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PREFACE

IN presenting a New Edition of Professor Flint's treatise on
Socialism, every care has been taken to preserve as much of the
original as possible. The arguments which he has advanced still
remain as weighty as when they were first put forward, and are
worthy of the careful consideration of all those who are students
of the present movement, whether their attitude towards Socialism
is favourable or adverse. Events, however, have moved very
rapidly during the last fifteen years, and certain statements
contained in the text of the former Edition have become obviously
out of date. What have turned out to be errors have been cor-
rected ; but otherwise it has not been considered necessary to make

any great changes in the main body of the book.

The recent literature on Socialism has been connected, in the
main, with matters which are foreign to the character of this work,
and has, therefore, been generally ignored. The few additional
footnotes are indicated by the use of square brackets. Some of the
Supplementary Notes are in part re-written. The Appendix gives

the official programmes of the principal socialistic organisations.
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SOCIALISM

CHAPTER 1

WHAT IS SOCIALISM ?

Sociarism is undoubtedly spreading. It is, therefore, right anc
expedient that its teachings, its claims, its tendencies, its accusa
tions, and its promises should be honestly and seriously examined
There may, indeed, be persons who think that to treat of it at all
is unwise, and will only help to propagate it. Such is not my
opinion. It seems to me that there are good and true elements
in Socialism ; and these I wish to see spread, and hope that dis-
cussion will contribute to their diffusion. There are also, in my
judgment, bad and false elements in Socialism ; and I have not so
poor an opinion of human nature as to believe that the more these
are scrutinised the more will they be admired.

1 propose to discuss Socialism in a way that will be intelligible
to working men. It appeals specially to them. It is above all
their cause that its advocates undertake to plead, and their sympa-
thies that they seek to gain. It is on the ground that it alone satis-
fies the claims of justice in relation to thellabouring classesythat
Socialists urge the acceptance of their system. I cast no doubt
on the sincerity of their professions or the purity of their motives in
this respect. (I believe that Socialism has its deepest and strongest
root in a_desifé for the welfare of the masses who toil hard and
g’eimle. VI grant freely that it has had among its adherents
many men of the stuff of which heroes and martyrs are made ;
men who have given up all to which ordinary men cling most
tenaciously, and who have welcomed obloquy and persecution,
poverty and death itself, for what they deem the cause of righteous-
ness and brotherhood. But the best-intentioned men are some-
times greatly mistaken; and Socialism might prove the reverse
of a blessing to working men, although those who are pressing
it on them may mean them well. At all events, those who are so
directly appealed to regarding it seem specially called to try to form

Q




10 SOCIALISM

as correct a judgment on it as they can, and to hear what can be
said both against it and for it.

That is all the more necessary because of what Socialism aims
at and undertakes to do. It is not a system merely of amendment,
improvement, and reform. On the contrary, it distinctly pronounces
every system of that sort to be inadequate, and seeks to produce
an entire renovation of society, to effect a revolution of momentous
magnitude. It does not propose simply to remedy defects in the
existing condition of our industrial and social life. It holds that
condition to be essentially wrong, radically unjust, and, therefore,
demands that its whole character shall be changed; that society
shall organise itself on entirely different principles from those on
which it has hitherto rested ; and that it shall proceed on quite
new lines and in quite another direction. Now, any very busy
man may, perhaps, with some fair measure of reason, excuse him-
self from coming to any decision at all on so radical and ambitious,
so vast and sweeping a scheme ; but certainly any person advised
or inclined to entertain it should very seriously discuss it before
committing himself to it; and any one asked to accept it should
think oftener than twice before he assents to its teaching.

We have no right, it is true, to assume that the existing order
of society will not pass away, or that the new order which Socialism
recommends will not displace it. All history is a process of inces-
sant change, and so a continuous protest against the conservatism
which would seek to perpetuate any present. But neither is it a
series of revolutions.  Rather is it a process of evolution in which
revolution is rare and exceptional. It is doubtful if any of the
violent revolutions of history might not have been averted, with
advantage to mankind, by timely and gradual reforms. There is
certainly a legitimate presumption against readily believing in
the necessity or desirableness of social revolution.

The term * Socialism " is not yet eighty years old. It is a dis-
puted point whether it first arose in the school of Owen ; whether
it was invented by Pierre Leroux, the author of a system known
as ‘“ Humanitarianism ; ”’ or*whether it had for its author Louis
Reybaud, a well-known publicist and a severe critic of Socialism.*

J. S. Mill, in his ““ Political Economy,” says “ the word originated

[* See his “ Etudes sur les Réformateurs Modernes.”]



WHAT IS SOCIALISM » 11

among the English Communists,”* but he adduces no evidence
for the statement, and does not assign a date to the alleged origina-
tion. Mr. Kirkup, in his ‘“ History of Socialism,” tells us that it
was “coined in England in 1835.” + In proof he merely refers
to the following statement in Mr. Holyoake’s ‘¢ History of Co-
opesation ” (vol. i., p. 210, ed. 1875): ““ The term Socialism was
first introduced on the formation of the Society of All Classes of
All Nations, the members of which came to be known as socialists.”’
But the statement is self-contradictory. If the members of the
Society referred to only ‘ came to be known as socialists ” the term
Socialism was certainly not ‘‘ first introduced on the formation of the
Soctety,” but after the Society had been formed. 1 How long after ?
That Mr. Holyoake has not told us; nor has he supported his
statement by any confirmatory quotations or references. The
term Socialism may, perhaps, have originated in England, may
even, perhaps, have been coined there in 1835; but, so far as I
am aware, no evidence has been adduced that such was the case,
nor any information afforded as to how the term was employed
by those who are said to have first used it in England. The matter
still remains in doubt, but will most probably be eventually cleared
up by some independent inquirer.

M. Leroux claimed|| to have originated the word with the design
of opposing it to ““ Individualism,” a term which came somewhat
earlier into use; and there is nothing improbable in the claim,
but M. Reybaud certainly preceded him in the employment of the
word in print. He first made use of it in August, 1836, when he
began a series of articles on ‘“ Modern Socialists ’’ in the Revue des
Deux Mondes. He employed it as a general term for the same
group of systems which had been previously design%ted
‘“ Industrialism ”’ by D’Eckstein and some other French writers. §

The word rapidly gained currency, because it was generally felt

* Book II., ch. 1., sec. 2. N

t P. 3.—But in his “ Inquiry into Socialism ' (p. 2), the third edition of
which was published in 1907, Mr. Kirkup says the word * appears to have been
first used in the ‘ Poor Man’s Guardian ’ in 1883."”)

! From October, 1836, onwards the terms * Socialist ”’ and ‘‘ Socialism "
are of frequent occurrence in “ The New Moral World,” conducted by Robert
Owen and his disciples.

. In the * Journal des Economistes,” July, 1878.

