cohesion. He finds that while the State
tends to suppress violence and fraud and stealth with ever-
increasing severity, it is at the same time more and more
tolerant, not from sympathy, but from necessity, of the
results, good, bad, and indifferent, of free contract between
full-grown sane men and women.

And when a well-wisher to mankind has once thor-
oughly appreciated and digested this general principle,
based as it is on a survey of facts and history, and not
woven out of the dream-stuff of a4 priori philosophy, he
will be content to remove all artificial hindrances to prog-
ress, and to watch the evolution of society, instead of try-
ing to model it according to his own vague ideas of the
Just, and the Good, and the Beautiful.

I wish to show that the only available method of dis-
covering the true limits of liberty at any given period is the
historic. History teaches us that there has been a marked
tendency (in the main continuous) to reduce the number of
State-restrictions on the absolute freedom of the citizens.
State-prohibitions are becoming fewer and more definite,
while, on the other hand, some of them are at the same time
more rigorously enforced. Freedom to murder and rob is
more firmly denied to the individual, while in the meantime
he has won the liberty to think as he pleases, to say a good
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deal more of what he pleases, to dress in accordance with
his own taste, to eat when and what he likes, and to do,
without let or hindrance, a thousand things which, in the
olden times, he was not allowed to do without State-super-
vision. The proper aim of the reformer, therefore, is to find
out, by a study of history, exactly what those classes of acts
are in which State-interference shows signs of becoming
weaker and weaker, and what those other classes of acts are
in which such interference tends to be more rigorous and
regular. He will find that these two classes are becoming
more and more differentiated. And he will then, to the
utmost of his ability, hasten on the day of absolute freedom
in the former class of cases, and insist on the most deter-
mined enforcement of the law in the latter class. Whether
this duty will in time pass into other hands, that is to say,
whether private enterprise will ever supplant the State in
the performance of this function, and whether that time is
near or remote, are questions of the greatest interest. What
we are mainly concerned to note is that the organisation
or department upon which this duty rests incurs a respon-
sibility which must, if society is to maintain its vitality, be
faithfully borne. The business of carrying out the funda-
mental laws directed against the lower forms of competi-
tion—murder, robbery, fraud, etc.—must, by whomso-
ever undertaken, be unflinchingly performed, or the entire
edifice of modern civilisation will fall to pieces.

It is enough to make a rough survey of the acts of citizens
in which the State claims, or has at one time claimed, to
exercise control; to track those claims through the ages;
and to note the changes which have taken place in those
claims. It remains to follow up the tendency into the future.
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Anyone undertaking this task will, I repeat, find himself in
the presence of two large and fairly well-defined classes of
State-restrictions on private liberty; those which tend to
become more thorough and invariable, and those which
tend to become weaker, more spasmodic and variable.
And he will try to abolish these unprincipled interferences
altogether, in the belief, based on history, that, though
some harm will result from the change, a far more than
compensating advantage will accrue to the race. In short,
what we have to do is to find the Least Common Pond in
politics, as a mathematician finds the Least Common
Multiple in the field of numbers.

Take these two joint-stock companies, and consider their
prospects. The first is formed for the purpose of purchasing
a square mile of land, for getting the coal from under the
surface, for erecting furnaces on the land, for making pig-
iron and converting it into wrought iron and steel, for
building houses, churches, and schools for the workpeople,
and for converting them and their neighbours to the
Catholic faith, and for doing all such other matters and
things as shall from time to time appear good to the Board
of Directors. The second company is formed for the pur-
pose of leasing a square mile of land, for getting the coal
from under the surface, and selling it to the coal-mer-
chants. Now that is just the difference between the State
of the past and the State of the future. The shareholders
in the second company are not banded together or mu-
tually pledged and bound by a multitude of obligations,
but by the fewest compatible with the joint aim. The com-
pany with the Least Common Bond is usually the most
prosperous. A State held together by too many compacts
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will perform all or most of its functions ill. What we have
to find is this Least Common Bond. Surely it would be
absurd to argue that because the shareholders should not
be bound by too many compacts, therefore they should
not be bound by any. It is folly to pretend that each should
be free to withdraw when and how he chooses; that he
should be free to go down into the pits, and help himself
to the common coal, in any fashion agreeable to himself, so
long as he takes no more than his own portion. By taking
shares in the Midland Railway Company, I have not
bought the right to grow primroses on the line, or to camp
out on the St. Pancras Station platform. My liberty to do
what I choose with my share of the joint-stock is sus-
pended. I am to that extent in subjection. My fellow-
shareholders, or the majority of them, are my masters.
They can compel me to spend my own money in making a
line of rails which I am sure will never pay. Yet I do not
grumble. But if they had the power (by our compact) to
declare war on the Great Northern, or to import Dutch
cheeses and Indian carpets, [ should not care to be a citizen
or shareholder of that particular company or state.

What we have got to do, then, is to purge the great
company which has long ago been formed for the purpose
of utilising the soil of this country to the best effect, from
the multifarious functions with which it has overburdened
itself. We, the shareholders, have agreed that the Red-
Indian system is not suited to this end; and we have there-
fore agreed to forego our rights (otherwise admitted) of
taking what we want from each other by force or fraud.
This seems to be a necessary article of association. There
is nothing to prevent us from agreeing to forego other
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rights and liberties if we choose; and possibly there may
be some other restraints on our individual liberty which
can be shown to be desirable, if not essential, to the success
of the undertaking. If so, let them be stated, and the reason
for their adoption given. If, on the other hand, it can be
shown that a large and happy population can be supported
on this soil without any other mutual restriction on per-
sonal freedom than that which is involved in the main
article of association, would. it not be as well for all if each
kept charge of his own conscience and his own actions?

And here I should like to guard myself against misap-
prehension. Individualists are usually supposed to regard
the State as a kind of malevolent ogre. Maleficent it is; but
by no means malevolent. The State never intervenes with-
out a reason, whether we deem that reason valid or in-
valid. The reasons alleged are very numerous and detailed,
but they all fall under one of two heads. The State inter-
feres either to defend some of the parties concerned against
the others, or to defend itself against all the parties con-
cerned. This has nothing to do with the distinction between
crimes and civil injuries; it is more in line with the ethical
distinction between self-regarding and other-regarding
vices. Thus when a State punishes prize-fighters, it is not
because one of them injures the other, but because the sport
is demoralising: the State is itself injured, and not any
determinate person. Similarly, there are many laws pun-
ishing drunkenness, quite apart from the violence and
nuisance due to it. In these cases the State alleges that,
though no determinate citizen is injured, yet the race suf-
fers, and rightly punishes the offence with a view to elim-
inating the habit.



The Limits of Liberty 105

Putting on one side all those acts which injure deter-
minate persons, whether crimes or civil injuries, let us see
what the State has done and is doing in this country with
regard to acts against which no particular citizen has any
good ground of complaint. We may classify the subjects of
these laws either according to the object affected, or ac-
cording to the vice aimed at.

Taking some of the minor objects of the State’s solici-
tude by way of illustration, we find that at one time or
another it has interfered more or less with nearly all pop-
ular games, many sports, nearly the whole of the fine arts,
and many harmless and harmful pleasures which cannot
be brought under any of those three heads.

In looking for the motive which prompted the State to
meddle with these matters, let us give our fathers credit for
the best motive, and not, as is usually done, the worst.
Football, tennis, nine-pins, and quoits were forbidden, as I
have pointed out, because the State thought that the time
wasted over them might more advantageously be spent in
archery, which was quite as entertaining and far more
useful. That was a good reason, but it was not a sufficient
reason to modern mind; and moreover the law failed in its
object. Some other games, such as baccarat, dice, trump,
and primero, were put down because they led to gambling.
And gambling was objected to for the good and ample rea-
son that those who indulge in it are morally incapacitated
for steady work. Lotteries and betting come under this cen-
sure. One who thinks he sees his way to make a thousand
per cent. on his capital in a single evening without hard
work cannot be expected to devote himself with zeal to
the minute economics of his trade, for the purpose of
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making six per cent. instead of five on the capital invested.
Wealth-production is on the average a slow process, and
all attempts to hurry up nature and take short cuts to opu-
lence are intoxicating, enervating, disappointing, and in-
jurious, not only to those who make them, but to all those
who witness the triumph of the lucky, without fixing their
attention on the unsuccessful. Gambling, in short, is
wrong; but this does not necessarily warrant the State in
forbidding it. Another reason alleged on behalf of the in-
terference was, and still is, that the simple are outwitted by
the cunning. But as this is true of all competition, even the
healthiest, it does not seem to be a valid reason for State-
action. It is also said that games of chance lead to cheating
and fraud. But this is by no means a necessary conse-
quence. Indeed, some of the most inveterate gamblers are
the most honourable of men. Again, the State refuses to
sanction betting contracts for the same reason that under
the Statute of Frauds it requires certain agreements to be in
writing; namely, to ensure deliberateness and sufficient
evidence of the transaction. I think Barbeyrac overlooks
this aspect of the case in his Traité de Jeu, in which he de-
fends the lawfulness of chance-games. He says:

If I am at liberty to promise and give my property, absolutely
and unconditionally, to whomsoever I please, why may I not
promise and give a certain sum, in the event of a person proving
more fortunate or more skilful than I, with respect to the result
of certain contingencies, movements, or combinations, on which
we had previously agreed? . . . Gaming is a contract, and n
every contract the mutual consent of the parties is the supreme
law; this is an incontestable maxim of natural equity.

But, as a matter of fact, the State does not prohibit, or
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even refuse to sanction, all contracts based on chance. It
merely requires all or some of the usual guarantees against
impulse, together with sufficient evidence and notification.
[t is true, you are not allowed to bet sixpence with a friend
in a public-house that one horse will beat another in a race;
you are allowed to bet a thousand pounds on the same
event in your own house or at Tattersall’s; but if you win
and do not get paid you have no redress in a Court of law.
But if you bet that your baby will die within twelve
months, you are not only permitted to make the bet, but,
in case the contingency arises, you can recover the stakes
in a Court, provided always the gentlemen you bet with
have taken the precaution to dub themselves Life Assur-
ance Society. You may also send a ship to sea, and bet that
it will go to the bottom before it reaches its destination.
You will recover your odds in a Court, provided the other
parties are called underwriters, or some other suitable
name. You may bet that some one will set fire to your
house before next Christmas, and, if this happens, the
Court will compel the other party to pay, though the odds
are about 1000 to 1—provided such other party is called a
Fire Insurance Office. Again, if twenty men put a shilling
each into a pool, buy a goose, a surloin of beef, and a plum-
pudding, and then spin a teetotum to see who shall take
the lot, that is a lottery, and the twenty men are all pun-
ished for the sin by the State. But if a lady buys a fire-
screen for £3, and the same twenty men put a sovereign
each into the pool, and spin the teetotum to see who shall
have the screen, and the £20 goes to the Missionary So-
ciety, this is called a bazaar raffle, and no one is punished
by the State. If a dozen men put a hundred pounds apiece
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into a pool, to be the property of him who outlives the rest,
that is called tontine, and is not only permitted but guaran-
teed by the State. If you bet with another man that the
Eureka Mine Stocks will be dearer in three months than
they are now, that is called speculation on the Stock Ex-
change, and the State will enforce the payment of the bet.
But if you bet that the next throw of the dice will be higher
than the last, that is called gambling, and the State will not
enforce the payment of the bet. If you sell boxes of toffee
for a penny each, on the understanding that one box out of
every twenty contains a bright new threepenny-bit, that
again is called a lottery, and you go to prison for the crime.
But if you sell newspapers for a penny each, on the under-
standing that in a certain contingency the buyer may
net £100, that is called advertisement, and you go not to
prison, but possibly (if you sell plenty) to Parliament. If
you bet that somebody will redeem his written promise to
pay a certain sum of money at a certain date, that is called
bill-discounting, and the State sanctions the transaction;
but if you bet that the same person will defeat his oppo-
nent in a chess-match (though similarly based on a calcu-
lation of probabilities and knowledge of his character and
record), it is a transaction which the State frowns at, and
certainly will not sanction. Who now will say that the
State refuses to sanction bets? Gambling, speculation,
raffles, lotteries, bill-discounting, life-assurance, fire-
insurance, underwriting, tontine, sweepstakes—what are
these but different names for the same kind of bargain—
a contract based on an unforeseen contingency—a bet?
And yet how differently they are treated by the State!
Neither is it fair to charge the State with a puritanical bias



The Limits of Liberty 109

against gambling. Religion had nothing to do with anti-
gambling legislation; for the State both tolerates and en-
forces wage-contracts, when they are the result of mature
deliberation, sufficiently evidenced, and, as in the case of
life-assurance, insurance against fire, and shipwreck, etc.,
free from the suspicion of wild intoxication.

The State has prohibited certain sports because they are
demoralising, e.g. prize-fighting; and others because they
are cruel without being useful, e.g. cock-fighting, bear-
baiting, bull-fighting, etc. Angling it regards as useful, and
therefore does not condemn it, although it combines cru-
elty with the lowest form of lying. Agitations are from
time to time set on foot for the purpose of putting down
fox-hunting on similar grounds. But, fortunately, the mag-
nificent effects of this manly sport on the physique of the
race are too palpable to admit of its suppression. Pigeon-
shooting is a very different matter. Chess never seems to
have fallen under the ban of the law; but billiards, for some
reason which I cannot discover, has always been carefully
supervised by the State.

Coming to the fine arts, they all of them seem to be re-
garded by the legislature as probable incentives to low sen-
suality. Architecture is the solitary exception. Even music,
which would seem to approach nearer to divine perfection
and purity than any other earthly thing, is carefully
hedged about by law; possibly, however, this is on account
of its dangerous relation to poetry, when the two are
wedded in song. When we come to the arts of sculpture,
of painting (and its allies, printing, drawing, photography,
etc.), of literature (poetry and prose), of the drama, and of
dancing, we are bound to admit that in the absence of
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State-control they are apt to run to licentiousness. But
whether it is wise of society, which has been compelled to
abstain from interference with sexual irregularity, to
penalise that which is suspected of leading to it, is an in-
teresting point. Fornication in itself is no longer even a
misdemeanour in this country. The Act 23 & 24 Vict. c. 32
applies only to conspiracy to induce a woman to commit
fornication; ‘provided,” as Mr. Justice Stephen surmises,
‘that an agreement between a man and a woman to commit
fornication is not a conspiracy.” At the same time, what-
ever we may think of these State efforts to encourage and
bolster up chastity by legislation, it is not quite honest to
ignore or misrepresent the State motive. Monogamy is not
the outcome of religious asceticism. We have only to read
the Koran or the Old Testament to see that polygamy and
religion can be on very good terms. The highest civilisa-
tions yet known are based on the monogamic principle; and
anyone who realises the effect of the system on the children
of the community must admit that it is a most beneficial
one, quite apart from the religious aspect. Whether the
action of the State conduces to this result is quite another
question. All T assert is that the State is actuated by a most
excellent motive.

The first observation on the whole history of this kind of
legislation is that it has been a gigantic failure. That is to
say, it has not diminished the evils aimed at in the smallest
degree. It has rather increased them. It has crabbed and
stunted the fine arts, and then vulgarised them. By its
rough and clumsy classifications it has crushed out the ap-
peals of Art to the best feelings of human nature, and it has
diverted what would have been pure and wholesome into
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other channels. The man who does not see every emotion
of the human soul reflected and glorified in nature’s drama
around him must be a poor prosaic thing indeed. But we
need not go to nature for what has lately been termed
suggestiveness. We need not stray beyond the decorative
art of dress, which seems to have exercised a special fas-
cination over the sentimental Herrick. The logical outcome
of systematic repression of sensual suggestiveness is State-
regulated dress. Something like this has often been at-
tempted. In England, during the thirteenth and two fol-
lowing centuries, dress was both regulated by Act of
Parliament and cursed from the pulpit. Eccleston mentions
how Sero d’Abon, after preaching before Henry I on the
sinfulness of beards and long hair, coolly drew a huge pair
of scissors from his pocket after the sermon, and, taking
advantage of the effect he had produced, went from seat
to seat, mercilessly cropping the king himself and the
whole congregation. The same writer, speaking of the
Early English period, tells us that ‘long toes were not en-
tirely abandoned till Henry VII, notwithstanding many a
cursing by the clergy, as well as severe legal penalties upon
their makers.” I am afraid neither the cursing of the clergy
nor the penalties of the law have had the desired effect, for
we must remember that it was not the gold nets and curled
ringlets and gauze wings worn at each side of the female
head, nor the jewelled stomachers, which were the peculiar
objects of the aversion of State and Church, but the sen-
sualising effect of all over-refinement in the decoration of
the body.