§ In Littré’s Dictionary we find no information as to the history of either
the term Soctalisme or Individualisme.



12 SOCIALISM

to be required in order to denote the schemes of social organisation
which had been cropping up in France from the beginning of the
century, and which, between 1836 and 1848, appeared, as De
Tocqueville said, ‘‘ almost every morning like mushrooms that
had grown up during the night.” Thus we have got the word
and we are not likely to lose it from want of occasions of hearmg
it, or of opportunities of using it.

A definition of Socialism may be demanded, and one which
will satisfy both Socialists and their opponents. I not only do not
pretend to give any such definition, but consider it unreasonable
to ask forit. If Socialists and anti-Socialists could agree at starting
they would not fall out by the way. The whole controversy
between them has for its end to determine whether the relevant facts
—the doctrines, proposals, and practices of what avows itself to
be, and is generally called, Socialism — warrant its being defined
as something essentially good or as something essentially bad.
The adherents and the opponents of Socialism must necessarily
define it in contrary ways; and no further agreement can reason-
ably be expected from them at the outset than agreement so to
define it as to express their respective views of its nature, and then
to proceed to examine honestly whether the facts testify for or
against their respective definitions.

Were it only because it is important to see clearly the vanity
of expecting as much from definitions of Socialism as is generally
done, it seems desirable to refer to some of those which have been
proposed. The great French Dictionary—the Dictionary of the
Academy—thus defines it : “ The doctrine of men who pretend
to change the State, and to reform it on an altogether new plan.”
This definition makes nothing clear except that the Academicians
were not Socialists. There is nothing necessarily socialistic in pre-
tending to change the state of society and to reform it; nothing
precise in saying “ on an altogether new plan,” unless the character
of the plan is indicated, for it might be new and yet not socialistic,
but anti-socialistic; and no warrant even for representing socialistic
plans as “ altogether new,” they being in reality, for the most part,
very old. The French Academy’s definition of Socialism is, in
fact, very like the medical student’s famed definition of the lobster,
as ‘“a red fish which moves backwards ’—the creature being
neither a fish, nor red, nor moving backwards.
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Littré in his Dictionary often succeeded where the Academicians
failed, but not when he gave the following as a definition of
Socialism : “ A system which, regarding political reforms as of
subordinate importance, offers a plan of social reform.” This is,
if pgssible, worse. It is to identify Socialism with social reform,
than which nothing can be more inaccurate. Socialism generally
claims to be social revolution, and not merely social reform. It
is by no means a characteristic of Socialism to subordinate the
political to the social. The most advanced Socialism seeks to
revolutionise society by political means, by the power of the State.
No class of men believe more than socialists do in the possibility
of making men good and happy by Acts of Parliament—are more
under the influence of what Mr. Herbert Spencer called  the
great political superstition.”

Passing over many other definitions let us come at once to those
used by Mr. Hyndman and the late Mr. Bradlaugh in their debate
at St. James’s Hall, April 17th, 1884, on the question, “ Will Social-
ism benefit the English people ?”” Mr. Hyndman'’s was, ““ Socialism
is an endeavour to substitute for the anarchical struggle or fight
for existence an organised co-operation for existence.” Well,
Socialism may be that ; yet that cannot be an accurate and adequate
definition of Socialism. Few will deny that men ought to substi-
tute organisation for anarchy, and co-operation for struggling or
fighting, whenever they can do so consistently with their independ-
ence and freedom. But there is the point. Socialists have no
monopoly of appreciation of organised co-operation. It is not in
this respect that the great majority of people differ from them ;
it is that they are unwilling to be organised at the cost of their
liberty ; that they wish to be free to determine on what conditions
they are to co-operate; that they do not see how the organised
co-operation suggested is to be realised, except through a despotism
to which they are not prepared to submit.

Mr. Bradlaugh succeeded much better, and, indeed, as against
Mr. Hyndman, perfectly. “ Socialism,” he said, ‘“ denies individual’
private property and affirms that society organised as the State
should own all wealth, direct all labour, and compel the equal
distribution of all produce.” This is a good definition of the
Socialism of the Social Democratic Federation. It is a good defini-
tion, one may perhaps even say, of all self-consistent political
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Socialism which is likely to be of much poltical significance. But
there are many forms of Socialism which are not self-consistent, and
many more which are never likely to have any political influence.
There is a Socialism which limits its dislike to ““ individual private
property,” as property in land. There is a Socialism which deems
that the State should appropriate the wealth of individuals only
when their wealth is beyond a certain amount. There is a Social-
ism, as Leroy-Beaulieu observes, which would allow the mistress
of a household to be the proprietress of a sewing-needle, but by
no means of a sewing-machine. And there is much Socialism
which would not go the length of Communism and “ compel
the equal distribution of all produce.” So that Mr. Bradlaugh’s
definition, although a good working definition for the occasion,
and not logically assailable by his opponent, is not co-extensive
with, nor applicable to, all forms of the thing sought to be defined.

Perhaps M. Leroux, who professed to have invented the word
Socialism, came as near as any one has done towards correctly
defining it. He was what most people would call a Socialist, but
he did not deem himself such, and did not use the term to denote
a true system. He opposed it, as he said, to Individualism, and so
he defined it as ““a political organisation in which the individual
is sacrificed to society.” The definition may be improved by the
omission of the word “ political,” for the obvious reason that there
may be, and has been, a Socialism not political but religious. The
most thoroughgoing Socialism in the past has generally been of a
religious kind. Where the entire sacrifice of the will and the interests
of the individual to the ends of a community are demanded, as in
Communism, the only motive sufficiently strong to secure it for
any considerable length of time, even in a small society, is the
religious motive.

Socialism, then, as I understand it, is any theory of social organi-

:atlon__mgh_samﬁces.ihalegmmate.hbemmimdawia&b%the

will or interests of the community. I do not think we can get much

arther in the wayrof-defimifion. The thing to be defined is of

its very nature vague, and to present what is vague as definite
is to misrepresent it. No definition of Socialism at once true and

recise has ever been given, or ever will be g given, ~ For Sosialist.
is essentially indefinife, indeterminate, It is a tendencv and
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movement towards an extreme. It may be very great or very
small; it may manifest itself in’ the most diverse social and histori-
cal connections ; it may assume, and has assumed, a multitude of
forms. It may show itself merely in slight interferences with the
hbertles of very small classes of individuals ; or it may demand that
nctindividual shall be allowed to be a capitalist or a proprietor, a
drawer of interest or a taker of rent; or be entitled even to have
a wife or children to himself. It is the opposite of Individualism,
which is similarly variable and indeterminate in its nature, so that
it may manifest itself merely by rather too much dread of over-
legislation, or may go so far as to seek the suppression of all
government and legislation. Socialism is the exaggeration of
the rights and claims of society, just as Individualism is the
exaggeration of the rights and claims of individuals. The
latter system rests on excessive or exclusive faith in individual
independence ; the former system rests on excessive or exclusive
faith in social authority. Both systems are one-sided and sectarian
—as most ““ isms "’ are,

According to this view, there may be much truth in Socialism,
as there may be much truth in Individualism, but there cannot
be either a true Socialism or a true Individualism. The truth lies
between them, yet is larger than either. The true doctrine of
society must include the truth, while excluding the error, both of
[ndividualism and of Socialism. It must be a doctrine which,
while fully recognising all the just claims of society, fully acknow-
ledges also all the riéhts of the individuals composing society.
The Socialist, of course, supposes his Socialism to be just such a
doctrine, and he may claim or attempt so to define it. But obviously
the most extreme Individualist must believe the same of his Indi-
vidualism, and has as good a right to define it as if it were
the whole doctrine, and the only true doctrine of society. The
Individualist no more wishes to destroy society than the Socialist
to suppress liberty: each agrees in desiring to be just both to
society and to the individual. But notwithstanding this agreement
they differ ; and when we seek to distinguish them, and to define
their systems, it is not with the mere general purpose or aim which
they share in common, but with the specific characteristic in regard
to which they differ, that we are concerned. Now wherein they
differ is that the Socialist, while he may not mean to rob the
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individual of any portion of his rightful liberty, insists on assigning
to society powers incompatible with due individual liberty ; and
that the Individualist, while he may be anxious that society should
be organised in the way most advantageous to all, deems individuals
entitled to a freedom which would dissolve and destroy society.
Neither Socialism nor Individualism can, with any proprlety, "be
accepted as the true form of social organisation, or its doctrine
identified with Sociology or the science of Society.

The mode in which I understand, and in which I mean to employ
the term Socialism will not, I am aware, commend itself to those
who call themselves Socialists. I do not ask or expect any Socialist
who may read this and the following chapter to assent to the view
or the definition of Socialism which I have here given. I ask and
expect him merely to note in what sense I purpose using the word,
namely, to denote only social doctrines, or proposals which I think
I may safely undertake to prove require such a sacrifice of the
individual to society as society is not entitled to exact. I claim
the right to define Socialism frankly and avowedly from my own
point of view—the non-socialistic.

But I fully admit that there is a duty corresponding to the right.
It is the duty of not attempting to reason from my definition as
if it were an absolute truth, or as if it were one to which Socialists
assent. Such a definition is merely an affirmation, which the oppon-
ent of Socialism must undertake to show holds good of any system
which he condemns as Socialism, and which an advocate of Socialism
must undertake to show does not hold good of the system which he
himself recommends.

Any one not a Socialist must, as I have said, define Socialism
in a way which will imply that it necessarily involves injustice to
individuals. The Socialist will be apt to say that in doing so one
starts with the assumption that Socialism is false and wrong, in
order, by means of the assumption, to condemn it as such. And
the charge will be justified if one really judges of the character of
any so-called socialistic system by his definition of Socialism. But
this is what no reasonable and fair-minded man will do. Such a
man will examine any system on its own merits, and decide by an
unbiassed examination of it, as it is in itself, whether or not it does
justice to individuals; and all that he will do with his definition
will be to determine whether, when compared with it, the system
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in question is to be called socialistic or not. There is nothing
unfair or unreasonable in this. It is not judging of Socialism by
an unfavourable definition of it; but only deciding, after an
investigation which may be, and should be, uninfluenced by the
defigition, whether the definition is applicable or not.

What has been said as to the nature of Socialism may, however,
indicate what ought to be the answer to a question which has been
much debated, namely—Is it a merely temporary phase of historical
development, or its inevitable issue ? Is it a troublesome dream
which must soon pass away or a fatal disease the germs of which
the social constitution bears in it from the first and under which it
must at last succumb? Is it the glorious goal to which humanity
is gradually moving ? On the view of its nature here adopted
it is not exactly any of these things. It is neither merely accidental
nor purely essential. It arises from principles inherent in the life
and necessary to the welfare of society ; but it does not spring
from them inevitably, nor isit the one-sided exaggeration of them.
Inasmuch, however, as truth underlies and originates it, and the
exaggeration of that truth is always easy, and sometimes most
difficult to avoid, without being strictly necessary it is extremely
natural ; and society can never be sure that it will ever on earth
get free from it, while it may be certain that it will have to pass
through crises and conjectures in which it will find Socialism a very
grave matter to deal with. Society has always the Scylla and the
Charybdis of Socialism and Individualism on its right hand and
on its left, and it is never without danger from the one or the
other. It is sometimes, of course, in much more danger from the
one than from the other.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE

It may not be without use to lay before the reader a few more defini-
tions of Socialism. It is very desirable that he should realise how
vague and ambiguous the term is, and how indispensable it is to
ascertain on all occasions what those who use it mean by it.

When Proudhon, on examination before a magistrate after the days
of June in 1848, was asked, What is Socialism ? he replied, “ Every
aspiration towards the amelioration of society.” ‘In that case,”
said the magistrate, *“ we are all Socialists.” “ That is precisely what
1 think,” said Proudhon. It is to be regretted that he was not further
asked, What, then, was the use of the definition ?

Mr. Kaufman’s definition reminds us of Proudhon’s. After making

2—(2403)



18 SOCIALISM

the entirely erroneous statement that ‘‘ the very name "’ of Socialism
means nothing else but * the betterment of society,” he tells us that he
himself includes under it “ Communism, Collectivism, and every
systematic effort under whatever name, to improve society according
to some theory more or less explicitly defined.” See ‘‘ Subjects of
the Day,” No. 2, p. 1. c

Littré, in a discussion on Socialism contained in his ‘ Paroles de
Philosophie Positive,” somewhat similarly says, ‘‘ Socialism is a ten-
dency to modify the present state, under the impulse of an idea of
economic amelioration, and by the discussion and intervention of the
labouring classes,” p. 394. He had already, in another discussion to
be found in the same volume, given a far more extraordinary definition :
‘“ Socialism is a word felicitously devised (heureusement trouvé) to
designate a whole body of sentiments, without implying any doctrine,”’
p. 376.

I have not been able to find that Karl Marx has given any formal
definition of Socialism. Mr. Holyoake states that he defines the
‘“ Socialistic ideal as nothing else than the material world reflected by
the human mind, and translated into powers of thought,” and remarks
that * it would require an insurrection to get the idea into the heads
of any considerable number of persons’ (‘“ Subjects of the Day,”
No. 2, p. 96). This is a very curious mistake. The words of Marx
are: ‘“ With me the ideal is nothing else than the material world
reflected by the human mind and translated into forms of thought.”
See preface to 2nd ed. of * Capital.”

Bebel’s definition is very pretentious and unreasonable : ‘‘ Socialism
is science applied with clear consciousness and full knowledge to every
sphere of human activity.” (‘ Die Frau,” p. 376, 13th ed., 1892).