If there is one thing more difficult than another, it is to
say where the line should be drawn between legitimate
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body-decoration and meretricious adornment. When art-
critics like Schlegel are of opinion that the nude figure is
far less allective than carefully arranged drapery, it is
surely the height of blind faith to entrust the State and its
blundering machinery to lay down the laws of propriety
in the matter of dress. What we should think indecent in
this country is not thought indecent among the Zulus, and
since the whole question is as to the effect of certain cos-
tumes on certain persons, and since those persons are the
general public in any particular country, one would imag-
ine that the proper course to adopt would be to leave the
decision upon particular cases, as they crop up, to that
public. The public may be a bad judge or a biassed judge,
but at least it is a more suitable judge than a lumbering
State, working on general principles vaguer than a London
fog.

Again, recent modern attempts to ‘purify’ literature
have brought the whole crusade into derision, and made us
the laughing-stock of Europe. Yet all has been done with
the best intentions—even the prosecution of the sellers of
Boccaccio’s Decameron.

But there are moral questions in which the State con-
cerns itself, which do not fall under the heads of games,
sports, nor fine arts, such as drinking, opium-eating,
tobacco-smoking, and the use of other stimulants. These
indulgences and artificial aids to sensual gratification have
been and still are regulated and harassed by the State. Nor
is it so long ago that the memory of man runneth not,
since our own Government made stringent rules as to the
number of meals to be eaten by the several grades of soci-
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ety. The Roman law actually specified the number of
courses at each meal. An ancient English writer refers
with disgust to the then new-fangled cookery which was
coming into vogue in his day, ‘all breening like wild-fire.”
But I have yet to learn that gluttony is on the decrease.
And we have it on the highest medical authority that more
deaths and more diseases can be traced to over-eating than
to over-drinking, even in this tippling country. Nor have
the laws enacted against sexual irregularities from time
immemorial up to this day diminished, much less stamped
out, the evil. We empty the casinos only to fill the streets,
and we clear the streets only to increase the number and
deteriorate the quality of houses of ill-fame. And during
both processes we open the door to official black-mailing.
The good old saying that you cannot make people moral
by Act of Parliament has been, and still is, disregarded, but
not with impunity. Surely the State, which has conspicu-
ously failed in every single department of moralisation by
force, may be wisely asked in future to mind its own
business.

But is it not possible to fix our eyes too persistently and
fanatically on the State? Do we not suffer from other in-
terferences quite as odious as the tyrannies of the Effective
Majority? Here is what Mr. Pickard said on the Eight-
hours question at the Miners’ Conference at Birmingham
some months since. Somebody had pointed out that the
Union could themselves force short hours upon the em-
ployers, if need be, without calling upon the legislature.
‘If,” he replied, ‘no bad result is to follow trade-union ef-
fort, how is it possible for a bad result to follow the same
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arrangement brought about by legislation?” Commenting
on this with approval, Justice, the organ of the Social
Democratic Federation, says:

This is a question which Mr. John Morley and the rest of the
politicians who prate about the need for shorter working hours,
while opposing the penalising of over-work, should set them-
selves to answer. Obviously there is no answer that will justify
their position. If the limitation of the hours of labour is wrong
in principle, and mischievous, harmful, and destructive of our
national prosperity, it is just as much so whether effected by
trade-union effort or by legislation.

There is a soul of truth in this. Of course we may point
out firstly that the passing of a Bill for the purpose is no
proof that the majority of the persons primarily affected
really desire it, whereas the enforcement of the system by
trade-unionism is strong evidence that they do: and sec-
ondly, that the legislature cannot effect these objects with-
out simultaneously creating greater evils owing to the
necessary operation of State machinery. But I venture to
say that the central truth of Mr. Pickard’s remark lies a
good deal deeper than this. I think we individualists are
apt to fix our eyes too exclusively upon the State. Doubt-
less it is the greatest transgressor. But after all, when
analysed, it is only a combination of numerous persons in
a certain area claiming to dictate to others in the same area
what they shall do, and what they shall not do. These
numerous persons we call the effective majority. It is pre-
cisely in the position of a cricket-club, or a religious cor-
poration, or any other combination of men bound together
by rules. At the present moment in this country a bishop
is being persecuted by the majority of his co-religionists
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because he performs certain trifling rites. I would ask the
Church of England whether, in its own interest—in the
interest of the majority of its own members—would not
be wiser to repeal these socialistic rules against practices
perfectly harmless in themselves. Last year there was a
cause célebre tried before the Jockey Club. Quite apart
from the outside interference of the State, this club can
and does sanction its own laws most effectively. It can ruin
any trainer or jockey whenever it chooses, that is to say,
whenever he violates the laws it has made. These laws, for-
tunately, are about as good as human nature is capable of,
and those who suffer under them richly deserve their fate.
But it might be otherwise. And even in this exemplary code
there is an element of despotism which might be dispensed
with. A jockey must not be an owner. Very good: the
object is clear, and the intention is excellent. Of course a
jockey ought not to expose himself to the temptation of
riding another man’s horse so as to conduce to the success
of his own. No honourable man would yield to the temp-
tation. On the other hand, few owners would trust a jockey
whose own horse was entered for the same race. Now I
venture to submit that it would be better to leave the
matter entirely to the jockey’s own choice, and to reserve
the penalty for the occasion where there is convincing
evidence that the jockey has abused his trust. A jockey
charged with pulling, and afterwards found interested as
owner or part-owner or backer of another horse in the
same race, would then be dealt with under the Jockey Club
law, not before. I would strongly advise a jockey to keep
clear of ownership, and even of betting (on any race in
which his services are engaged), but I would not make an
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offence out of that which in itself is not an offence, but
which merely opens the door to temptation. This has noth-
ing whatever to do with the State or with State law. It is
entirely a question of what may, broadly speaking, be
called Lynch law. I have recently examined the rules of
some of the principal London clubs, and I find that they
are, many of them, largely socialistic. Unless I am a mem-
ber, I do not complain. I merely ask whether the members
themselves would not do wisely to widen their liberties.
The committee of a certain club had recently a long and
stormy discussion as to whether billiards should be per-
mitted on Sundays. In nineteen out of twenty clubs the
game is disallowed. The individualists predominated, and
the result is that those who do not want to play can refrain:
they are not compelled to play. Those who wish to play are
not compelled to refrain.

I can imagine a people with the State reduced to a
shadow—a government attenuated to the administration
of a very tolerant criminal code—and yet so deeply im-
bued with socialism in all their minor combinations as to be
a nation of petty despots: a country where every social
clique enforces its own notions of Mrs. Grundy’s laws, and
where every club tyrannises over its own members, fixing
their politics and religion, the limits of stakes, the hours of
closing, and a countless variety of other matters. There is
or was a club in London where no meat is served on Fri-
days. There are several in which card-players are limited
to half-crown points. There are many more where one card
game is permitted and another prohibited. Whist is allowed
at the Carlton, but not poker. Then again the etiquette of
the professions is in many cases more irksome and despotic
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than the law of the land. Medical men have been boycotted
for accepting small fees from impecunious patients. A bar-
rister who should accept a brief from a client without the
intermediary expense of a solicitor would sink to swim no
more: although the solicitor’s services might be absolutely
worthless. Consider also the rules of the new Trade-union-
ism. I need not go into these. The freedom, not only of
voluntary members, but of citizens outside the ring, is
utterly trampled under foot. And this brings us back to
Mr. Pickard and the soul of truth in his argument. I affirm
that a people might utterly abolish and extirpate the State,
and yet remain steeped to the lips in socialism of the most
revolting type. And I think, as I have said, it is time for
those of us who value freedom and detest despotism, from
whatever quarter it emanates, to ask ourselves what are
the true principles of Lynch law. Suppose, for example,
there was no State to appeal to for protection against a
powerful ruffian, what should I do? Most certainly I should
combine with others no stronger than myself, and over-
power the ruffian by superior brute-force. Ought I to do
this? Ought I not rather to allow the survival of the fittest
to improve the physique of the race—even at my expense?
If not, then ought I to combine with others against the free-
dom of the sly pick-pocket, who through his superior dex-
terity and agility and cool courage prevails over me, and
appropriates my watch, without any exercise of brute
force? Are not these qualities useful to the race? Then why
should I conspire with others against the harmless sneak
who puts chicory in his coffee? If I do not like his coffee, I
can go and buy somebody else’s? If he chooses to offer me
stone for bread at fourpence a pound, and if I am foolish
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enough to take it at the price, I shall learn to be wiser in
future, or else perish of starvation and rid the race of a fool.
Then again why should I not conspire? Or are there some
sorts of combination which are good, and properly called
co-operation, while others are bad, and properly called con-
spiracy? Let us look a little into this matter of combination,
—this arraying of Quantity against Quality.

Hooks and eyes are very useful. Hooks are useless; eyes
are useless. Yet in combination they are useful. This is
co-operation. Where you have division of labour, and
consequent differentiation of function, and eventually of
structure, there is co-operation. Certain tribes of ants have
working members and fighting members. The military
caste are unable to collect food, which is provided for them
by the other members of the community, in return for
which they devote themselves to the defence of the whole
society. But for these soldiers the society would perish. If
either class perished, the other class would perish with it.
It is the old fable of the belly and the limbs.

Division of labour does not always result in differen-
tiation of structure. In the case of bees and many other
insects we know that it does. Among mammals beyond the
well-marked structural division into male and female, the
tendency to fixed structural changes is very slight. In races
where caste prevails, the tendency is more marked. Even
in England, where caste is extinct, it has been observed
among the mining population of Northumbria. And the
notorious short-sightedness of Germans has been set down
to compulsory book-study. As a general rule, we may
neglect this effect of co-operation among human beings.
The fact remains that the organised effort of 100 individ-
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uals is a very great deal more effective than the sum of the
efforts of 100 unorganised individuals. Co-operation is an
unmixed good. And the Ishmaelitic anarchy of the bumble-
bee is uneconomic. Hostility to the principle of co-opera-
tion (upon which society is founded) is usually attributed
by the ignorant to philosophical anarchists, while socialists
never weary of pointing to the glorious triumphs of co-
operation, and claiming them for socialism. Whenever a
number of persons join hands with the object of effecting
a purpose otherwise unattainable, we have what is tanta-
mount to a new force—the force of combination; and the
persons so combining, regarded as a single body, may be
called by a name—any name: a Union, an Association, a
Club, a Company, a Corporation, a State. I do not say all
these terms denote precisely the same thing, but they all
connote co-operation.

Let the State be now abolished for the purposes of this
discussion. How do we stand? We have by no means
abolished all the clubs and companies in which citizens find
themselves grouped and interbanded. There they all are,
just as before—nay, there are a number of new ones, sud-
denly sprung up out of the debris of the old State. Here
are some eighty men organised in the form of a cricket-
club. They may not pitch the ball as they like, but only in
accordance with rigid laws. They elect a king or captain,
and they bind themselves to obey him in the field. A mem-
ber is told off to field at long-on, although he may wish to
field at point. He must obey the despot.

Here is a ring of horsemen. They ride races. They back
their own horses. Disputes arise about fouling, or perhaps
the course is a curve and some rider takes a short cut; or
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the weights of the riders are unequal, and the heavier rider
claims to equalise the weights. All such matters are laid
before a committee, and rules are drawn up by which all
the members of the little racing club pledge themselves to
be bound. The club grows: other riding or racing men join
it or adopt its rules. At last, so good are its laws that they
are accepted by all the racing fraternity in the island, and
all racing disputes are settled by the rules of the Jockey
Club. And even the judges of the land defer to them, and
refer points of racing law to the club.

Here again is a knot of whalers on the beach of a stormy
sea. Each trembles for the safety of his own vessel. He
would give something to be rid of his own uneasiness. All
his eggs are in one basket. He would willingly distribute
them over many baskets. He offers to take long odds that
his own vessel is lost. He repeats the offer till the long odds
cover the value of his ship and cargo, and perhaps profits
and time. ‘Now,” says he, ‘I am comfortable: it is true, I
forfeit a small percentage; but if my whole craft goes to
the bottom I lose nothing.” He laughs and sings, while the
others go croaking about the sands, shaking their heads
and looking fearfully at the breakers. Atlast they all follow
his example, and the net result is a Mutual Marine Insur-
ance Society. After a while they lay the odds, not with their
own members only, but with others; and the risk being
over-estimated (naturally at first), they make large divi-
dends. But now difficulties arise. The captain of a whaler
has thrown cargo overboard in a heavy sea. The owner
claims for the loss. The company declines to pay, on the
ground that the loss was voluntarily caused by the captain
and not by the hand of God or the king’s enemies; and that
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there would be no limit to jettison if the claim were al-
lowed. Other members meet with similar difficulties, and
finally rules are made which provide for all known contin-
gencies. And when any dispute arises, the chosen umpire
(whether it be a mutual friend, or an agora-full of citizens,
or a department of State, or any other person or body of
persons) refers to the common practice and precedents so
far as they apply. In other words, the rules of the Insurance
Society are the law of the land. In spite of the State, this is
so to-day to a considerable extent; I may say, in all matters
which have not been botched and cobbled by statute.
There is another class of club springing out of the altru-
istic sentiment. An old lady takes compassion on a starving
cat (no uncommon sight in the West End of London after
the Season). She puts a saucer of milk and some liver on
the door-step. She is soon recognised as a benefactress, and
the cats for a mile round swarm to her threshold. The
saucers increase and multiply, and theliver is an item in her
butcher’s bill. The strain is too great to be borne single-
handed. She issues a circular appeal, and she is surprised to
find how many are willing to contribute a fair share, al-
though their sympathy shrivels up before an unfair de-
mand. They are willing to be taxed pro rata, but they will
not bear the burden of other people’s stinginess. ‘Let the
poor cats bear it rather,” they say; ‘what is everybody’s
business is nobody’s business. It is very sad, but it cannot
be helped. If we keep one cat, hundreds will starve; so
what is the use?’ But when once the club is started, nobody
feels the burden ; the Cats’ Home is built and endowed, and
all goes well. Hospitals, infirmaries, alms-houses, orphan-
ages, spring up all round. At first they are reckless and
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indiscriminate, and become the prey of impostors and
able-bodied vagrants. Then rules are framed; the Charity
Organisation Society co-ordinates and directs public be-
nevolence. And these rules of prudence and economy are
copied and adopted, in many respects, by those who ad-
minister the State Poor Law.

Then we have associations of persons who agree on
important points of science or politics. They wish to make
others think with them, in order that society may be
pleasanter and more congenial for themselves. They would
button-hole every man in the street and argue the question
out with him, but the process is too lengthy and weari-
some. They club together, and form such institutions as
the British and Foreign Bible Society, which has spent
£7,000,000 in disseminating its literature all over the
world. We have the Cobden Club, which is slowly and
sadly dying of inconsistency after a career of merited
success. We have scientific societies of all descriptions that
never ask or expect a penny reward for all their outlay,
beyond making other people wiser and pleasanter neigh-
bours.