According to Adolf Held, “We can only call Socialism every
tendency which demands any kind of subordination of the individual
will to the community.” (‘‘Sozialismus, Sozialdemokratie, und
Sozialpolitik,” p. 29). Were this so, all but thorough Anarchists—
Anarchists more thorough than any who have yet appeared—would
be Socialists.

Dr. Batry, in his admirable ‘“ Lectures on Christianity and Socialism,”
while professedly admitting Held’s definition to be satisfactory, gives
as its equivalent what is really a much better one : ‘ Socialism must,
I take it, properly mean the emphasising and cultivating to a pre-
dominant power all the socialising forces—all the forces, that is, which
represent man’s social nature and assert the sovereignty of human
society ; just as Individualism is the similar emphasis and cultivation
of the energy, the freedom, the rights of each man as individual ”’
(p- 22). What, however, do these words precisely imply? If a
theory of society does justice alike to the claims of the individual and of
the community, or if a man sacrifices neither the individualising energies
of his nature to its socialising forces, nor the latter to the former, but
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duly cultivates both, there is no more reason, even according to the
definitions given, for describing that man or that theory as socialistic
than as individualistic, or as individualistic than as socialistic ; and if
you either describe them as both, or apply the terms to them indis-
criminately, the words Socialism and Individualism cease to have any
dist¥active meaning. It is only when in theory or in life the empha-
sising of the social forces is carried to excess relatively to the individual
energies, or vice versa, that either Socialism or Individualism emerges.
But if so, Dr. Barry should define them just as I do, and recognise
as of the very essence of both a departure from truth, a disregard of
order and proportion.

Bishop Westcott, in a paper read at the Church Congress, Hull,
Oct. 1st, 1890,* treated of Socialism in a way which justly attracted
much attention. He identified Socialism with an ideal of life very
elevated and true, and recommended that ideal in words of great power
and beauty. I can cordially admire his noble pleading for a grand
ideal. I am only unable to perceive that the term Socialism should
be identified with that ideal. He says: ‘ The term Socialism has been
discredited by its connection with the many extravagant and revolu-
tionary schemes, but it is a term which needs to be claimed for nobler
uses. It has no necessary affinity with any forms of violence, or
confiscation, or class selfishness, or financial arrangement. I shall
therefore venture to employ it apart from its historical associations
as describing a theory of life, and not only a theory of economics.
In this sense Socialism is the opposite of Individualism, and it is by
contrast with Individualism that the true character of Socialism can
best be discerned. Individualism and Socialism correspond with
opposite views of humanity. Individualism regards humanity as
made up of disconnected or warring atoms; Socialism regards it as
an organic whole, a vital unity formed by the combination of con-
tributory members mutually inter-dependent. It follows that
Socialism differs from Individualism both in method and in aim.
The method of Socialism is co-operation, the method of Individualism
is competition. The one regards man as working with man for a com-
mon end, the other regards man as working against man for private
gain. The aim of Socialism is the fulfilment of service, the aim of
Individualism is the attainment of some personal advantage, riches,
or place, or fame. Socialism seeks such an organisation of life as shall
secure for every one the most complete development of his powers.
Individualism seeks primarily the satisfaction of the particular wants
of each one in the hope that the pursuit of private interest will in the
end secure public welfare.”

Now, it seems to me that to dissociate the term Socialism from

[* Afterwards published in volume form, and entitled ““ The Incarnation
and the Common Life.”]
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the forms in which Socialism has manifested itself in history, and to
claim it for nobler uses than to express what is distinctive of them,
is too generous. What we really need the term for is to designate
a species of actual schemes; and to define it aright we must under-
stand by it what is characteristic of all the schemes of that species.
If nothing but good is admitted into the definition of the term, while
the chief or only historical schemes which have an unquestioned
right to the name are essentially evil, these schemes must derive from
the name and its definition a credit and advantage to which they are
not entitled. And if we are thus generous to Socialism we must be less
than just to Individualism. Conceiving of it as the opposite of a
system wholly good, we must regard it as a system wholly evil. An
Individualism which views individuals as entirely unconnected and
independent, which excludes co-operation, which deems the good of
one as important as the good of many or all, is one which I cannot find
to have existed. A Socialism which really regards humanity as an
organic whole will also be difficult to discover. In its two great forms
of Communism and Collectivism, Socialism is of all economic and
political systems the one which most manifestly treats humanity as
merely a mass or sum of individuals. The “society ” to which it
sacrifices individuals is just the majority of individuals. What it
aims at is not the realisation of that true ideal of society which Bishop
Westcott calls Socialism ; it is not the attainment of the highest good
of the whole and of every one in relation to the whole, but the attain-
ment of the equal good of all, however much sacrifice of the exceptional
and higher good of any may be required for that purpose. Socialism
as a historical reality demands the equality of individuals in regard
to means, opportunities, labour, and enjoyment. It directly appeals
to the egoism and selfishness of the great majority of individuals. In
the words of Mr. Bosanquet, * the basis of Socialism is as yet individ-
ualistic, the State being regarded, not as a society organic to good life,
but as a machine subservient to the individual’s needs gqud individual.”
But, it may be said, does that not of itself justify the employment of
the term to signify the true theory of society ? It seems to me that
it does not, and for two reasons : first, because it is not in itself desirable
to designate the true theory of society an ésm ,; and secondly, because
those who maintain an erroneous theory of society are in actual pos-
session of the name Socialists, and will not forego their right to retain
it. Therefore, I think, we ought to restrict the term Socialism as much
as we can to their creed. That the term is already far too widely and
vaguely used needs no other proof than the number of men recognised
as eminently wise who have been befooled by it to such an extent as
to tell us that ‘ we are all Socialists now.”

The following definitions may be added :—‘* We call Socialism every
doctrine which affirms that it is the office of the State to correct the
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inequality of wealth which exists among men, and to re-establish by
law equilibrium, by taking from those who have too much in order
to give to those who have not enough, and that in a permanent manner,
and not in such and such a particular case, a famine, for instance, or
a public catastrophe, etc.” (P. Janet, ‘“ Les Origines du Socialisme
Colr)&emporain,” p- 67).— " In the first place, every Socialistic doctrine
aims at introducing greater equality into social conditions; and
secondly, it tries to realise these reforms by the action of the law or the
State ” (E. Laveleye, “ Socialism of To-day,” p. xv.).— “ The word
Socialism has but one signification : it denotes a doctrine which
demands the suppression of the proletariat and the complete remission
of wealth and power into the hands of the community (collectivité).”
(T. De Wyzewa, ‘Le Mouvement Socialiste,” p. 111.)—* Socialism
is the economic philosophy of the suffering classes ”” (H. v. Scheel in
‘“ Schénbergs Handb. der pol. Oekonomie,” Bd. i. 107.

[The impossibility of arriving at a clear definition of Socialism has
been demonstrated by the futility of the various attempts made by
numerous writers during the last few years. There is no agreement
at all upon the subject. And it seems unlikely that any satisfactory
definition will ever be arrived at. One of the most recent of the French
writers on Socialism, M. Emile Faguet (‘‘Le Socialisme en 1907 "), has
remarked that the term has become so vague and ambiguous that the
definitions blend into one another like the shadings on a pigeon’s neck.
Another Frenchman, M. Leroy-Beaulieu, has stated that in addition
to collectivism and true Socialism, there are now all kinds of * little
Socialisms ” in existence. ‘‘Each is greater, more soothing, more
innocent than the other. There is the literary Socialism which
flourishes in the hothouse of the smaller reviews of all complexions.
There is the drawing-room or boudoir Socialism which amuses the
ladies and frightens the children. There is Church Socialism, which
comes to us with the Bible in its hand ; and then there is the most
widely spread and the most dangerous, perhaps, of all—the uncon-
scious bourgeois Socialism, that of M. Jourdain, who preaches Socialism
as formerly he talked prose, without knowing it.”

The Author, in the first edition, criticised the definition of Mr. Kirkup,
and pointed out how it was misleading and futile. In the new edition
of his  Inquiry into Socialism,” Mr. Kirkup has amended his previous
definition, and now states that it is ‘“ a theory of social organisation,
based on a new scheme of economic organisation ” (page 119). Again,
at page 117 of the same work, it is stated that “ Socialism is a new
principle of social organisation, based on a new form of industrial
organisation. While most naturally associating itself with the new
democracy and with an unselfish and humanitarian view of life, its
essence is an economic change. Everything else is accidental, and in the
view of Socialism non-essential. Questions connected with it as to



22 SOCIALISM

religion, ethics, politics, and as to the method of realising the theory
may be and are of supreme importance ; but they are not Socialism.”

It is interesting to compare the above statements with the recent
pronouncement of Mr. Belfort Bax, the author of “ Essays in Socialism,
New and Old.” 1In an Introductory Essay upon “ Socialism : What
it is, and what it is not,” in order to remove misconceptions, b¢ has
made a vigorous attack upon those Socialists who evade or deny the
challenge of their opponents as to their views upon matters other than
the mere economic side of Socialism. ‘It is no use pretending,” he
says, ‘“that while the economic structure of society is undergoing
a fundamental revolution, other aspects of social life are to remain
unscathed.” He then proceeds :

‘“ As to the question of sexual ethics. To the anthropologist and the
students of the history of institutions, it is well known that forms
of marriage and the family are intimately connected with the prevailing
modes of property-holding. Under primitive communistic conditions
various forms of the family prevailed which appear grossly immoral
to the man who has grown up among modern individualist conditions.
Hence arjses the tendency in the present day of many convinced
Socialists to shirk this question. They are, in their own minds, well
persuaded that in a society such as Socialism implies, based on the
communal production of wealth for social use and enjoyment, and hence
where privatc property-holding has either ceased to be altogether,
or at least has lost its importance—while they are, I say, quite aware
that in such a society the principle of rigid monogamy enforced by law
and public opinion, as at present, must break down before a freer con-
ception of human relationships, yet they are extremely chary of admit-
ting this in so many words. The current point of view of marriage,
as a legally enforced bond and not a free relationship depending for its
continuance on the will of the parties concerned, has acquired an
absolute character with many persons who otherwise consider them-
selves emancipated, and hence there is a tendency either to deny the
obvious implications of Socialism in this respect, or at least to fence
with the question in a disingenuous manner.” (Page 10.)

“ The saying of Tridon, subsequently repeated by Bebel and others,
to the effect that Socialism stands for a system of life and thought
expressing itself in economics as Communism, in politics as Republican-
ism, and in religion as Atheism, embodies in a few words a large measure
of truth. It may be convenient for Socialists, with a view to election
expediency, to seek to confine the definition of Socialism to the econo-
mic issue abstracted from all the other issues of life and conduct. But
the attempt to limit the term Socialism within the four walls of an
economic definition is, in the long run, futile. Such a limitation is
justified neither by historic usage nor, as above pointed out by the
implications involved, in the economic change itself.” (Page 11.)]



CHAPTER 1II
HISTORY OF SOCIALISM

Ir we desire to form an intelligent estimate of Socialism we should
not fail to take due account of its history. Here I can only make
a few seemingly indispensable remarks on that history.*

We have of late years heard much about Primitive Socialism.
[ object to the designation whenever it is used to imply that Social-
ism was the primitive condition of man. We do not know what
the primitive condition of man was. Recent science and research
have enabled us to see much farther back into the past than our
forefathers could, but they have not yet reached results which
entitle us either to affirm or deny that history began with Socialism.

Two views of Primitive Socialism are prevalent, and they are
essentially different, delineating two distinct social states, one of
which only can have been primitive, while both might be secondary,
the one as a stage of degradation and the other as a stage of im-
provement. According to McLennan, Lubbock, and a host of other
scientists, humanity was cradled in a coarse and brutal Communism.
In their view, the earliest human societies knew neither a separate
family life nor private property, being ignorant of any other laws
than those of inclination and force. If this representation of man’s
first estate is correct we have only to congratulate ourselves that
Primitive Socialism lies so far behind us, for it was not only man’s
earliest but his lowest and least human condition.

What is most generally meant by Primitive Socialism, however,
is a much higher state, one comparatively moral and civilised.

* Of histories of Socialism, Malon’s * Histoire du Socialisme,” a five-
volumed work, is the fullest of information. In English, Rae’s ‘ Contem-
porary Socialism,” Laveleye’s ‘‘ Socialism of To-day " (translated), Graham'’s
“Socialism New and Old,” and Kirkup’s “ History of Socialism " (third
edition, revised and enlarged) are all valuable. Rudolph Meyer’s  Emanci-
pationskampf des Vierten Standes,” 2 vols., is a laborious compilation of facts,
and rich in documentary sources. Reybaud, Stein, Thonissen, Franck,
Janet, Jager, Adler, and others have done good work as historians of the
socialistic movement. [A work from America is that of Morris Hillquit’s
“ History of Socialism in the United States.” This work, however, is severely
criticised by W. H. Mallock in ““ A Critical Examination of Socialism " (1908).]