Finally, we have societies banded together to do battle
against rivals on the principle of ‘Union is strength.” These
clubs are defensive or aggressive. The latter class includes
all trading associations, the object of which is to make
profits by out-manoeuvering competitors. The former or
defensive class includes all the political societies formed
for the purpose of resisting the State—the most aggressive
club in existence. Over one hundred of these ‘protection
societies” of one sort and another are now federated under
the hegemony of the Liberty and Property Defence League.
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Now we have agreed, for the sake of argument, that the
State is to be abolished. What is the result? Here are
Watch Committees formed in the great towns to prevent
and to ensure against burglars, thieves, and like marauders.
How they are to be constituted I do not clearly know;
neither do I know the limits of their functions. Here, again,
is a Mutual Inquest Society to provide for the examination
of dead persons before burial or cremation, in order to
make murder as unprofitable a business as possible. Here
is a Vigilance Association sending out detectives for the
purpose of discovering and lynching the unsocial wretches
who knowingly travel in public conveyances with infec-
tious diseases on them. Here is a journal supported by
consumers for the advertisement of adulterating dealers.
And here again is a filibustering company got up by ad-
venturous traders, of the old East India Company stamp,
for the purpose of carrying trade into foreign countries
with or without the consent of the invaded parties. Here
is a Statistical Society devising rules to make it unpleasant
for those who evade registration and the census, and offer-
ing inducement to all who furnish the required informa-
tion. What sort of organisation (if any) will be formed for
the enforcement (not necessarily by brute force) of con-
tract? Or will there be many such organisations dealing
with different classes of contract? Will there be a Woman’s
League to boycott any man who has abused the confidence
of a woman and violated his pledges? How will it try and
sanction cases of breach of promise?

Above all, how is this powerful company for the defence
of the country against foreign invaders to be constituted?
And what safeguards will its members provide against the
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tyranny of the officials? When a Senator proposed to limit
the standing army of the United States to three thousand,
George Washington agreed, on condition that the honour-
able member would arrange that the country should never
be invaded by more than two thousand. Frankenstein
created a monster he could not lay. This will be a nut for
anarchists of the future to crack.

And now, to revert to the Vigilance Society formed for
lynching persons who travel about in public places with
small-pox and scarlatina, what rules will they make for
their guidance? Suppose they dub every unvaccinated per-
son a ‘focus of infection,” shall we witness the establish-
ment of a Vigilance Society to punch the heads of the
detectives who punch the heads of the “foci of infection’?
Remember we have both those societies in full working
order today. One is called the State, and the other is the
Anti-Vaccination Society.

The questions which I should wish to ask are chiefly
these two: (1) How far may voluntary co-operators invade
the liberty of others? And what is to prevent such invasion
under a system of anarchy? (2) Is compulsory co-operation
ever desirable? And what form (if any) should such com-
pulsion take?

The existing State is obviously only a conglomeration
of several large societies which would exist separately or
collectively in its absence; if the State were abolished, these
associations would necessarily spring up out of its ruins,
just as the nations of Europe sprang out of the ruins of the
Roman Empire. They would apparently lack the power of
compulsion. No one would be compelled to join against his
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will. Take the ordinary case of a gas-lit street. Would a
voluntary gas-committee be willing to light the street with-
out somehow taxing all the dwellers in the street? If yes,
then there is inequity. The generous and public-spirited
pay for the stingy and mean. But if no, then how is the
taxing to be accomplished? And where is the line to be
drawn? If you compel a man to pay for lighting the street,
when he swears he prefers it dark (a householder may
really prefer a dark street to a light one, if he goes to bed at
sunset, and wants the traffic to be diverted into other
streets to ensure his peace); then you will compel him to
subscribe to the Watch fund, though his house is burglar-
proof; and to the fire-brigade, though his house is fire-
proof; and to the prisons as part of the plant and tools of
the Watch Committee; and, it may logically be urged, to
the churches and schools as part also of such plant and
tools for the prevention of certain crimes.

Moreover, if you compel him to subscribe for the gas in
the street, you must make him pay his share of the street
itself—paving, repairing, and cleansing, and if the street,
then the highway; and if the highway, then the railway,
and the canal, and the bridges, and even the harbours and
lighthouses, and other common apparatus of transport and
locomotion.

If we are not going to compel a citizen to subscribe to
common benefits, even though he necessarily shares them,
how are we to remove the injustice of allowing one man to
enjoy what another has earned? Some writers are of opin-
ion that this and all similar questions can be settled by an
appeal to Justice, and that the justice of any particular case
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can be extracted by a dozen jurymen.” Now, in all sincerity,
I have no conception of what is comonly meant by Justice.
Happiness I know; welfare I know; expediency I know.
They all mean the same thing. We can call it pleasure, or
felicity, or by any other name. We never ask why it is
better to be happy than unhappy. We understand pleasure
and pain by faculties which underlie reason itself. A child
knows the meaning of stomach-ache long before it knows
the meaning of stomach. And no philosopher knows it
better. Expediency, in the sense in which I use the term,
has a meaning. Justice has no meaning at all: that is to say,
it conveys no definite meaning to the general understand-
ing. Here is a flat-race about to be run between a strong,
healthy boy of sixteen and a delicate lad of twelve? What
says Justice? Are we to handicap them; or are we not? It is
a very simple question, and the absolutist ought to furnish
us with a simple answer. If he says Yes, he will have half
the world down upon him as a socialist leveller. If he says
No, he will have the other half down upon him as a selfish
brute. But he must choose. Lower yet; even supposing
that Justice has a distinct connotation, and furthermore
that it connotes something sublime, even then, why should
I conform to its dictates? Because it is a virtue? Nonsense:
because it is expedient. Why should I tell the truth? There
is no reason why, except that it is expedient for me, as |
know from experience. There is no baser form of lying
than fly-fishing. Is it wrong? No. Why not? Because I do
not ask the fishes to trust me in the future. That is why.

% See Mr. Spence’s contribution to the Symposium on the Land Question,
P 42,1890 (T. Fisher Unwin).
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I have said that Justice is too vague a guide to the solu-
tion of political questions. We are told that, when the
question is asked, What is fair and just between man and
man? ‘you can get a jury of twelve men to give a unani-
mous verdict.” And ‘that by reasoning from what is fair
between man and man we can pass to what is fair between
one man and several, and from several, to all: and that this
method, which is the method of all science, of reasoning
from the particular to the general, from the simple to the
complex, does give us reliable information as to what
should be law.”

The flaw in this chain of reasoning is in the assumption
that, because you can get a unanimous verdict in the ma-
jority of cases as to what is fair between man and man,
therefore you can get a true verdict. Twelve sheep will
unanimously jump through a gap in the hedge round an
old quarry, if one of them will but give the lead. I do not
believe that a jury of twelve philosophers, or of twelve
members of Parliament, or of twelve judges of the realm,
or of twelve anybodies, could decide correctly what is just
and right between man and man in any one of a thousand
cases which could be stated without deviating from the
path of everyday life. And the more they knew, the less
likely they would be to agree.

The same writer thinks the intelligence of the ‘ordinary
elector’ quite sufficient to tell him that ‘it would be unjust
to take from a man by force and without compensation a
farm which he had legally and honestly bought.” Well, this
is not a very complex case: and yet I doubt whether ‘the

5 Symposium on the Land Question.
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ordinary elector’ could be trusted even here to see justice,
and to do it. This recipe for making good laws forcibly
reminds me of an old recipe for catching a bird: ‘Put a
pinch of salt on its tail.” I remember trying it—but that is
some years ago. | grant that, having once got at a sound
method of deciding what is fair and right between man
and man, you can easily proceed from the particular to the
general, and so learn how to make good laws. Yes, but
first catch your hare. First show us what is fair between
man and man. That is the whole problem. That is my diffi-
culty, and it is not removed by telling me you can get a
dozen fellows together who will agree about the answer.

Take a very simple case. X and Y appoint me arbitrator
in their dispute. There is no allegation of malfeasance on
either side. Both ask for justice, and are ready to accord it,
but they cannot agree as to what is justice in the case. It
appears that X bought a pony bona fide and paid for it.
That is admitted. It further appears that the pony was
stolen the night before out of Y’s paddock. It is hard on Y
to lose his pony—it is hard on X to lose his money. To
divide the loss is hard on both. Now how can Justice tell
me the true solution? I must fall back on expediency. As a
rule, I argue, the title to goods should be valid only when
derived from the owner. But surely an exception should be
made in the case of a bona fide purchaser: ‘for it is expedi-
ent that the buyer, by taking proper precautions, may at
all events be secure of his purchase: otherwise all com-
merce between man and man would soon be at an end.’
These are the words of Sir William Blackstone, but they
are good enough for me. Therefore (and not for any reason
based on justice) I should feel disposed to decide that the
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pony should remain the property of the purchaser. But on
further reflection, I should bethink me how extremely easy
it would be for two men to conspire together to steal a pony
under such a law. One of them leads the pony out of the
field by night, sells it to his colleague, gives him a receipt
for the money, and disappears. Is this farce to destroy the
owner’s title? What am [ to do? Justice entirely deserts me.
I reflect again. There seems to be something ‘fishy” about
a night sale in a lane. Now had the purchaser bought the
pony at some public place at a reasonable hour when people
are about, there would have been less ground for suspicion
of foul play. How would it be then, I ask myself, to lay
down the general rule that, when the deal takes place at
any regular public place and during specified hours, the
purchaser’s title should hold good: but when the deal takes
place under other circumstances, the original owner’s title
should stand? This would probably be something like the
outcome of the reflections of a simple untutored mind actu-
ated by common sense. But it is also very like the law of
England.

If I appeal for guidance to the wise, the best they can do
is to refer me to the writings of the lawyers, where I shall
find out all about market overt and a good many other
‘wise regulations by which the law hath secured the right
of the proprietor of personal chattels from being divested,
so far as is consistent with that other necessary policy that
bona fide purchasers in a fair, open, and regular manner
should not be afterwards put to difficulties by reason of
the previous knavery of the seller.”” But we have not got to

6 Blackstone.
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the bottom of the problem yet. There are chattels and
chattels. Tables have legs, but cannot walk: horses can.
Thereby hangs a tale. Consequently when I think I have
mastered all these ‘wise regulations,” I am suddenly
knocked off my stool of superior knowledge by a couple
of elderly statutes—2 P. & M. c. 7 and 31 Eliz. c. 12—
whereby special provision is made for horse-dealing. It is
enacted that—

The horses shall be openly exposed in the time of such fair or
market for one whole hour together, between ten in the morn-
ing and sunset, in the public place used for such sales, and not
in any private yard or stable; and shall afterwards be brought
by both the vendor and vendee to the bookkeeper of such fair
or market, who shall enter down the price, colour, and marks
of such horse, with the name, additions, and abode of such
vendee and vendor, the latter being properly attested. And
even such sale shall not take away the property of the owner,
if within six months after the horse is stolen, he put in his
claim before some magistrate where the horse shall be found;
and within forty days more prove such his property, by the
oath of two witnesses, and tender to the person in possession
such price as he bona fide paid for the horse in market overt.
And in case any of the points before mentioned be not ob-
served, such sale is to be utterly void, and the owner shall not
lose his property; and at any distance of time may seize or
bring an action for his horse, wherever he happens to find him.

And further refinements on these precautions have since
been made.

[ do not say that we need approve of all these safeguards
and rules, but I do say that they testify to a perception by
the legislature of the complexity and difficulty of the
question. And furthermore, if anybody offers to decide
such cases off-hand on general principles, and at the same
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time to do justice, he must be a bold man. For my part, the
more I look into the law as it is, the more do I see in it of
wisdom (not unadulterated of course) drawn from experi-
ence. The little obstacles which have from time to time
shadowed themselves upon my mind as difficulties in the
way of applying clear and unqualified general rules to
the solution of all social disputes, are brought into fuller
light, and I perceive more and more clearly how hopeless,
nay, how impossible it is to deduce the laws of social
morality from broad general principles; and how abso-
lutely necessary it is to obtain them by induction from the
myriads of actual cases which the race has had to solve
somehow or other during the last half-dozen millenniums.

I regard law-making as by no means an easy task when
based on expediency. On the contrary, I think it difficult,
but practicable: whereas to deduce good laws from the
principle of Justice is impossible.

One word more about Justice. I have said that to most
people the term is absolutely meaningless. To those who
have occasional glimmerings, it conveys two distinct and
even opposed meanings—sometimes one, sometimes the
other. And it has a third meaning, which is definite enough,
but merely negative; in which sense it connotes the elimi-
nation of partiality. I fail to see how any political question
can be settled by that. That the State should be no respecter
of persons, that it should decide any given case in precisely
the same way, whether the litigants happen to be A and B
or C and D, may be a valuable truth, without casting a ray
of light on the right and wrong of the question.

In this negative sense of the term I will venture to define
Justice as the Algebra of Judgments. It deals in terms not
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of Dick, Tom, and Harry, but of X, Y, and Z. Regarded in
this light, Justice may properly be described as blind, a
quality which certainly cannot be predicated of that Justice
which carefully examines the competitors in life’s arena
and handicaps them accordingly. Consider the countless
questions which Impartiality is incompetent to answer.
Ought a father to be compelled to contribute to the main-
tenance of his natural children? The only answer we can
get from Impartiality is that, if one man is forced, all men
should be forced. Should a man be permitted to sell him-
self into slavery for life? Should the creditors of an insol-
vent rank in order of priority, or pro rata? Suppose a
notorious card-sharper and a gentleman of unblemished
character are publicly accused, untruly accused, of con-
spiring together to cheat, should they obtain equal dam-
ages for the libel?

To all these questions Impartiality is dumb, or replies
oracularly, “‘What is right for one is right for all.” And that
throws no light on the subject.

In short, it is easy to underrate the difficulty of finding
out what is fair and right between man and man. To me
it seems that this is the whole of the difficulty. And
although I think that this can best be overcome by an
appeal to expediency, I must not be understood as con-
tending that each particular case must be decided on its
merits. We must be guided, as we are guided in our own
personal conduct, by middle principles which have stood
the test of time and experience. Do not steal. Do not lie. It
is by the gradual discovery of similar middle principles by
induction from the disputes of everyday life that we shall
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some day find ourselves in possession of true and useful
guides through labyrinth of legislation and politics.

To sum up; [ have tried to show that the right course for
the State to adopt towards its own citizens—Group-morals
——cannot be discovered by deduction from any abstract
principles, such as Justice or Liberty; any more than indi-
vidual morals can be deduced from some underlying law
of Virtue. The rules of conduct by which States should be
guided are intelligible canons based on centuries of experi-
ence, very much like the rules by which our own private
lives are guided; not absolutely trustworthy, but better
than no general rules at all. They are usually described as
the laws of the land, and in so far as the expressed laws
really do reflect the nomological laws actually at work,
these laws stand in the same relation to the State as private
resolutions stand to the individual citizen. In law, as in all
other inductive sciences, we proceed from the particular to
the general. The judge decides a new case on its merits, the
decision serves as a guide when a similar case arises; the
ratio decidendi is extracted, and we have a general state-
ment; these generalisations are themselves brought under
higher generalisations by jurists and judges, and perhaps
Parliament; and finally we find ourselves in the presence of
laws or State-morals as general as those cardinal virtues by
which most of us try to arrange our lives. That the gen-
eralisations made by the legislature are usually false gen-
eralisations is a proposition which, I submit, is capable of
proof and of explanation. It is wise to obey the laws, firstly,
because otherwise we come into conflict with a stronger
power than ourselves; secondly, because in the great ma-
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jority of cases, it is our enlightened interest to do so; the
welfare of individual citizens coinciding as a rule with the
welfare of the race, and tending to do so more and more.
History shows that (probably as a means to that end;
though of this we cannot speak positively) the State’s
sphere of action is a diminishing one—that as it moves
forward, it tends to shed function after function, until
only a few are left. Whether these duties will pass into the
hands of voluntary corporations at any time is a question
of the greatest interest; but it is observable that the latest
functions remaining to the State are those which are most
rigorously performed. And this seems to point to the future
identity of the State (in the sense of the sovereign power)
with the widest voluntary association of citizens—an asso-
ciation based on some common interest of the widest ex-
tent. Thus it is probable that even now an enormous
majority of persons in this country would voluntarily
forego the right of killing or robbing their neighbours on
condition of being guaranteed against similar treatment
by others. If so, the voluntary society which Anarchy
would evolve and the State which ancient Socialism has
evolved, tend in the long run to be one and the same thing.
The State will cease to coerce, because coercion will no
longer be required.