23
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Greek and Roman poets sang of a golden age, when poverty and
avarice were unknown, when there was no violence or fraud, and
when all things were in abundance and in common. It is now
claimed that modern historical investigation has discovered this
golden age of ancient tradition, and that it is the true Primi.ive
Socialism. Maurer, Maine, and many others have exhibited a
vast amount of evidence, tending to prove that in the history of
every country inhabited by any division of the Aryan race, and of
not a few countries lying beyond the Aryan area, there was a time
when the soil was distributed among groups of self-styled kinsmen,
and when private property in land was scarcely known or was
non-existent. A very attractive and popular view of the evidence
for this conclusion has been given by M. Laveleye in his well-known
work on ‘‘ Primitive Property.” In a general way this historical
theory seems legitimately and satisfactorily established. But
closer study is revealing that it has been presented too absolutely,
and accepted without due criticism and limitation. Much which
Laveleye calls collective property might more properly be called
collective tenancy ; and much which he calls primitive is probably
not very old, and owed its existence largely to the fact that in tur-
bulent times kings and chiefs could have got nothing out of isolated
individuals ; that only communities could cultivate land and pay
taxes or yield services. There is no evidence that the land of the
world was ever distributed among peaceful agricultural communities,
entirely independent of lords and masters, within or without the
community. On the other hand, the theory which represented
private property in land to have been always and everywhere
recognised and in force is now entirely discredited. Property
in movables naturally preceded property in land ; and the collec-
tive tenure of land generally preceded, perhaps, its individual
tenure.

The stage of society in which land was occupied by communities,
not individuals, was one in which men scarcely existed as individuals.
The law and the religion which corresponded to it knew next to
nothing of individuals; they were concerned with families and
groups, in which no one felt with any distinctness that he had
rights and duties simply as a man. When the claims of private
judgment and of independent action were thus not so much denied
and rejected as undiscovered and unimagined, what is called
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“ Primitive Socialism ” may have been not only the natural and
appropriate form of organisation of human societies, but the only
one which they could assume. It is simply just to look back to it
with due recognition of its merits ; it must be foolish to dream of
recaling or restoring it. In every progressive society it has been
long outgrown. Where it still lingers it must disappear as freedom
and energy increase. The natural childhood of nations as of
individuals lies behind them and can never be recalled ; the only
childhood which the future can have in store for them is an un-
natural childhood, that second childhood of decadence which is
the sure forerunner of dissolution. When men have once awakened
to a sense of their rights and duties as individuals, they can never
again be content to think and act merely as members of a com-
munity. When the persons who compose society have each become
conscious of a properly personal life and destiny, the unconscious
kind of Socialism is henceforth impossible. The Socialism which
alone seriously concerns us is of a very different character. It is
a conscious Socialism, which knows itself and knows its enemy,
which is the asserter of one class of claims and rights and the denier
of another, which is the vigilant, active combatant, sometimes
defeated, sometimes victorious, but never entirely suppressed, and
never completely successful, of individuality and Individualism.*

In the nations of antiquity the individual was sacrificed to the
State ; but State absolutism, although clearly related to, is not
to be identified with Socialism. The sacrifices which it demands
may be political, not social ; sacrifices to the governing power,
not to the common interest. . But what makes the history of
nations like Greece and Rome of vast practical importance to a

* Roscher has shown (see his * Political Economy,” book i., ch. v., sec.
78) that the idea of a community of goods, and schemes of a socialistic
character have found favour especially in times when the following con-
ditions have met :—(A) A well-defined confrontation of rich and poor, without
any gradual and continuous passing of one class into another; (B) a high
degree of the division of labour, by which, on the one hand, the mutual
dependence of men grows ever greater, but by which, at the same time, the
eye of the uncultivated man becomes less and less able to perceive the con-
nection existing between merit and reward, or service and remuneration ;
(C) a violent shaking or perplexing of public opinion as regards the sense
of right, by revolutions, particularly when they follow rapidly on one another
and take opposite directions ; (D) a democratic constitution of society, and
the pretensions and feelings which it implies or generates ; and (E) a general
decay of religion and morals, and the spread of atheistic and materialistic
beliefs.
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student of Socialism is not so much any socialistic legislation to
which these nations had recourse, or any socialistic theories to be
found in some of their writers, as the examples which they have
left us of cultured and powerful peoples ruined by failure to solve
aright “ the social question.” The direct and immediate cau.e of
the ruin of the Greek cities was neither the falsity of their religion
nor the prevalence of slavery. The poor had political rights and
political power, and they used them against the rich to obtain
equality of wealth, sometimes imposing all the taxes upon them,
sometimes confiscating their goods, sometimes condemning them
to death or to exile, sometimes abolishing debts, sometimes equally
dividing property. The rich resisted by all means in their power,
by violence and fraud, conspiracy and treason. Each Greek city
thus included, as it were, two hostile peoples, and civil wars were
incessant, the object in every war being, as Polybius says, “to
displace fortunes.” This ruined the Greek cities. Fifty years’
agitation of the social question in the same manner would be found
sufficient to ruin the strongest nations of modern Europe, not-
withstanding their freedom from slavery and their profession of
Christianity. Rome suffered and died from the same malady as
Greece. Before the close of the Republic she had twice experienced
a social revolution of the most sanguinary nature. She sought
a refuge and remedy in the Empire, and at the expense of industry
she fed and pampered an idle population. This solution secured
rest for a time, but naturally ended in utter exhaustion and ruin.
The series of socialistic ideals or Utopias which have appeared
in the world can be traced back to that of Phaleas of Chalcedon,
about six centuries before Christ. Attempts to realise socialistic
aspirations and claims have been made in many lands and ages,
and in many forms and ways. Socialism is, therefore, no new
thing. It has, however, entered on a new period of its history.
and one which may be very prolonged and very momentous.
The socialistic theories which appeared in France even before the
Revolution* were merely antecedents or preludes of the Socialism
which at present prevails. Saint-Simon, who died in 1825, and
Fourier, who died in 1837, were its true founders. Both of these
extraordinary men left behind them disciples strongly convinced

* The theories referred to are those of Meslier, Morelly, Mably, Rousseau,
and Babeuf.
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that the reorganisation of society on new principles, by the
establishment of new arrangements and institutions, and with a
steady view to the amelioration of the class the most numerous
and poor, was the most important and urgent of all problems.
Louis Blanc convinced a multitude of his countrymen that the
national organisation of labour was one of the chief duties of a
Government. Proudhon, although a capricious and unequal
thinker on economic subjects, has, perhaps, not been surpassed
in critical keenness and argumentative ingenuity by any later
Socialist. These and other French writers made Socialism in its
new phase known to all Europe, but for a considerable time it
remained almost confined to France. It is no longer so. France
is now far from being the country most threatened by Socialism.
Agrarian Socialism has little chance of success in France, owing to
the relatively large number of its land-owners. Anti-capitalistic
Socialism has no attraction for the bourgeoiste and can only move
the masses in the manufacturing towns in France, and these are
comparatively few in number, Socialism has, however, numerous
adherents, sincere and effective advocates, and skilful literary
representatives in France. French Socialism was no more slain on
the barricades of 1871 than on those of 1848.*

Every country of Europe has now been more or less invaded
by Socialism ; and, of course, all these countries supply the United
States of America with advocates of it.