WorpsworTH DONISTHORPE
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CHAPTER 3
LIBERTY FOR LABOUR

ew subjects have more profoundly exercised the minds
F of philosophic thinkers than the question as to the right-
ful sphere of law, in its application to daily life and labour.
Itis, indeed, an old, old tale, the threads of which are to be
found running through all the centuries of British history,
from Saxon times to our own days, in this year of grace,
1890. The warp of legal enactment was laid in the Ordi-
nances of the Guilds, the weft being skilfully woven in by
the shuttle of legislation in various reigns, until it produced
the fabric known as ‘Statute Law.” The earlier conception
of the sphere of law was the restraint of lawlessness and
brute force. Its second development was the limitation of
power and authority, which had been used to limit liberty,
and restrain individual freedom. It has taken long ages to
repeal the Acts passed for the suppression of personal
liberty, and to restrict within reasonable limits the exercise
of authority created by statute. But liberty and lawlessness
should not be confounded, one with the other; they are
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separate and distinct, legally and morally. Individual lib-
erty is consistent with law and order, and the ideal of a
State is reached in proportion to the individual liberty
attained, and the order which is maintained, in the com-
monwealth of a free people. State regulation was the third
step in legislative achievement, but it developed early, and
ran concurrently with the attempts to restrain individual
liberty; with this difference, however, that the conception
of regulation originated with the governed rather than
with the governors, as the Ordinances of the Guilds testify.
The work of succeeding generations has been to undo the
mischief of State regulation; but the present century has
been distinguished also by the substitution of other kinds
of regulation in the place of that repealed.

It cannot be denied that individual liberty necessitates
regulation, which, after all, means restraint. Each person in
the State must be restrained from infringing upon, or inter-
fering with, the liberty of another, all being equally pro-
tected in the exercise of their undoubted rights, constitu-
tional and moral. But State Law, or legislation, cannot
reach, nor should it reach, all the details, trivialities, or
incidents of private life. Above and beyond law, there exist
mutual restraints, for mutual protection, developed by civ-
ilised communities, and embodied in what may be called a
code of Social Laws, all the more powerful and exacting,
perhaps, by reason of the fact that they are unwritten
laws, similar in one respect to what is termed the Common
Law. ‘Society” is a law unto itself, as the ‘family’ is a law
unto itself. There are, however, breaches of the law which
neither the family nor society can reach and adequately
punish. The Common Law, and the Statute Law, are de-
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signed to reach and punish offences not effectually dealt
with in any other way. How far these should operate and
extend, is a matter of opinion, upon which there is great
divergence among all classes. There is, however, a general
consensus of opinion that law, properly so called, should
enter as little as possible into the domain of every-day life.
In the privacies of ordinary life there is a limit which in-
stinct seems to indicate as a kind of boundary line, beyond
which legislation should not extend. The tendency has
hitherto been to stop short at such point, or to deal cau-
tiously with any and every proposal to go beyond it. Re-
cently, the tendency to extend the boundary has developed
enormously, to such a degree, in fact, that it is doubtful
whether, in the opinion of many, there should be any
boundary line at all. The effacement of the individual
seems to be their aim, the merging of the man into the
mass; the fusion of atoms into a solid concrete body,
moved and movable only by the State.

The principal object of the following pages is to deal
with law as applied to labour, or the interference by the
State with the individual man in the exercise of his skill,
intelligence, faculties, and strength, for the purpose of
getting his living, increasing his store, and promoting his
own and his family’s prosperity and happiness in his own
way, so long as he does not interfere, de facto, with his
neighbour. To the latter, as a matter of fact and of argu-
ment, reference will be more specifically made further on.
In order to understand the question in all its bearings, it is
essential to trace the origin and growth of legislative inter-
ference, the roots of which lie deeply buried in the past.
The tree has been lopped here and there, but while its
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branches have been cut, the roots have expanded, and these
have sprung up, with even greater luxuriance, bearing
fruit after its kind, and sometimes of a kind which seemed
foreign to its nature and the character of the soil out of
which it grew.

I. The earlier interference with labour was by mutual
consent and arrangement in the old guilds, for the mutual
protection of its members, each being responsible for each,
and all for all, as regards conduct, support, protection, and
advancement. The guild was also responsible to the State,
the frank-pledge being accepted in all cases. As society ex-
panded, and newer developments arose which could not
be dealt with by the associated members in the guild, ordi-
nances were enacted, by which the members were bound
to abide, whether or not they were within the district in
which the guild existed and exercised jurisdiction. Those
earlier guilds subsequently expanded into fraternities, gen-
erally composed of similar classes, each class or fraternity
having objects in common, for the benefit of all. These
again extended in their turn, until we find associated
guilds, or fraternities of the same class or classes, with
ramifications in various parts of the country, and some-
times even in other countries, in different parts of the
world. As time wore on there arose separate guilds of dis-
tinctive classes, the political element finding a place in
their deliberations and determinations. The earlier social
guild was not restricted to a class, or to a section. The
Merchants” Guild was an off-shoot, sectional and restric-
tive. The Burghers’ Guild contested for political rights;
they sought for equal privileges with the feudal barons in
the government of the townships. From these sprang into
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existence the Craft-Guilds, in which the workmen sought
equal rights with the merchants and burghers of the towns.

Those guilds were essentially protective. They sought
the welfare of the particular individuals of which the guild
was composed, or of the section or class to which they be-
longed; and they sought to perpetuate their advantages,
their craft-rights, and their privileges as distinctively as
the peerage does by descent of title, of lands, and of other
entailed or devised property incident thereto. The guilds
were a law unto themselves, but they enforced their ordi-
nances and guild statutes upon others not in their own
circle. Many of their objects were good, and were excel-
lently administered; but they had in them the seeds of
decay, even at their birth. The very life-germ of their ex-
istence was exclusion; and they grew more and more ex-
clusive as time went on, until they became little less than
mere corporate trading associations, whose object was the
monopoly of power and authority over all the crafts of the
time, and the enjoyment of all the privileges and immuni-
ties which that power and authority gave, quite irrespective
of all and sundry outside the guild. Socialistic in their ori-
gin and birth, these fraternities degenerated into intol-
erable monopolies, cliques, and factions, even to the de-
fiance of law, order, and custom, being often their own
avengers in case of wrong, or supposed wrong, wresting
privileges where they could, and purchasing them when
they could not, until their final suppression in the reign of
the Tudors.

By such institutions, under what may be described as
primeval conditions, in the very infancy of society and of
industry in this country, the ordinances and statutes re-
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specting labour were first formulated and promulgated. As
time wore on, and the conditions of society and of life
changed, those ordinances did not fit the circumstances of
the times. They were not expansive enough; there was no
elasticity in them. It is, indeed, extremely doubtful whether
the industry of modern England could have developed to
any large extent under the guild system. The guilds were
too clannish to be national, and too limited in their scope
to be cosmopolitan. When they were instituted they doubt-
less fulfilled their mission. They enlarged the family and its
responsibilities to groups of families, then to a class. But
diversified interests arose as soon as the expansion began;
and those diversified interests became more and more dis-
tinctive and accentuated with each inclusion, until the
original guild split into fragments, which fragments estab-
lished their own guild. The formulas and regulations which
were accepted by the initial guilds did not completely sat-
isfy the needs and aspirations of the coteries which the
extended family embraced, and they became irksome
whenever they were applied to, and were enforced upon,
persons and families beyond the range of the exclusive
circle by which they were instituted and promulgated.
Secession followed; new combinations arose; other guilds
were established, and contentions were rife, as to the inci-
dence of power and authority, in a variety of forms. The
battles of the guilds form an instructive chapter in the his-
tory of association, and especially as identified with labour,
compared with which the contentions of trade-unions sink
into insignificance, bitter as some of the feuds have been
among the unions of modern times.
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II. The ordinances of the guilds ultimately gave birth to
statute laws pertaining to labour. The earlier Labour Laws,
such as the Statutes of Labourers, directly resulted from
their action. It was but the natural outcome of regulation,
the fruit after its kind. Figs do not grow on thorns, nor
grapes on thistles—thorns grow thorns, and thistles,
thistles. The attempts to fix the price of labour, to limit the
number of labourers in a particular industry, to regulate by
ordinance or official sanction the hours of work, and to
restrict the individual rights of the labourers, produced a
reaction, which reaction found vent in counter-statutory
enactment, the results of which continued to operate for
centuries. For a long period, the ordinances of the guilds
and legal statutory enactments ran side by side. Sometimes
they had the same objects, and operated concurrently; at
other times they were opposed to each other, the one being
a check upon the other. One effect of their operation was to
establish customs which had the force of law. Those dual
forms of regulation continued in various, and often diver-
sified forms, until the ‘dissolution of the monasteries,” and
the final suppression of the guilds. It was not until after
that date that legislative enactment supplanted the ordi-
nances of the guilds, and usurped their functions. If the
legislature of that period had resisted the prompted induce-
ments to an interference with labour, and had restricted
its actions to such provisions as would have ensured free-
dom to all, and protection to each, in the exercise of that
freedom, many of the evils of what is termed grandmoth-
erly legislation would have been averted. The modern
forms of interference are the direct result, the natural and
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inevitable result, of conditions which were created by State
regulation, following upon the failure of corporate regu-
lation as imposed by the craft-guilds of the middle ages.

Legal enactment took two distinct forms; there were
(1) the Statute Law, as embodied in the Statutes of La-
bourers, commencing with the 23 Edw. III, and continued
throughout the thirteenth century by various statutes, and
in the fourteenth century by further regulations, as to
wages and prices and hours of labour. Those enactments
reached their fullest development in the reign of Queen
Elizabeth, when the laws were consolidated into what
might be termed a code, and were made binding upon all
the trades and industries of that time. And (2) charters,
which were granted in some of the early reigns, and were
continued down to very recent times, many of which were
obtained by purchase, as is the case of the companies of
the city of London, and some other corporate towns. The
rage for legislative regulation is an outgrowth of those
earlier conditions, a reverting back to the infancy of civi-
lised society. This tendency is always strong in proportion
to the lack of intelligence among the masses to perceive the
true relation between cause and effect, and the inevitable
results of a given policy, whatever that policy may be. The
history of that interference seems to be but a hazy dream
to most men, even to those tolerably educated, or we
should find greater hesitancy to embark on the same
treacherous stream.

Legislation was inaugurated by two distinct parties:
(a) By that portion of the community opposed to the re-
strictive action of the guilds; and (b) by the guild frater-
nities, in order to maintain their power, privileges, and
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immunities. The former contended that guild law, by or-
dinance or statute, was opposed to public policy, and they
sought to suppress all kinds of associative effort, as mis-
chievous and dangerous to the State. The latter desired to
perpetuate monopoly by law. As the Israelites sighed for
the flesh-pots of Egypt, during their journey through the
wilderness, so the guild-brothers sighed for the con-
tinuance and maintenance of their power and authority
over the trades and industries represented by their crafts.
The demand for protective law by the guild marks the
period of their decay. They had recourse to legislation by
statute, or regulation by charter, because they had failed,
or were failing, to enforce their ordinances as theretofore.
But this very failure of mutual control, by guild-law, is
proof positive that it was bad law in actual practice, either
because it was ill-timed and unsuited to circumstances, not
embodying enactments such as those for whose special
benefit they were framed desired, or because the provisions
were in themselves vicious. In either case the law was in-
effective, and in the end it was disabling in its operation
and results.

With the suppression of the guilds, legislation took the
place of guild ordinances and regulations. As the legisla-
ture at that period was non-representative, the legislation
initiated was prompted by a class, for a class, as it was
natural that it should be under the circumstances. Act was
piled upon Act. One trade after another was brought
within the sphere of the statute law, until all handicrafts,
and nearly all kinds of labour, were subject either to statute
or to ordinances under charter. As population increased, as
society progressed, and as industries grew and expanded,
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there arose a revolt against those statutes and charters. The
misfortune was, however, that instead of merely repealing
restrictive laws, the employers, then all-powerful in Parlia-
ment, sought to substitute, and did substitute very often,
other restrictive laws generally adverse to labour. The mas-
ters desired, by law, to inflict disabilities upon workmen,
and the workmen similarly desired to impose conditions
upon masters which were intolerable. This contest was
continued for centuries, sometimes one and sometimes the
other gaining ascendancy.

The victory ultimately remained with the masters.
Statute after statute was repealed, in so far as they were
favourable to the workman, with the result that the latter
were left wholly unprotected by law, and were unable to
protect themselves by mutual association, because of the
Combination Laws and other statutes. On the other hand,
most of the laws which were in the interest of the masters
remained unrepealed, thus leaving the workman in a hope-
less state of dependence and disability. A period of transi-
tion is nearly always a desperate time for the weak and
unprotected. So it was under the repealed laws referred to,
ere association by the workman was possible, to mitigate
the evils consequent upon the industrial changes then tak-
ing place in this country. For a long time the workpeople
tried to defend the law and the institution, as their sole
means of protection. The masters wanted freedom from the
law—for themselves, but with the power to prevent com-
binations among the men. This unequal struggle continued
up to the end of the first quarter of the present century,
when, in 1825, the Combination Laws were repealed. Even
then, however, the Master and Servant Acts were still in



Liberty for Labour 147

force and were administered with unwonted severity.
These were not finally dealt with, in any liberal spirit,
until 1867.

The movement amongst the workpeople for freedom to
combine began after all efforts to keep in force the old
protective law had failed, which was towards the close of
the last century. At first, and for a very long period, the
tendency was to repeal disabling laws. The Statutes of Ap-
prentices, the particular Acts relating to special trades, the
old Combination Laws, Acts relating to Corresponding
Societies, and subsequently the Master and Servant Acts,
were either partially, some wholly, others temporarily re-
pealed, until, in 1875, after persistent efforts for nearly one
hundred years, the remnant of the old Labour Laws, to-
gether with the Master and Servant Acts, till that date
suspended, were wholly repealed. At the same date the
Conspiracy Laws were abolished, in so far as they applied
to labour disputes. Ere this had been accomplished, trade-
unions were accorded the protection of the law by the
Trade Union Act, 1871, and further, as regards their funds,
by the Amending Act of 1876. Some other obsolete statutes
were repealed last session, by the Master and Servant Act,
1890. All through this long struggle one sentiment was
predominant; the healthy sentiment of freedom was para-
mount. The workmen in effect said: We want no favour;
we only want fair play; and by their attitude they declared
—we will have it. The demand was simply for the repeal of
restraining and disabling laws, with liberty to act, either
individually or collectively, for their mutual advantage,
whichever was deemed to be best.

III. But long ere the freedom to combine was granted
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there arose a demand for protective law. And protective
law, as then conceded, appears to have been an absolute
necessity, remembering the state in which industry was
left by the action of the legislature, as before recorded.
The system of domestic manufacture, which had been the
universal practice for centuries, under the guild system,
and under legislation by statute and charter, had almost
suddenly changed to a form of factory life, in which
women and young children were largely employed in sev-
eral important industries. These changes were due mainly
to the discoveries and inventions, and the application of
mechanical powers and means to productive labour in the
eighteenth century, whereby motive power, first by water,
and subsequently by steam, was utilised to extend and in-
crease production. The newer processes had the effect of
bringing together young and old, of both sexes, to work
under the new industrial system. These were aggregated
together in out-of-the-way places, where they were often
brutally treated, worse frequently than slaves in American
plantations, and were absolutely without power of redress.
The vivid pictures of that period, as portrayed in the pages
of Michael Armstrong, tell the tale of their woes; it is fur-
ther told in the Reports of the Royal Commissions and of
Select Committees, appointed by Parliament to inquire
into these matters, not in the glowing language and glaring
colours of Mrs. Trollope, but in the sober blue-book lan-
guage and truth, usual in such publications of the Govern-
ment. The scenes there depicted were common in many
industries nearly to the middle of the present century.
With the dawn of the nineteeth century came the first
Factory Act, “for the Preservation of the Health and Morals
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of Apprentices and others employed in Cotton and other
Industries.” The necessity for this Act had deeply im-
pressed Sir Robert Peel, himself a manufacturer, who
had made a careful study of the subject. From that date,
1801—2 to 1878, when the long series of Acts were con-
solidated and amended, the provisions of the earlier Act
were extended and amended until they embraced all fac-
tories and workshops in which women, young persons of
both sexes, and children were employed. They are no
longer confined to the textile trades, but extend to all
classes and kinds of manufacture. The Mines Regulation
Acts, in their earlier conception and application, were
similar in character, and had almost precisely the same ob-
jects. Fora period of ninety years there have been three con-
current movements-—one for the protection of women and
children; another for the protection of life and limb, and
health of all engaged in industry; and the other for the
repeal of old restrictive laws, in so far as they pertained
to adult males in their daily avocations in life. These have
progressed side by side, all through the present century,
and are still operating without cessation in nearly all
trades.