In Spain and Italy it has taken a strong hold of the peasantry,
who are in many districts grievously oppressed by excessive rent
and taxation, and the result has been seen in various local insurrec-
tions. In Switzerland it has been extensively advocated by politi-
cal refugees of various nationalities, but with little effect on the
native inhabitants. In Belgium, which has a dense agricultural
and manufacturing population, and where labour is very poorly
remunerated, socialistic doctrines and schemes are probably more
prevalent than in any other country.

Russia has given birth to a very strange system, which one always
finds classed as Socialism, and which does not in general protest
against being so regarded—the system called Anarchism or Nihilism.

* T have had occasion to treat at considerable length of Saint-Simon,
Fourier, Louis Blanc, Proudhon, Auguste Comte, and other French Socialists,
in my * Historical Philosophy in France and French Belgium and Switzerland.”
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It is, however, in reality, rather the extreme and extravagance
of Individualism than a form of Socialism ; and it is only just not
to hold Socialism responsible either for its principles or its practices.
It is an expression of the intense hatred of authority which v..-
limited despotism has engendered in deeply impressionable minds.
It will hear of no authority in heaven or earth, of no subordination
of man to man, or of man to any recognised moral or spiritual law.
It says : Use all your strength and energy to level down the whole
edifice of society which has been built up by the labour of ages ;
sweep away all extant institutions so as to produce * perfect amor-
phism,” for if any of them are spared they will become the germs
out of which the old social iniquities will spring up again ; break
up the nation and the family, and get rid of the bondage which they
involve ; destroy all States and Churches, with all their regulations
and offices, all their obligations and sanctions; work towards
confusion and chaos, in the faith that out of them will emerge a
future in which all will breathe with absolute freedom; yet take
no anxious thought as to the organisation of the future, for all such
thought is evil, as it hinders destruction pure and simple, and
impedes the progress of the revolution. Such was the creed of
Bakunin, the apostle of Nihilism, a creed which he was able to
spread not only over Russia, but throughout southern and western
Europe, and for which many men and women have shown
themselves willing to die and ready to murder.

It may, perhaps, seem to be merely the uttermost extreme of
Individualism, and to have nothing socialistic in it. But extremes
meet. When liberty degenerates into licence, that licence is found
to be slavery. So when individuality generates anarchy, what it
first and most assuredly destroys is its own self. The primary
function of government is to coerce and suppress crime. Abolish
government and crime will govern; the murderer and the thief
will take the place of the magistrate and the policeman; every
individuality will count only as a force, not as a being entitled to
rights. Even the Nihilist cannot quite fail to see this; cannot
altogether refuse to recognise that, except as a stage of transition,
a society without government would be in a more deplorable state
than if under the harshest despotism. Hence he lives in hope
that out of the anarchy which he will produce organised societies
will spontaneously emerge, in the form of small agricultural
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communities, each of which will be self-governing and self-sufficing,
contentedly cultivating its bit of land, and fairly sharing the
produce among its members.

- But he fails to give reasons for his hope. He does not show
tha. societies ever have been, or are ever likely to be, organised
spontaneously or otherwise than through the exercise of authority
and the discipline of law. He does not explain how, were society
overthrown and reduced to chaos, the result of the interaction
of conflicting individual forces would be the springing up over all
the earth of peaceful self-governing communities. He does not prove,
and cannot prove, that if Europe were to become somewhat like
what Russia would be if it had only its mirs, and if the Czar, the
Germans and the Jews, the nobility and the clergy, the soldiers and
the police, the fortresses and the prisons were swept away, its
condition would be preferable to what it is at present. He does not
indicate how he purposes to prevent the social world of his hope and
admiration from again lapsing and passing through all those phases
of civilisation which he detests ; how he would arrest the growth
of the individuality, that is to say, of the independence of character,
the originality of mind, the personal energy, and the special acquire-
ments and special skill, which would gradually but surely destroy
it, just as they have destroyed what was like it in the past, just as
they are now destroying the Russian mir.

The ideal of the Nihilist seems to be a very poor one in itself ;
and yet there appears to be no way of realising it except by Nihilists
annihilating all who do not agree with them. Any scheme which
can only be realised by men wading through the blood of their
fellow-men should need no discussion.

I have said thus much about Nihilism, because it is generally
regarded as Socialism ; but I shall say no more about it in these
pages. And for two reasons : first, it is, on the whole, not Socialism ;
and secondly, it is more of a disease than an error, and should be
treated rather by moral remedies than by arguments. Its educated
advocates are men and women who have been maddened by the
sight of the effects of despotic and selfish government ; and its
ignorant believers are largely composed of those whom hunger,
bad usage, and despair have rendered incapable of weighing reasons.
It cannot be satisfactorily dealt with by logic, and still less by
steel and shot ; but only by better social arrangements, juster laws,
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a sounder education, a purer and more energetic morality, a truer
and more beneficent religion.*

Socialism has nowhere made more remarkable progress than in
Germany. Previous to 1840 it had scarcely any existence in th~t
country. The organisation of the German social democratic party
took shape under the hands of Marx and Engels in 1847. The
political agitations of 1848 were, on the whole, favourable to it.
The conflict of labour and capital, which was at its keenest about
1860, was still more so, and is what chiefly explains the extraordin-
ary success of the socialistic campaign so brilliantly conducted by
Lassalle from 1863 to 1865. The Socialism of Germany has had
more skilful leaders and a better organisation than Socialism
elsewhere. At present it is a power which cannot be despised.
Bebel has declared that every third man over twenty-five is a Social
Democrat. Socialism is also indebted to German thinkers—
Rodbertus, Winkelblech, Marx, Lassalle, Schiffle,t and others—
for its elaboration into a form which allows it to put forth with
plausibility the claim to have become scientific, and which really

* The theory of Anarchism is advocated with an eloquence worthy of a
better cause in the following pamphlets, all procurable in an English form :
M. Bakunin’s ‘‘ God and the State ; ”’ Elisée Reclus’ ¢ Evolution and Revolu-
tion ; ” and P. Krapotkin’s “ Law and Authority,” ¢ Expropriation,”
“ Place of Anarchism in Socialistic Evolution,” ‘ War,” * Appeal to the
Young,” and ‘ Anarchism, its Philosophy and Ideal.” I may quote the
words with which Prince Krapotkin closes his ‘“ Law and Authority,” inas-
much as they convey the gencral practical outcome of Anarchism :— In
the next revolution we hope that this cry will go forth: ‘ Burn the guillo-
tines ; demolish the prisons ; drive away the judges, policemen, and informers
—the impurest race upon the face of the carth ; treat as a brother the man
who has been led by passion to do ill to his fellow; above all, take from
the ignoble products of middle class idleness the possibility of displaying
their vices in attractive colours; and be sure that but few crimes will mar
our society.” The main supports of crime are idleness, law, and authority ;
laws about property, laws about government, laws about penalties and
misdemeanours ; and authority, which takes upon itself to manufacture
these laws and to apply them. No more laws! No more judges! Liberty,
equality, and practical human sympathy are the only effectual barriers
we can oppose to the anti-social instincts of certain amongst us.” The
most instructive work as to Anarchism and Socialism in Russia is Alphons
Thun’s “ Geschichte der Revolutioniren Bewegungen in Russland,” the
most complete work, so far as it goes, but ending with 1883. [Stepniak’s
“ Underground Russia,”’ and ‘‘ Russia under the Tzars” should also be
consulted. On Anarchism in general, see Kirkup’s ‘“ History of Socialism,”
ch. x., Latouche’s “ Anarchy: Its Methods and Exponents,” and Ellis
Barker’s ““ British Socialism,” ch. xxx., with the authorities there quoted.]