Those movements were not and are not inconsistent or
incompatible one with the other. A politician or statesman
might support each without violating his principles or en-
dangering his reputation for consistency. But two opposing
forces have arisen in this connection; the one would undo
the legislation of the past, as vicious and mischievous, the
other would so extend it as to embrace within the sphere
of its influence not only women and children but adult
males, in substitution for, or as going back to, the ordi-
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nances and statutes of earlier times. The action of both
parties is provocative of diversified antagonism. In the
struggle for ascendancy, the chances are either that the
good accomplished will be rendered nugatory by repeals
of useful statutes, or that the principles underlying them
will be so enlarged and applied as to become harmful to
the mass of the people. This is the danger to be appre-
hended, and to be guarded against.

IV. The principles which underlie the Factory and
Workshop Acts, and all similar Acts, are clear, definite,
and distinct. Generally, they have for their object the pro-
tection of women and children, who were, and still are, to
a great extent, the latter wholly, and the former partially,
unable to protect themselves. If the Acts, instead of pro-
tecting, disable, or if they are no longer needed for protec-
tion, then they become vicious and mischievous. But it
must be remembered that the whole tenor of public law has
been adverse, in several important respects, to women. The
conditions under which they laboured were altogether dif-
ferent to those of men. Combination by women was almost
totally unattainable. Isolation and weakness were their
lot, until marriage gave them a ‘protector.” Even then the
protection was nearly nil, especially when engaged in any
occupation. Often indeed they supplanted their husbands,
and became the bread-winners for the family. The extent
to which this operated is now scarcely conceivable, cer-
tainly it is not realised or appreciated by those who oppose
all such legislation. The Reports of the Royal Commission,
1840—43, give an inkling of the extent, baneful influences
and effect, of child labour and women labour, in various in-
dustries of that time, in so far as the conditions of employ-
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ment were concerned, while the reports on the sanitary
condition of the labouring population, at the same date,
show the direful results in the home-life of the people.
These reports are seldom perused now, but no one can un-
derstand to what fearful depths of degradation, greed and
need pressed down the workers in factories and work-
shops, in collieries and mines, and in other occupations
in the industrial centres of Great Britain. Health and
morals were the chief objects of the series of statutes to
which reference is made, including sanitation, meal times,
separation of the sexes, number of hours worked, night
work, overcrowding, etc.

V. The other object sought by protective law was the
safety of the workers. Sometimes health, morals, and
safety were sought in one and the same measure; as, for
example, when fencing of machinery and ventilation of
mines were provided for in the same Act which prohibited
the employment of women and children in mines; or where
regulations were enforced as to the employment of men
and women, boys and girls in the mine or factory, under
conditions provocative of immorality, and where common
decency could scarcely be said to possibly exist. In addition
to personal safety of life and limb, responsibility in cases
of injury while engaged in the ordinary occupation for
which the workers were hired, was added. This, however,
was not a new law; it was rather statutory limitation and
application of the principles of Common Law, derived
from the Roman Law, which were general throughout
Europe and America. Thus protective law, in this instance,
was designed to prevent fatal accidents or injury, or to
punish under civil process those who were responsible,
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but who neglected proper safeguards for the employees’
safety.

V1. The Public Health Acts are of a different class, but
their aim was in the same direction, their provisions being
on the general lines. Instead, however, of being solely, or
even mainly, instituted for the protection of workers en-
gaged in a particular employment, they were designed for
the benefit of the whole community, of which the work-
people form but a section. Nevertheless, under the Public
Health Acts, the Nuisances Removal Acts, and numerous
other general Acts, all classes of workers are directly, as
well as indirectly, benefited, in addition to the special
protection given to them under the Factory and Workshop
Acts, and other specific Acts. To this category might be
added many groups of Acts of a general character, such as
the Railway Acts, Building Acts, Drainage Acts, Housing
of the Working Classes Acts, and others, all of which ex-
tend protection to workers, as part of the whole commu-
nity, while some contain clauses for their especial benefit.

VII. The motives which actuated those by whom all
such legislation was inaugurated and extended in various
directions, were good, and the objects sought were definite
and generally commendable. The promoters assumed, as a
matter of course, that the individual could not protect
himself in such cases; that many of the circumstances
which had arisen, necessitating interference by law, had
been created by law, or were the direct or indirect results
of law. The argument was, and is, that inasmuch as the
conditions of modern society are mainly the outcome of
legislation, in one form or another, those least benefited by
such legislation should be protected against encroachments
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on their liberty of action, and of mutual association, by
those who had reaped the greatest advantages from enact-
ments by positive law. How far, and to what extent, the
position thus taken up is a right one may be open to argu-
ment; and some of the facts alleged in support of either
side or view may be challenged. In any case no one will
contend that all such interference by statutory enactment
is vicious. The questions in dispute mainly are: when,
where, and how the interference shall take place; and
under conditions and to what extent? The general view is
that, in matters relating to labour, the line shall be drawn
at adult males; that legislation for the protection of
women and children is justifiable, and quite within the
sphere of legitimate and positive law; but that interference
with the rights and liberties of grown men is an imper-
tinence and a danger which ought to be resented and
resisted. Such legislation is undoubtedly an innovation in
the strict sense of the term. Indirectly adult males have
been protected by Factory and Workshop Acts, and by
Mines Regulation Acts, Truck Acts, and similar Acts. For
the most part such Acts were not passed ostensibly for the
protection of men, except in so far as health and safety
are concerned, the one exception being the Truck Acts. In
all such legislation the whole community is concerned, as
well as the workers. In this respect it was not class law for
a section, but general law for the mass. The Truck Acts are
of a different class, but they really aimed a blow at a system
of fraud, perpetrated by those who had supreme control
over the labour market, and against whom the workers
were powerless to compete. Many of these conditions were
manifestly created by, or were the outcome of law, by
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which masters were free to combine, and under which
workmen were refused the right of combination, and con-
sequently of resistance.

VIII. The demand for an extension of the provisions of
positive law to cases not heretofore within its pale, or
domain, is, it is to be feared, as much due to unwise at-
tempts in the direction of limitation as to unwise attempts
to run in advance of public opinion by its extension. For
instance, there was an outcry against what is called “grand-
motherly legislation” by the Laissez-faire school of political
economists, as they are termed, with the object of restrict-
ing such legislation. The Liberty and Property Defence
League of to-day is regarded by many as carrying to the
very extreme the principle of non-interference by law in
matters of ‘contracts of service’ in the realm of labour. The
adherents of this school appear to be inclined to appeal to
philosophical principles only in so far as they are protective
of their own interests. This is not perhaps intentional, but
proceeds from forgetfulness of what they owe to earlier
legislation and regulation. They protest, and in many cases
rightly, against the enactment of fresh restraints on indi-
vidual liberty, but they are not enthusiastically eager to
part with advantages which earlier legislation has con-
ferred upon the class from which the members of that
school are drawn. For example, the State undertakes to
maintain entails and settlements, and provides facilities
for the collection of debts, therein conferring advantages
on thelandowning, trading, and capitalist class. If progress
is to bring with it a gradual diminution in the use of legal
machinery in the affairs of every-day life, it is obvious that
these and similar agencies provided by the State must be
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modified, as being harmful to the development of human
character, and be excluded just as much as enactments
which seek to confer advantages upon, and to protect and
advance the interests and status of, the labourer. There
should be some reciprocity among all classes, thus showing
confidence in the expanding tree of liberty as a refuge for
the protection of all. Such dogged resistance to any exten-
sion of the domain of law leads the advocates of extension
to discard all notions of limit, and in reality it reacts in
favour of the wildest conceivable schemes of Municipal
and General Law, for all kinds of purposes, and for all
sections of the people. Both parties seem to have a very
confused notion as to the true basis of law, and of the issues
involved therein. They are divided into two armies, for
attack and defence; they aim wildly at each other, neither
having a very clear idea where the other is in the fray.
They have no conception of a golden mean in matters of
State policy, or that there is a plateau of debatable land
on either side of the imaginary boundary line of legislative
interference, which may still be open for demarcation and
delimitation. The political philosopher, and the social stat-
ist or political economist, must attempt to trace the exact
line, if an exact line can be traced, where the State shall
act or interfere, and where it shall be neutral, resisting
alike those who seek to pass the boundary in whatever
direction, whether by further extension of legislation, or
by the repeal of legislation in force. This is now all the
more necessary, seeing that ‘statesmen’ and those who seek
‘parliamentary honours’ are subject to continuous external
pressure for new legislation, on old or new lines, as the
case may be. Every member of the popular branch of the
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legislature is being forced, almost against his will, to sup-
port this or that measure, the exact bearing of which,
beyond its more immediate objects, he does not see, or in
the least degree perceive. Such pressure is exercised quite
irrespective of other pressure in a contrary direction, by
another set of enthusiasts.

The requisition for legislation during the last six years
has been enormous, it is becoming more and more irre-
sistible and dictatorial each year, and it will be perpetual
and growing, until some principle of policy is formulated
by which thoughtful men can stand. Whether or not this
be possible is a question for debate; but the absence of a
policy is dangerous to all concerned—to the State, as a
living organism, and to the various sections of the commu-
nity of which it is made up.

IX. The sphere of legislation is now sought to be ex-
tended in various directions, covering a wide field. Some
of the measures demanded belong to a class which has had
the sanction of all parties in the State, and also of the
majority of economists, to whichever school they may be-
long. There have been differences of opinion as to the
degree and exact extent of the legislative interference to
be conceded; and some few have protested against the
kinds, and the methods adopted; but actual resistance to its
principles has been small. The particular branches of sub-
jects embraced in the new demands may be classified and
summarised as follows:

(a) Acts for extending existing provisions relating to
the safety of persons engaged in more or less dangerous
occupations. This series of enactments is based upon prin-
ciples which are not generally called in question, as being
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in any sense an infringement of legitimate law. It is uni-
versally admitted that no man has a right to contribute to
the injury of another, whether the person injured is in the
employ of such other person, or is a ‘stranger,” not in his
employ. This personal protection is indeed the essence of
all law. The State exists for no other rightful purpose; all
else is usurpation, no matter what euphonious name may
be applied to the condition of things in which such pro-
tection is denied.

(b) Compensation for injury is of the same class, and
is the natural sequence of the foregoing. The Common Law
has always held the person causing the injury responsible,
and liable to pay compensation. The Employers” Liability
Act does not extend the responsibility; on the contrary, it
rather limits its application, and also the amount of com-
pensation to be awarded. As a set-off to this limitation, it
gives an easy remedy by summary process for the amount
claimed. Instead of expensive litigation in the Superior
Courts, the County Court may assess damages up to a
certain restricted amount. Against measures of this sort
there can be no legitimate objection, provided they are
framed and administered with equity. The limitation of
responsibility and liability only dates back some five and
forty years, and was not even then the subject of positive
law, but of interpretation by the highest legal tribunal, the
House of Lords.

(c) The Public Health Acts endeavour to ensure, as far
as practicable, immunity from dangerous conditions aris-
ing from unhealthy occupations, carried on in unsanitary
dwellings, or premises, where the work has to be per-
formed; and also protection to the inhabitants from the
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effects of unhealthy areas, bad drainage, or other defects
dangerous or injurious to health. When a person under-
takes to do certain work he runs the risks usually incidental
to such employment. But it is always understood that such
risks are limited to those that are not preventible. To
endanger a man’s life needlessly is upon a par with man-
slaughter. The worker has a right to expect that all reason-
able care shall be taken to lessen the danger, and prevent
accidents wherever possible. In accepting a tenancy, the
tenant has the same rights as against his landlord. All this
is old law, and is good law; nor can it be abrogated without
danger to the community, and to the State.

(d) The Factory and Workshop Acts constitute the spe-
cial group to which exception is mainly taken. In this class
of legislation there is a growing tendency towards expan-
sion and extension, and of including objects and purposes
not within the purview of existing law. Many regard this
tendency with strong disfavour; even those most favour-
able see in it a great danger. Demands are being daily made
for the extension of these Acts. The advocates thereof urge
that such legislation shall be logical, and face the full con-
sequences of recognised principles, in enactments already
in force. It is not always clear that the proposals made are
the logical outcome of legislation now in force. And even
were it 50, there may be, and often are modifying circum-
stances or conditions that prevent the application of the
specific ‘principle” alluded to; while there are many cases
to which such principle does not logically apply. Each case
must be taken on its merits, and no man need feel any
obligation, moral or otherwise, to support new proposals
because he has felt it incumbent upon him to support
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similar legislation in other cases to which such Acts apply.
Circumstances alter cases in numberless instances and
ways, certainly not less in matters of legislation than in af-
fairs relating to conduct, and of every-day life. Those who
urge legislation on the ground of logic, must be prepared
to face the logical sequence of their own proposals, both in
life and conduct, and in Statute Law. We shall presently
see where such proposals will land us, and shall ask those
who seek to discredit the action of reformers who do not
see eye to eye with them, whether they are prepared to
accept the full consequences of the legislation demanded,
not only in the realm of labour, but in the domain of social
and private life. The question must be faced, for the nation
is verging to the point of danger in this connection.

X. The recent inquiry by the Lords” Committee into the
Sweating System, as it is called, has opened up a wider
field. Not that there is anything absolutely new in connec-
tion with it, except perhaps that it has developed more
widely, and evoked a deeper interest on the part of the
public. Those who will turn to the pages of Alton Locke,
published forty years ago, will find that the Rev. Charles
Kingsley laid bare the chief features of the Sweating Sys-
tem. Mr. Henry Mayhew also, in his “‘London Labour and
London Poor,” showed to what extent it had crept into
the furnishing trades, especially in all that pertained to
cabinet-making and fancy work connected therewith; and
also into the tailoring trades and some other industries.
Those men preached to deaf ears. The public conscience
was not touched. There was no response to the earnest
appeals then made, which were treated either as the appeals
of fanatics, or were regarded as of so sentimental a char-
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acter as not to come within the pale of practical politics.
The ‘Sweating System’ in itself is hard to define; even the
Select Committee of the Lords hesitated to commit them-
selves to any definition. Mr. Arnold White gave the highly
philosophical description of ‘grinding the faces of the
poor’; but the Committee felt that this definition was not
sufficiently precise for legislative purposes. All the wit-
nesses were able to adduce evidence as to the evils of the
system. The Lords’ Committee were deeply impressed by
the voluminous evidence given before them, as to the ex-
tent of the evils, and the baneful effects, in various ways.
But they were not able to formulate any plan for dealing
with them by enactment. They advised combination, co-
operative production, and sanitary inspection, the latter
only being in the direction of positive law. But to be able
to deal with any subject of statutory enactment, the pro-
moters thereof should be in a position to define the objects
aimed at, and the precise extent of the contemplated inter-
ference. It is not sufficient to state the evils to be remedied,
because these may arise from various causes, some of
which are scarcely within the sphere of practical legisla-
tion and some remedies might intensify rather than cure
the disease.

XI. The Sweating System is mainly the outgrowth of a
domestic system of industry, but apparently not wholly
so. At any rate, it attains its highest development in those
trades in which the family can perform the work indepen-
dently at home. This is seen in the tailoring trades, the
boot and shoe trades; and in the cabinet-making trades;
and also in the chain-making, nut and bolt-making indus-
tries, in Staffordshire and parts of Worcestershire. It is
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almost universal in connection with women’s work, of all
kinds, especially so where they are able to do the work at
home. The ‘sweater’ is the outcome of many elements, the
result of many causes; some of these might come within
the domain of legitimate law, but many are beyond the
province of positive enactment. The head of the family,
the responsible bread-winner, has been the chief promoter
of sweating. He has preferred independence and isolation
as a home worker, where he has the freedom to work when
he likes, and to idle when he pleases. He has utilised the
skill of his wife, and then of his children, to enable him
to produce quickly, while the competition of other men,
similarly placed, has compelled him to produce cheaply—
too cheaply perhaps to enable him to live decently, as a
skilled workman should live. This system of domestic
manufacture, has in recent times been carried on under
such conditions as to become a positive danger to health,
not only to those who live immediately under such condi-
tions, but to the locality in which they dwell, and often to
the whole surrounding district. This has led to the demand
for sanitary inspection, with power to ‘invade the sanc-
tuary of the home,” even when the family only are em-
ployed. Workers, in very despair, invoke this power, and
sanitary reformers seek it as a means, in their opinion the
only means, of abating a widespread evil, the consequences
of which might become dangerous, or at least very injuri-
ous to the whole community.

XII. The desire for legislative interference has of late
been growing to such a degree that it has become a passion,
in many breasts an all-pervading passion, which is appar-
ently insatiable. It is with many a mere dilettante longing
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for some change, which shall bridge the gulf of classes,
now separated by an almost impassable chasm. With
others it is the cry of despair. They feel the terrible struggle
for existence so acutely, and see no possible means of
escape from the intensified and continuous strain, mentally
and physically, that they look to the State to interfere, for
protection and support. If it be not despair, it is decadence,
true manhood being crushed out, in so far as its higher
attributes are concerned. Others, again, seek the aid of the
State out of utter idleness, and ingrained laziness; their
idea of life seems to be not to do anything for themselves,
except that which they are compelled to do from sheer ne-
cessity. The most serious proposal in recent times, is the
application of the principle of State interference with the
labour of adult males, and the fixing of their hours of la-
bour by law. The proposals at present before the country
are various; some propose to go only a little way, others go
the ‘whole hog.” Of the two the whole hog people are the
most logical and consistent. They seek a universal law of
Eight Hours, for all sections of the people, without distinc-
tion of class or industry. The possibility of its application is
quite another matter. The advocates of this ‘principle’ do
not trouble themselves with such trifling questions as pos-
sibilities; what they demand is the principle of a uniform
day of Eight Hours; it is for the legislature to find out the
way, and the methods of its application. If, they say, the
thing is right, Parliament can formulate the provisions and
the means. It is the duty of Parliament to put into language,
and give expression to the aspirations of the people. The
conclusion is simple, and, may we say, profound.

XIII. The definite formulated proposals now before the
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country are limited to certain employments; but the advo-
cates, for the most part, regard those as only initial steps
towards the grand consummation, by them devoutly
wished for. The first measures suggested are:

(a) An Eight-Hour day for all Government employees.
It is not quite clear whether the advocates of this policy
seek to enforce eight hours’ continuous work upon all Gov-
ernment employees, or whether they only desire that those
who work longer than eight hours shall be brought within
that limit, leaving those who work less than eight hours,
the full enjoyment of present privileges. This is a point
upon which they are discreetly silent.

(b) Thereis a further demand that all persons employed
by Municipal Corporations, and all Local bodies and Au-
thorities, shall be employed for eight hours only. Here,
again, it is not quite clear whether the rule shall be uni-
versal, or only partial, in its application. The demand is
general, the advocates disdaining to descend to particulars,
either as to the application of the regulations, or the limi-
tation (if any) of their operation.

With regard to these two classes of employees, there is no
kind of pretension that they are over-worked, or that their
labour is exhausting or dangerous. The contention merely
is that the State, or the Municipal Institution or Local
Body, should show an example to other employers, by
working the men fewer hours, and paying them at the
highest rates of remuneration. No one will contend that
the State should under-pay, or over-work, its employees.
But, on the other hand, few will assert that the State should
so deal with labour, as practically to regulate the hours of
labour, and fix its price. Yet the contention of those who
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seek such interference involves these conditions, in its
operation and results. Custom has the force of law; and a
State-regulated day, and a fixed rate of wages for such
working day, would in effect govern the labour market
generally, certainly for the same kind of labour, in all parts
of the country.

(c) A section, and it must be admitted that they con-
stitute a very considerable section, of the miners, seek for
a State-regulated day of Eight Hours. Their various Asso-
ciations have prepared a Bill for that purpose, which Bill
has been introduced into Parliament. The representatives
of the counties of Durham and Northumberland have,
with the general assent of their mining constituents, with-
held their sanction to the measure; but the representatives
of other mining districts support it, and they denounce all
those who withhold their support. The supporters of the
Bill contend that the mining industry is a dangerous occu-
pation, and that labour in the mine is exhaustive, and,
therefore, that the hours of work in the mine should be
limited. With regard to the question of danger, the law is
pretty severe at present, and any plea on the score of
danger will command attention and respect. But legisla-
tion in this direction comes under a totally different head,
and ought not to be pleaded on behalf of State regulation
of the hours of labour. The exhaustive nature of the work
is admitted, but the plea holds good in other industries.
Yet the supporters of the Bill declare that the measure is
limited to mining, and is not intended to apply to other
trades. Leaving the question of danger out of the calcula-
tion, it might be asked whether iron-workers and steel-
workers, blast-furnacemen, and some others, could not put
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in as reasonable a plea on the score of exhaustion, and the
laboriousness of their occupation. Some of those employed
on railways could also plead both danger and exhaustion,
and therefore the limitation proposed, for miners only, will
scarcely hold good. Besides, no class of men in this country
have done so much for themselves, by themselves, as the
miners. To their credit be it said, they have shown an
example, worthy of all praise, of self-help, and mutual help
by associative effort, such as might be advantageously fol-
lowed by the workmen of all classes in the country.

(d) The Shop Assistants of the country, especially those
in the metropolis, have formulated demands for the early
closing of shops, either generally, on all days of the week,
or specifically, on certain days, with half-holidays, because,
as they assert, they have found it impossible to adequately
curtail their hours of labour otherwise. The fact is that
the pressure of long hours has not been felt sufficiently to
induce them to combine for shorter hours, or they would
ere this have gained their ends. In many houses the hours
of labour have been reduced considerably, without State
interference, and the tendency is still further to reduce the
working hours of this class of employees. Where women
and young persons are employed, the law operates as it
stands, under existing legislation.

(¢) But the most curious requisition of all is the demand,
by a large number of Shopkeepers, that shops shall be
closed at a certain hour by Act of Parliament, under Mu-
nicipal or Local regulation, by the majority of the votes of
those engaged in the particular business to be regulated.
Sir John Lubbock’s measure admits the difficulty by omit-
ting certain establishments, and shops, from its operation.
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Those omitted are, in point of fact, the very places in which
the hours are the longest, such as public-houses, hotels,
restaurants, eating-houses of all sorts, tobacconists, news-
agents, and some others. The exceptions prove that State
regulation is difficult and dangerous. Many of those who
clamour for the interference would resent any attempt to
put in force a law prohibiting Sunday trading, yet this
would give one whole day’s rest in seven. All these pro-
posals practically admit that voluntary regulation is not
possible to the extent demanded. Does not this imply that
State regulation is impracticable? Is it not an admission
that statutory enactment is not required by those for whose
benefit it is ostensibly intended? The power to close at a
given hour exists in all places.

(f) Another of the proposals made is to insist that in all
Railway Bills and Tramway Bills, and of course, naturally,
in all Bills involving the employment of labour, and re-
quiring Parliamentary sanction, provisions shall be in-
serted fixing the hours of labour at eight per day, as a
condition precedent to the passing of such measures. No-
tice to that effect was given in the session of 1890, but the
question was not the subject of debate upon any Bill, nor
was any attempt made to raise it. This mode of Parlia-
mentary interference and regulation is perhaps the most
extraordinary ever submitted to the House of Commons.
The proposal bears no resemblance to the provisions in-
serted in Railway and Street Improvement Bills relating to
the housing of the working-classes, as powers are given in
such Bills to compel the vacating of dwellings within the
area taken compulsorily, and that too without any com-
pensation or consideration to the poor families evicted
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under the Acts. By the Housing of the Working Classes
Act, 1890, some provision is made for the costs of removal,
when the dwellings are required for demolition, in order
to clear the area; but even this proviso does not really
amount to compensation. There is, however, no analogy
whatever between the two sets of cases; nor can that enact-
ment be quoted in support of the former demand, upon
any logical or reasonable grounds. If Parliament is to be
called upon to interfere in matters relating to labour in all
Bills brought before the Legislature for Parliamentary
sanction, there is an end to the respective ‘rights,” what-
ever these may be, of capital and labour. It would be better
at once to fix the hours of labour, and its wages or price,
by legal provisions which shall be binding upon all classes,
employers and workmen alike, in all departments of indus-
try, all over the kingdom.

XIV. There are four very serious objections to this kind
of legislation, all of which must be removed before it can
be initiated and carried into effect. These are:

(1) The impracticability, nay impossibility, of its uni-
versal adoption and application. All laws which are partial
in operation are made by a class, for a class; and class
legislation is generally condemned, most of all by the
working-classes, and rightly so. For more than a century
we have been busily engaged in undoing the class legisla-
tion of previous centuries—in repealing the statutes, and
in removing the obstacles they had created. The work is
not yet completed, for the effects remain long after the
statutes are repealed. Everybody who may be at all ac-
quainted with the history of past legislation, admits that
the earlier legislation in this direction hampered trade,
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hindered the advancement of the people, and operated
adversely to labour. It took an entire century to repeal the
Labour Laws, and some of them are not even now repealed.
We are asked to revert back to similar legislation; to fix the
number of hours of the working-day, and to practically set
up a standard of wages. Can this be done effectually for all
trades? One would like to see the draft of a measure, set-
ting forth in detail, in a schedule, all the industries of the
country, with the number of hours to be worked as the
normal working day for each trade, and the minimum rates
of wages to be paid. In such schedule, what should govern
the length of the day, or the rate of wages? Should it be
skill, the exhaustive character of the labour, the cleanliness
or dirtiness of the occupation, the insanitary conditions
under which it is carried on, or what? It would be an inter-
esting session in which all these questions were discussed
and settled, if settled they ever could be. Each class and
section would have its accredited experts, whose duty it
would be to show that his clients deserved to be put in this
or that class, or to be exempt from this or that regulation.
That time is not yet come.

(2) The inelasticity of positive law is adverse to the
development of human intelligence and skill. An Act of
Parliament is necessarily directed more to the restraint of
liberty than to its expansion. Hence the principle upon
which it is, or ought to be, conceived, is that caution is
better than recklessness, and that it is above all things
advisable to hasten slowly in matters of legislation. The
great majority of people do not at all understand the nature
and character of an Act of Parliament. Working-men espe-
cially seem to regard it merely as an ordinary resolution,
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registered by both Houses of Parliament, and capable of
being as easily and readily rescinded or amended as any
resolution passed at a public meeting, or by the committee
or council of the body with which they are associated, and
with whose acts and resolves they are more or less familiar.
An Act of Parliament is certainly not like a law of the
Medes and Persians; it is not an enactment which cannot
be abrogated or set aside. But it frequently takes a longer
time, and involves more agitation and expense, to repeal
an Act, even when its effects have admittedly been per-
nicious, than it did to place it on the statute book origi-
nally. Itis no light matter either to enact or repeal a statute;
even to amend it often requires years of earnest and per-
sistent effort. Of legislation generally it might with truth
be said that fools rush in where angels fear to tread. The
House of Commons is slow, frequently very slow, to em-
bark on new experimental legislation; and when such is
initiated the expedient of ‘temporary law’ is often resorted
to, requiring that its assent shall be renewed year after
year, in order to see how it works before it is made a
permanent statute. Many such laws are renewed session
after session by an Expiring Laws Continuance Bill, at the
close of each session; an indication of the extreme caution
of the Legislature in any new departure in positive enact-
ment.

(3) Supposing there was no question as to the ‘principle’
of such legislation, the administration of the law would
frequently involve hardships more intolerable than the
evils they were meant to cure. The inspection required, to
see that the laws were enforced, would necessitate an army
of inspectors, all of whom would, in the very nature of
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things, become more and more dictatorial, inasmuch as
they would be the masters of employers and employed
alike. Labour would have to cease at the sound of the State
gong, and any work performed beyond the legislative
limit would be an infraction of the statute. If the necessities
of the hour required that work should be continued after
the fixed point of time, a permit would have to be granted
by the inspector, magistrate, town council, or some other
recognised authority constituted for the purpose. Over-
time would have to be abolished in all cases, except in
instances of great emergency. Overtime, with a fixed legal
day, would be impossible, or the legislation itself would
be a farce. Those workmen who chuckle in their sleeve at
the prospect of putting in more overtime, at higher rates
of pay, would find that an Eight Hour Law was a law to be
administered and enforced; not an elastic regulation, capa-
ble of indefinite interpretation and modified application.
Besides which, an Eight Hour Law would be a hollow sham
which permitted working beyond the normal fixed day.
Eight hours, and no more, must be the motto of those who
seek it, if they are honest in their contention that such an
enactment is needed as a means of providing work for the
workless. This aspect of the case is kept back by the advo-
cates of the ‘legal day’” of eight hours, but it must be
insisted on, as part of the bargain. One month’s experience
of the administration of such a law would cure many of
its advocates of their phrensy for State regulation, by a
State official, in the ordinary affairs and conduct of every-
day working life.

(4) Such legislation would fail, as all similar legislation
has failed in the past. It is useless to say that the conditions
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are changed—human nature is not changed—certainly not
for the better in these respects. The greed of gain is as rife
today as when Christ drove the money-changers out of
the Temple, or as it was in the Middle Ages, when the
Guilds regulated, or sought to regulate, labour and wages.
The history of the Guilds discloses the fact that for cen-
turies there was an intensely bitter contest between the
Guild members of the various fraternities for the supreme
control and for ascendancy. The feuds only ended with
their suppression. The contests did not subside, but were
continued under the enactments which were substituted
for the earlier ordinances, until those were, in their turn,
repealed. The charters from time to time granted were but
abuses of power, by the creation of monopolies and priv-
ileges, and these for the most part had either to be abro-
gated, or so abridged as to be incapable of doing much
mischief. Where they still partially exist the abuses linger
and continue; and even the advocates of legislative inter-
ference apparently desire the final extinction of chartered
monopolies and of power. In what way have the conditions
of labour changed, or the character of workmen, to lead us
to believe that legal enactment will be more fruitful of
benefits now than of yore? Even the conduct of many of
the advocates of such legislation belie the contention, for
they are more bitter in their attacks, more unscrupulous in
their action, and more offensive in their conduct, than were
the antagonists of a bygone age, when such labour legis-
lation was in force, and in the struggles when it was sought
to be abrogated. Fitness for restraint is a condition prece-
dent to legal enactment; that fitness is not discoverable
in the language and conduct of the chief advocates of
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Acts of Parliament for the regulation of labour, and for
determining how long a man, in the plenitude of his
strength, shall work at his trade, or what he shall earn by
his industry.

XV. The advocates of further legislative interference in
labour questions urge, above all things, as previously indi-
cated, that we shall be logical in the matter of positive law.
They quote Acts, and parts of Acts, in order to show that
the ‘principle’ of interference has been adopted and ap-
plied; and they accuse all who hesitate to extend the
‘principle,” on the lines they indicate, of cowardice in with-
holding assent to the newer forms of legislative action
which they suggest. “‘We are all socialists now,” said an
eminent Parliamentary hand. Yes; in a sense that is so.
Some are socialists by conviction, no matter upon what
inadequate grounds; others may be regarded as socialists
by their silence, and an attitude of noncommittal, because
they shrink from combating socialistic views and tenden-
cies; and many are socialists from lack of knowledge, lack
of energy, and the absence of self-sustaining power. The
growth of socialism is due to the enormous expansion of
our wealth resources, the advantages and benefits of which
are only shared by the comparatively few, instead of the
many and by the consequent contrast of poverty and
riches, which may be seen on every hand. This state of
things is to be deplored, and as far as practicable to be
remedied; the only question is—how? The two distinctive
proposals put forward by the Fabians and the Socialists
are, firstly, the extension of the provisions of the Factory
and Workshop Acts to all the trades of the country, where
only adult males are employed, as well as where women
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and children are employed; and they seek to apply the pro-
visions of those Acts to domestic manufacture of all kinds,
where the family only are engaged in productive labour,
as well as to industry where persons are hired by an em-
ployer. And, secondly, they seek the regulation of the
hours of labour by statute-law, generally and uniformly, or
partially, as the case may be, as before stated. Those two
points may be said to cover the present demands relating
to labour.

XVI. The extension of the provisions of the Factory and
Workshop Acts to domestic industries, where the members
of the family only are employed, will inevitably destroy
domestic manufacture in all trades. Some affect to deny
this, but all the better informed advocates of such exten-
sion acknowledge that such will be its effects and results;
and they even rejoice at the prospect. It is not necessary for
present purposes either to attack or defend the system of
domestic industry. Great evils are connected with the sys-
tem, many are the natural outcome of it. It is, however,
essential that all classes and sections of the community
should know what is sought, and what is inevitable, if the
legislation proposed is carried into effect. If all places and
premises where work is carried on are to be inspected; if a
certain cubical space is to be insisted upon in all such
rooms; if the hours of labour, of meal-times, and the pro-
vision especially that meals are not to be taken in the same
room, are enforced, how is it possible for any kind of work
to be done at home? The thing is impossible. This fact must
be clearly understood by all who are likely to be affected
by such legislation. The sleeping room of the family will
have to be as open to the inspector as an ordinary work-
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shop, for it is well known that in numberless instances one
room serves for all the purposes of living, working, cook~
ing, and sleeping. Are the mass of the people prepared for
so drastic a measure—will they submit to it? And not only
will the domestic ‘workshop’ be absolutely abolished, but
the small masters will have to go, just as the small private
schools practically ceased to exist with the institution of
School Boards. The effect will be that industry of all sorts
will be concentrated, centered in fewer hands; huge estab-
lishments will monopolise trade, and the workers will, in
consequence of their own action, be at the mercy of a few
large firms, or great trading companies, with the result that
in the event of being discharged, for certain reasons, no
other establishment will be open to them.

XVIIL. It might be thought that the demands of the new
school of labour advocates have been exaggerated, and
that the possible evils resulting from such demands have
been maximised. One fact alone will disabuse either notion,
if it exists. Recently, as late as August, 1890, the newly
formed Dockers” Union, led by the men who claim to be
the originators of what they are pleased to describe as the
‘New Trade Unionism,” decreed that their books should be
closed; that no new members were to be enrolled; that they
were now sufficient in numbers to perform the work at
the docks, and that any addition would but impede their
progress, by being brought into competition with the ac-
credited members of the Union. Any departure from this
decree was to be left in the hands of the Executive of the
Union. This autocratic ukase is worthy of the most un-
scrupulous despotic tyrant that ever disgraced the pages
of history; no parallel for it can be found in the annals of
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labour, except, perhaps, in the more degenerate days of the
trading corporations of the Middle Ages, or possibly in
some of the commercial ‘rings’ of modern times. It says, in
effect: We, the members of the Dockers” Union, are quite
sufficient in numbers to do all the dock-work of the port
of London, or other ports; we only are to be employed;
no other men shall come into competition with our labour,
and we will dictate the terms and conditions upon which
we shall be employed. If you don’t like it, we will stop all
industry until you cave in. Supposing all other Unions
adopted the same policy, and shut out all labour except
that which had been enrolled in the books of the Union—
what is to become of the unemployed? Beggary, or the
workhouse, is to be the lot of all new comers into the field
of industry, unless they can be banished into other lands.
If any doctrine so abominable had been propounded by
employers the world of labour would have been up in arms.
The monopoly of the land, or of the Upper Chamber of the
Legislature, sinks into insignificance by the side of this
unexampled piece of wicked stupidity on the part of the
new leaders, the apostles of the new trade unionism.

The mere fact that such a piece of stupendous folly could
be seriously entertained by any body of sane persons is bad
enough; but that it should be promulgated, and be treated
by any portion of the press otherwise than as the ravings of
fanatics, shows to what depths of utter imbecility, igno-
rance, and presumption men can be found to descend when
blinded by passion, led by bigotry, and actuated by mere
selfishness in the attainment of their objects. Men of this
stamp, if once they had supreme control over the legislative
machine, would annihilate individual liberty, and reduce
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God’s image to a mere photograph of one human pattern,
as lifeless as clay, to be reproduced mechanically, as the
sole type of manhood in the world. They seem not to know
that the Great Creator has impressed upon the human soul
an individuality as complete, and as multifarious, as is to
be found in the forms and features of the myriads of men
and women which constitute the mass of humanity; and
they appear not to be aware of the fact that it is as impos-
sible to mould the human mind to one stereotyped pattern,
as it would be to shape the form and features in one iron
mould, to the same model. It is not only impossible; it is
undesirable, even were it possible. In all nature variety is
charming; certainly it is not less so in human character
than in other animate, and in all inanimate objects. Dull
uniformity realises the highest conception of life, conduct,
and character in the breasts of those who have no distinct
individuality of their own. When Pope said of the female
sex, ‘Most women have no character at all,” he was re-
garded as having libelled the sex; but absence of character
would seem to be the acme of perfection, according to the
new gospel of socialism, in which manhood is to be crushed
out of humanity, and the State is to regulate the desires,
attainments, and needs of all, individually and in the con-
crete. To rise at morn to the sound of a State gong, break-
fast off State viands, labour by time, according to a State
clock, dine at a State table, supplied at the State’s expense,
and to be regulated as to rest and recreation, do not realise
a very high conception either of life or conduct. Yet this is
the dream of the new social innovators, whose aim is to
suppress individuality, and substitute therefor State con-
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trol and Municipal regulation in all that concerns private
life.

XVIIL. Lest it should be thought that the foregoing re-
marks are somewhat strong, as regards the leaders of the
new labour movement, it is only necessary to refer to the
action of the Unionists towards those who abstain from
joining the Union, or refuse to be bound by its rules and
regulations. The claim of the pioneers in the cause of labour
hitherto has been that no man shall be tabooed socially, or
be placed under the ban of the law, because of his belong-
ing to a trade union. This was always the plea of those who
sought the repeal of the Combination Laws. That plea was
for liberty to act, not for the power to coerce. Unionism is
being used for the latter purpose of late, to a degree which
is dangerous and wicked. To what extent it might be used
if the unions, controlled by such men, were powerful
enough to exercise their authority, especially if they had
behind them the sanction of statute law, which the new
leaders invoke, it is not possible to conjecture, but we can
have some faint idea from what has taken place, and is
taking place, in various parts of the country. Law and lib-
erty ought to exist side by side, the former protecting and
guaranteeing the latter. When the two are divorced, law
degenerates into tyranny, and liberty into license. Progress
without order is impossible, and law is simply regulation,
order being its essence. The endeavour should therefore
be so to regulate, that the highest and noblest instincts and
aspirations of man shall have full scope for their develop-
ment and exercise, in every department and condition of
life. This is always difficult enough, for society is in con-
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spiracy against non-conformity; how much more difficult
then will it be when positive law is invoked to enforce and
maintain uniformity in the domain of labour, and in the
affairs of social life? It might be urged that the regulation
of the hours of labour will not necessarily involve the
abnegation of individual rights in the manner described.
But we reply that as the logical outcome of the regulation
sought it would be inevitable.

XIX. The domain of law as applied to labour may be
generally described under two heads: (1) Protective law,
the object and purposes of which are to protect the weak
against the strong, as exemplified in the Factory and Work-
shop Acts, for the protection of women and children; and
all extensions of such law to cases where life and limb
are concerned. (2) Enabling law, the aim and purposes of
which are to remove obstacles to, and provide facilities for,
the promotion of the well-being and happiness of the indi-
vidual and of the mass of the people. To these might be
added preventive law, whose province it is to interpose
when any citizen, or any number of citizens, attempt to
interfere with the legitimate rights of others. Herein is
the rightful province of law; beyond is always doubtful,
mostly dangerous. The multiplication of laws is perilous;
each new Act, almost of necessity, creates the need for fur-
ther legislation; it propagates itself, until newer circum-
stances arise to render it obsolete or useless. We have too
much law, and too little justice. Additional law will scarcely
tend to augment equity, in the true sense of the term.
Therefore, instead of increasing the bulk of statute law, or
extending it in newer directions, of bringing it to bear upon
labour, in the manner proposed by its recent advocates, the
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object rather should be to curtail it, to simplify it; to codify
that which is useful and approved; to repeal what is bad
and mischievous, and to give a fuller freedom to the fac-
ulties of man in all that is noble and good. The demand for
more law indicates a decadence of manhood, an absence of
self-reliant, self-sustaining power. It marks an epoch of
dependence, the sure precursor of decay in men and in na-
tions. Labour has been strong under persecution, has won
great victories in the conflict of industrial war. Its suc-
cesses seem to have bewildered many, and they seek
repose under the baneful fungi of legislative protection
and regulation.

Georct Howerr
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nowledge, most serviceable to students and investiga-
Ktors of political, social, and economical growth, change,
and decay, as well as to all those who practise the art or sci-
ence of government, is to be gathered from our great self-
governing colonies. In Australasia and in Canada alone
have democracies already given several years’ fair trial to
certain measures, of a socialistic character, recommended
in these days to our legislators at home, but, up to the
present, almost solely on theoretical or abstract grounds.
Although much laborious, minute, honest, and ingenious
consideration has recently been given by thinkers in Great
Britain, for example, to such “socialistic’ remedies as a com-
pulsory Eight Hours Law for all industries (or for govern-
ment and municipal undertakings only), Free State Educa-
cation (at the expense of the general tax-payer), Early
Closing of Shops, and Local Option, the most convinced
advocates of those experiments cannot do more than guess
how they would work in the United Kingdom. It is to be
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regretted that the public in this country have as yet no
complete, careful, and unbiassed account of important
legislative acts adopted by the colonies, which are in ad-
vance—or perhaps rather in excess—of correlated Imperial
Acts and of the results, already manifest in corpore vili
beyond sea." For purposes of enquiry and comparison men
and women in Australia are still very like Britons at home.
Special forces there are, slowly fashioning out of popu-
lations of British origin a new and distinct type of citizen,
with special ideas. But deep speculations on the future evo-
lution of races and nationalities are not requisite in order
to understand the effect either of specific laws or of State
Socialism grafted on to a community, transplanted it is
true, yet bearing with it institutions copied closely from
our own and based upon ideas and traditions with respect
to civil and religious liberty, property, order, law, com-
merce, and economic conditions generally which have been
the common property of all liberal thinkers and legislators
in this country for the last fifty or sixty years.

What Australasian colonists have done is especially in-
structive, because they have been specially privileged—

! Returns relating to colonial legislation—Canadian liquor legislation
chiefly—have been occasionally presented to Parliament. In 1889 Mr.
Bradlaugh obtained one return showing the limitation of hours of labour
‘in Canada and the United States’, but as Acts of Congress are often
loosely carried out, or allowed to remain dormant, American ‘results’ are
not very instructive. When Sir John Lubbock’s Early Closing of Shops Bill
was discussed, in 1888, some reference was made to the Victorian Factory
Act of 1885. In 1890, when Mr. Goschen’s Local Taxation Bill was re-
viewed, it was not noticed at all that the whole question of ‘compensation’
to owners and lessees of licensed premises had been fully thrashed out and
dealt with in Victoria in 1884, under conditions almost exactly similar to
our own. A Glasgow newspaper (Aug. 1890) stated that Mr. Bradlaugh
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enjoying indeed from the start a free hand. Their reforms
or experiments have not been thwarted by the lack of
money wherewith to give beneficence a fair trial. So vast
has been the extension of credit to the Australasian colo-
nies during the last thirty years, that private investors
in Europe now enable Australasian governments, finan-
cial institutions, and private firms to dispose of some
£300,000,000 sterling of foreign capital. Colonial states-
men have indeed been as happy as the heir to a great
fortune in a novel, who is able to indulge the author’s
brightest dreams of how to better things in general. Money
borrowed in Europe has been, as a rule, laid out by colonial
governments honestly, even if recklessly or unwisely. The
honourable traditions of modern official administration in
the United Kingdom have been transplanted in principle to
the Antipodes, and no prominent public man there has en-
riched himself by the shameful means common in the
American Republics. Opportunist statesmen, willing to go
great lengths in order to retain power and salary and to
win the favour of the ruling classes, have held office, and
now hold office, in Australia; but as far as corruption or

next session might raise the question of obtaining—either through colonial
governors, or by small commissions sitting in the colonies—independent
evidence as to the scope and results of certain State Socialistic enactments
in Australia; and added, rightly enough, that the British public, through
‘Consular Reports,” knew a good deal more about American, or Portu-
guese, legislation than about colonial Of course the official etiquette in
such matters is to refer to the Agents General for the Colonies. But al-
though these gentlemen are always most willing to give information, the
majority of them have now been absent from their own colonies for years;
they may also, while members of Colonial Parliaments, have been zealous
partisans—or opponents—of the very legislation on which an unbiased
opinion is required.
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official peculation is concerned, ministers, legislators, and
government servants have stood the rough assay of criti-
cism and publicity well. Beneficent legislation has had a
fair trial in the colonies, for the additional reasons that
there is much less of that tangled undergrowth of private
interests and acquired rights which confronts reformers
and legislators in this country to clear away, while colonial
democracies have no real knowledge of those historical,
religious, or class grievances and animosities which warp
and distort questions here. Except during an era of arti-
ficial and grotesque political rancour, subsequent to the
11th May, 1877, party bitterness has never flourished. It
has no tap-root in the colonies, and quickly withers under
the sun-rays of material prosperity. Nobody, it has been
asserted, is ever really very angry with anybody else for
more than a week together in the Australasian colonies.
The public in this country could have obtained fuller evi-
dence with respect to the success or failure of legislation
based on State Socialism, in the only part of the world
where it has really had an extensive trial, were it not that,
in the first place, colonists dare not now do much to dissi-
pate the haze which discreetly veils their affairs.” Year by

2 A then member of the opposition in one of the colonial legislatures—
himself an acute observer, able thinker, and scathing critic 1in the Local
Assembly of the financial, economical, and moral results of State Socialism
—visited London early in 189o. On his return to Australia he assured a
newspaper interviewer that he had been careful, in conversation with pub-
lic men 1n London, to refrain from mentioning any awkward facts which
might tend to alarm investors in the United Kingdom This reticence is
significant. Yet, it is not the business of Australian colonists to warn
investors here against lending them that money without which State
Socialism—including protected industries, fancy wages, short hours,
extravagant educational privileges, and other ‘collective’ luxuries—would
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year the private and personal interests of classes and
masses alike are becoming more and more bound up with
the borrowing policy of their governments, and with the
enormous extension of commercial credit and nominal
transfer of investment money from this country to the
banks and financial institutions in the large colonial cities.
The success of the periodical and now absolutely indis-
pensable loans floated on the London market being at pres-
ent the first and most vital of Australian interests, it is
considered unpatriotic as well as suicidal to circulate
widely any statements prejudicial to governmental or
joint-stock credit.?

Many returned colonists residing in this country might
furnish independent and valuable testimony on the new
experiments and their results; but, by a curious natural
coincidence, the man who is capable of making and keep-
ing a fortune can seldom describe instructively, in print or
in speech, the country, the people, or the institutions which
have contributed to his success. There is, for instance, the
typical returned colonist, possibly a wool-grower, profes-
sional man, or employer of labour on a large scale, and

long since have collapsed Caveat emptor is a principle discreetly incul-
cated by colonists of all classes.

* Although there is not, and never has been, any speculation—in the
gambler’s sense—in colonial securities on the London Stock Exchange, and
although no large account in them 15 ever open ‘for the fall’ there, an
uneasy superstition prevails in the colonies that ‘the Stock Exchange bears’
are, somehow, habitually interested in depressing those securities. As far
as that institution is concerned, colonial bonds are taken up and held in
large blocks, by a few very rich ‘jobbers,” who try to retail them gradually
to the investing public. Practically the Stock Exchange must always be a
‘bull’ of colonial securities.
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possibly a man of standing, experience, and powers of ob-
servation. When he first settles in South Kensington he
may patriotically resolve to give the British public his par-
ticular views about protective tariffs, political financing, or
the latest vagaries of Trade Union absolutism, in his par-
ticular colony, through the medium of the London Press.
But, even supposing that he is neither a bore, a crotchet-
monger, nor a mere partisan, when he settles in South
Kensington our typical squatter, merchant, or man of cul-
ture is apt to become so delighted with the ways of the
up-to-date Londoner, the cheapness of art-furniture, over-
coats, stationery and umbrellas in the shops, and the sol-
emn luxury of West-end clubs, that he grows pleasantly
confused and ultimately dumb, as far as Britons anxious
for information about State Socialism in the Antipodes
are concerned. We have heard of late years something
about the evils of Free Trade in New South Wales from
furious protectionist partisans, hitherto in a minority in
that colony; we have had some notes from gentlemen with
a tiny Home Rule axe to grind. In the year 1886 the Sydney
Protectionists, Trade Unionists, and Socialists paid the
expenses of a special envoy to London, partly accredited
by the Melbourne Trades” Hall Council, whose business it
was to enlighten the British public, and to dissuade British
wage-earners from emigrating to the Aptipodes or spoiling
the labour-market there. The British public learns some-
thing, but not much, from the third-rate literary man who
occasionally voyages as far as New Zealand and back, then
determines to make a book. The few journalists of ability
who have made flying visits to the colonies of recent years
refrain from saying much about graver colonial questions,
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chiefly because they recognise that it is extremely difficult
to obtain trustworthy information, off-hand, on political,
economic, industrial, or financial matters even on the spot.
Australians are not demonstrative nor communicative to
strangers, while local discussion of the serious and sinister
problems accumulating behind the dominant policy of
State Socialism is for various good reasons economised as
much as possible at present. There is practically no maga-
zine or review literature in Australasia. Two or three of the
great newspapers published in Melbourne or Sydney con-
tain of course a mine of undigested facts and information
about State Socialism in the colonies, but they are virtually
unread in this country.

The notes collected by Mr. Froude during his trip to the
Antipodes in the early part of 1885 contain, like all his
work, profound, brilliant, and suggestive passages. But
‘Oceana’ does not profess to be more than a sketch. Baron
von Hubner’s ‘Voyage through the British Empire’ is a
shrewd and sympathetic survey, by an historical friend of
England, of the self-sown Englands beyond the sea. He
does not offer to draw broad deductions for us. Lately some
clerical tourists of more or less eminence have described for
home readers what they saw in the colonies. It is well to
remember that the various unestablished religious bodies
there have from time to time received valuable grants of
land from the State; the Scots Church in Melbourne, and
the First Presbyterian Church in Dunedin, for example,
possess real estate of enormous value at current rates. The
principal ministers of religion are therefore well paid, pros-
perous, and enabled to maintain an informal standing re-
ception committee, which takes traveling clerical celeb-
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rities from this country in hand, and, in the true spirit of
Oriental hospitality supplies them with that kind of infor-
mation as to Free State Education and crypto-socialism
which is likely to gratify them. Persons with mines to sell,
bi-metalists, and imperial federationists from beyond sea
merely darken counsel.

This year Sir Charles Dilke has caused to be published a
handsome book, in two volumes, wherein some of the
problems confronting rudderless democracy in the great
self-governing colonies are noticed. The opinions on such
matters of one of the most industrious and conspicuous of
our political recluses were awaited with curiosity. Some
persons even hoped that Sir Charles Dilke might, after
many years of intermittent interest in the affairs of the
colonies, make democracy in Australia as instructive a
text for, at all events, a brief homily, as De Toqueville made
of democracy in America. But his new book leaves the im-
pression that Sir Charles Dilke lacks, among other things,
the critical insight, as well as the mental equipment gen-
erally, required in order to examine and explain for English
readers those profoundly interesting problems of which he
has heard. He has perhaps no political philosophy of his
own, or if he has he economises it. Possibly the domination
of a political philosophy, which adds so much to the sym-
metry and penetrating effect of French criticism, would
have been inconvenient in this case. Its absence in an am-
bitious writer, proposing to deal instructively with prob-
lems which take us down to the very bed-rock of civil
society, is in these days a defect. Sir Charles Dilke, it ap-
pears, has not visited the Australasian colonies for over
twenty years. That is another defect. He rightly pays most
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attention to the colony of Victoria, but has virtually made
himself the conduit-pipe through which to distribute the
views of a group of cultured and interested Victorian pro-
tectionists and half-fledged socialists to the British public.
A thriving and contented political party, generally describ-
ing themselves as Radicals, exists in Victoria. The impres-
sion remains that Sir Charles Dilke pined to call the radi-
calism of the New World into existence to redress the
balance of the Old. Accordingly he wrote for information
about problems to some worthy Radical gentlemen in Vic-
toria. And they wrote back to him in a cordial spirit, being
delighted to find that a politician who was very much
thought about in England, and had once been a minister
of the Crown, was prepared to accept a brief from them.
Yet a man will hardly travel right round the world with-
out learning that there is something to learn, and Sir
Charles Dilke has done one service to the reading and
thinking public here by discovering, and then frankly and
clearly pointing out that State Socialism entirely permeates
the ruling classes in Australia, and inspires the policy of
ministries and legislatures there. ‘In Victoria,” he says (i.
185), ‘State Socialism has completely triumphed.” Nearly
all previous writers on Australasia have failed to see that,
and have discussed colonial borrowing. Protective Tariffs,
hindrances to immigration and to the growth of popula-
tion, the Labour question, Free State Education, etc., as
though they were so many isolated or detachable phenom-
ena. They are not isolated or accidental, but have all the
same origin, being in their later phases merely the neces-
sary product of half-digested socialistic ideas and theories.
Sir Charles Dilke makes Victoria his principal text, no
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doubt because it is easier to get information, good or bad,
about the finances, administration and general condition
of that colony than of the others. Such facilities are mainly
due to what might be called accident, that is to say, to the
superior status and activity of the newspaper Press, in a
country where newspapers may exercise immense influ-
ence. In New South Wales the daily Press is virtually repre-
sented by one enormously wealthy journal, “The Sydney
Morning Herald,” which now prudently expounds a dull
opportunism, as far as colonial problems are concerned.
It would be harsh and almost inhuman to criticise seriously
the Adelaide (South Australian) newspapers. There is a
true saying in the antipodes that ‘nothing ever happens in
South Australia,” although Mr. Henry George announces
frequently that his views are making great progress there.
The Brisbane newspapers perhaps cannot—they certainly
do not—Ilead or direct public opinion intelligently. In New
Zealand there is no single town population wealthy enough
to support a really great newspaper, and the Press is pov-
erty-stricken and uninfluential. In contrast to all this, dur-
ing the last twenty years the people of Victoria have
chanced to be served by two daily newspapers, as ably con-
ducted, wealthy, and powerful as any printed in the En-
glish language. Englishmen are beginning to forget that it
was once asserted, with some truth, that the London news-
papers ‘governed England.” While our innumerable Lon-
don newspapers are, perhaps, wisely abandoning the at-
tempt to steer English opinion, the Melbourne ‘Argus” and
the Melbourne ‘Age’ still conscientiously keep up the old
fiction, and between them do govern and misgovern the
colony. Their rivalry has been in many ways profitable to
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the colony. They make certain blunders and abuses—al-
lowed to pass in the neighbouring colonies—impossible,
and try to keep a search-light turned on to the administra-
tion. They do not quite succeed. Sir Charles Dilke, adopt-
ing views put forward by masters of ‘bounce’ and réclame
here, who have done so much to finance colonial State So-
cialism, asserts (i. 243) that we in England “understand the
way in which they float their loans” (in Victoria), ‘and
their system of bookkeeping; . . . and we are well in-
formed as to the objects on which their debts (sic) are
spent’; adding (ii. 230), ‘that no one who knows the public
offices of South Australia, Victoria, or Tasmania can ac-
cuse them of more laxity in the management of public
business than is to be found in Downing Street itself.”

I fear that our author has here yielded to the temptation
to ‘sit down quickly and write fifty,” in order to make unto
himself friends, at any rate among our socialistic kin be-
yond sea. The truth is that nothing definite can be known
about the finances of the Australasian colonies. State So-
cialism there dares not present a genuine balance sheet. As
may also be said of the French Republic at this day, there
is in Australasia no system of public accounts similar to
that which prevails in Downing Street. In Victoria, New
South Wales, Queensland, South Australia, and New Zea-
land, the control of expenditure by local Parliaments is
really very weak. No attempt has been made to introduce
the imperial system of simple, methodical, and exact ac-
count keeping. Audit or check upon public expenditure is
loose and ineffective in all the colonies. If we in England
really understand ‘the system of bookkeeping, and the
object on which debts are spent’ in Victoria, we know more
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than colonists themselves know. Meanwhile, for years past
reports of imaginary surpluses, as well as misleading and
worthless ‘official” statistics, have been circulated in the
Australasian colonies, and have been carelessly reproduced
here.* The statement is constantly put forward, for exam-
ple, that the Victorian State railways, which are supposed
to represent an expenditure on productive public works of
the bulk of the money borrowed by that colony since 1865,
honestly earn a surplus in excess of the interest on their
cost. That statement is not, and never has been, true. The
memorandum from the Railway Commissioners, read with
the budget statement in the Victorian Assembly on the
31st July, 1890, at last frankly admits that the earnings of
the State Railways fell short of the accruing interest for the
year by more than £220,000.

Yet religions, or dogmas, which nobody can possibly

* A Colonial Office Return, 81 of 1890, ‘Statistics of the Colony of Vic-
toria,” gives (p. 50) the ‘net earnings’ of the State Railways since 1884 at
a fraction over four per cent. The reality of these ‘net earnings’ is ex-
tremely doubtful. The ‘Finance Account’ on p. 32 will not bear examina-
tion. A note on the same page gives the ‘statement’ (really an official
précis of that year’s budget) ‘distributed to members of the Legislative
Assembly in July, 1889,” which showed a credit balance, or surplus, of
£1,607,559. These figures, it is cautiously added, were ‘not final.” They cer-
tainly were not; for by the close of the Parliamentary session, on the 21st
November, 1889, it was discovered that the huge surplus—which the hon.
the treasurer in August had generously distributed in doles, such as
£60,000 a year extra, to railway labourers; £140,000 a year to municipal-
ities; £250,000 bounties on exports, to already ‘protected’ industries, cot-
tage asylums, wire netting for the State rabbits, public buildings, etc.—
had no existence.

The whole story of this bogus surplus had already been told in the
Melbourne Press two months before the Colonial Office Return in ques-
tion (which reproduces it as genuine with the endorsement of the then
governor of the colony, Sir Henry Loch), was ‘presented to both Houses
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comprehend do frequently make converts; perhaps be-
cause of the haze obscuring the financial basis of Colonial
State Socialism, Sir Charles Dilke (i. 195) judges that “Lord
Bramwell himself would’ find salvation, and ‘become a
state socialist if he inhabited Victoria.” Here we have the
testimony of an absentee ‘inhabitant,” who has not set
foot in the colony for more than twenty years. Sir Charles
Dilke, while vaguely civil to socialists in general, hardly
understands that socialism is always a most logical, con-
sistent and imperative creed. He has indeed a hazy notion
that there are ‘moderate European Socialists” with “prac-
tical programmes’—set to stop as soon as mischief threat-
ens. Although he finds that New South Wales has built and
managed her railways in accordance with socialistic teach-
ing, he seems to look forward (i. 274) to their being worked
‘upon strictly commercial principles’ some day. In that

of Parhament, by command of her Majesty.” In the last hours of the
session of 1889, the hon. the treasurer announced that the government
balance 1n the hands of the associated banks had fallen to £142,000, that
he had been compelled like all his predecessors to borrow from ‘Trust
Funds,” but to the extent of £1,230,000, and that he would require to float
at once on the London market a loan for £1,600,000 (formally devoted by
Parliament to railway construction in 1885) as well as a further loan of
£4,000,000 to square his accounts. It was subsequently admtted by min-
isters that the surpluses of that and previous years had been mainly
arrived at by the strange but, it appears, time-honoured bookkeeping
expedient of crediting the revenue with all money received during the
financial year and ‘carrying forward’ certain expenditures, or debits, to
futurity A memorandum to the Premier from Mr. Edward Langton (an
old Victorian public servant and financier of ability, who is banished
from political life because he is a free trader) was published in the prin-
cipal Melbourne newspaper, Dec. 4, 1889, and showed that, according to
the Victorian audit commissioners, for years past, large sums had been
expended without the sanction of Parliament, improperly withdrawn
from the debit side of the public accounts and carried forward for sub-
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case, he thinks, they could pay interest on their cost. He
apparently does not understand how State Socialism
works, why it is popular, seductive, and under favourable
financial conditions, cumulative in its action, nor why it is
combated and denounced by Lord Bramwell and other
people. I take it the rough objections to State Socialism
everywhere are, that it does not profess to ‘pay,” in the
business or commercial sense; that, as regards Great Brit-
ain, therefore, funds to meet deficits and to keep the system
going could only be obtained by levying novel and penal
taxes upon industrious and thrifty people, and by plunder-
ing owners of fixed capital, either by sheer violence or by
violence cloaked in hypocrisy; that even if placed, some-
how, on a paying basis State Socialism weakens and de-
moralizes the national character, by striking at the whole
conception of patient, courageous and orderly toil, strug-

sequent adjustment. Since 1885-6 this ‘charging forward’ amounted to
£3,500,000. The audit commissioners, it further appeared, are powerless to
interfere with this ‘system of bookkeeping.” It transpired at the same
time that no separate or distinct Railway departmental account or
budget existed; the audit commissioners and the rallway department did
not even agree as to the real amount of the railway capital account; no
railway ‘sinking fund,” or reserve, to meet losses, such as compensation
to passengers for railway accidents, existed; while expenditure which,
by the General Post Office, or by any solvent railway, in this country,
would be charged to revenue, was habitually charged to a floating capital
account, to be recouped out of future loans. The fiction of ‘non-political
control’ of the Victorian railways is reproduced by Sir Charles Dilke. It
is true that (chiefly owing to the efforts of the ‘Argus’) since 1884, Mr.
Speight, a railway authority of great experience from the Midland Com-
pany, a born judge of work and possessed of singular energy, ability and
tact, has been ‘at the head” of the Victorian Railway department. But in
matters of high State Socialistic finance the ‘Minister of Railways’ was,
until the attempt to create a new Parliamentary Committee ad hoc in 1890,
supreme. Mr. Speight has been constantly attacked and thwarted by the



State Socialism in the Antipodes 197

gle and endeavour—the most wholesome and ennobling
conception human beings have as yet thought out for
themselves.

With a splendid subject and a splendid opportunity be-
fore him Sir Charles Dilke might have told us by what
agencies the primary financial difficulty has been got over
in Australia. He shirks all that, but says there is now ‘no
objection or resistance to state ownership of railways’ or
to ‘state interference’ generally; that ‘state socialistic
movements render Australia a pioneer for England’s good