[+ It is to be recollected that Schiffle, who was a great authority among
the Socialists, changed his views very considerably, and came to the conclusion
that Democratic Collectivism was an impossibility.]
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entitles it to expect that it will no longer be judged of by the
schemes propounded at the earlier stages of its history.

There is prevalent, however, a very exaggerated conception of
the success of German Socialism. It is by many supposed to have
effecied a revolution in the thinking of German economists, and to
have converted most of them to its creed. It is very generally
believed that the German professors of Political Economy have
gone largely over to the socialist camp, and that what are called
“Socialists of the Chair,” or * Professorial Socialists,” are true
Socialists. This is a mistaken view. Socialism, in the proper
sense of the term, has gained scarcely any proselytes among the
professors of political economy in Germany.

The doctrines of free trade, of unlimited competition, of the
non-intervention of the State, were, it must be remembered, never
so popular among German as among English political economists ;
and during the last fifty years by far the largest school of political
economy in Germany, the historical school, has been bearing a
continuous protest against what is called Smithianism and Man-
chesterdom, and English political economy, as insular and narrow,
too negative, too abstract and deductive, and blindly hopeful of
national salvation from leaving every man to look after himself.
German political economists, in passing from that to their present
so-called socialistic position, have moved neither so rapidly nor
so far as many of our Liberals who have passed into Radicals, and
from being advocates of freedom and non-interference have become
enthusiasts for fair rents, State-aid, and State-intervention.

The so-called Professorial Socialists of Germany have not got
farther than our own governmental politicians. There is a large
section of them whose alleged Socialism is simply the protection-
ism of paternal government, the protectionism of Prince Bis-
marck, but which that astute statesman naturally preferred to call
his Socialism when he appealed to socialistic working-men. There
is another large section of them whose so-called Socialism consists
in adopting a programme of political reforms similar to that which
Mr. Chamberlain propounded in this country in 1885. It may be
questioned, however, if there is one true Socialist among them.
They are simply State-interventionists of either a Conservative
or a Radical type. In calling themselves, or allowing themselves
to be called Socialists, they are sailing under false colours. Their
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views as to property, labour, capital, profit, interest, etc., are
essentially different from those of real Socialists.*

It is only in recent years that Socialism has made any considerable
progress in Britain. The socialistic doctrine of Owen was very
vague and nebulous. The “ Christian Socialism ” of Maurice and
Kingsley, Ludlow, Hughes, and Neale, was thoroughly Christian,
but not at all socialistic. The oldest socialistic association at
present existing in England is the Social Democratic Federation,
which was founded in 1881, but which did not put forth its socialistic
programme until 1883. Its offshoot, the Socialistic League, was
formed in 1885t. The Fabian Society and the Guild of St. Matthew
are smaller socialistic bodies. There are numerous branch associa-
tions throughout the land. The Independent Labour Party was
formed in 1892. The names of Hyndman, Champion, Blatchford,
Quelch, Keir Hardie, Belfort Bax, Bruce Glasier, MacDonald,
Snowden, George Bernard Shaw, and the Rev. Stewart Headlam,
are widely known as those of leaders of the various sections of
English Socialists.} There are, so far as I am aware, no reliable
statistics as to the number of Socialists in Britain.§ In the years of
commercial and industrial depression through which the country
passed just prior to 1894, when multitudes were thrown out of

* The history of Socialism in Germany is treated of in the works mentioned
in the note on p. 23. It is right, however, to mention in addition as excep-
tionally thorough and valuable studies, W. H. Dawson’s * German Socialism
and Ferdinand Lassalle,” and “ Bismarck and State Socialism.” The best
general view of the German schools of political economy is still, so far as I am
aware, an Italian work published some thirty years ago, Professor Cusumano’s
“Scuole Economiche della Germania.” The term ¢ Kathedersocialist,”
Socialist of the Chair, or Professorial Socialist, was first employed as a nick-
name, and then accepted by those to whom it was applied, in the hope that they
would thereby secure that Socialism would not be identified with the sort
of doctrine taught by Marx, Lassalle, etc. M. Léon Say treats of State-
Socialism in Germany as well as in England and Italy in his ‘* Socialisme
d’Etat,” 1890. [The progress of Socialism in Germany is strikingly shown in
the chapter of Kirkup’s ‘* History of Socialism,” which deals with the recent
progress of Socialism. At the general election in 1893 the Social Democrats
polled 1,786,000 votes ; in 1898 this number was increased to 2,100,000, and
in 1903 to 3,010,000. In the last-named year the Socialists secured 81 seats
in the Reichstag. There was an apparent set-back in 1907, when 27 seats
were lost ; but, the total vote showed an increase of at least 253,000, For a
comparison between English and German Socialism, see Ellis Barker’s
‘ British Socialism.”’]

[t The League, as well as its organ “ The Commonweal,” only existed for
a few years.]

[} See Supplementary Note.]

[§ See Supplementary Note.]
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employment and brought to the verge of starvation, the socialistic
propaganda had a kind of success which filled the minds of many who
favoured it with exaggerated hopes, and those of many who disliked
it with equally exaggerated fears. They fancied that the working
cl. ses were about to be won over in a body to the new faith, and
that the social revolution which had been predicted was at hand.
They overlooked the fact that the movement advanced with ex-
ceptional rapidity only among the unemployed, and those most
affected by the causes by which that class was so largely increased ;
and that Socialism must, from its very nature, be far more likely
to spread among those who have nothing to lose than among those
who have, and in bad times than in good. When honest, sober,
industrious men cannot get work to do and bread to eat, it is not
wonderful that they should turn Socialists; and, if they do so,
sympathy is the chief feeling with which they must be regarded.
Men who are not employed because of their lack of honesty and
sobriety ought to be otherwise viewed and dealt with, but they are
none the less likely to be easily persuaded to approve of Socialism
either in the form of Communism or Collectivism.

There is no evidence that British working men have to any
very great extent gone over to Socialism strictly so called. There
is a species of Socialism, of the worst type, which is proving
attractive to no inconsiderable class of the community, and this
has increased rapidly during the last few years. Possibly it is
but a passing phase. But our comparative immunity in the past
is no guarantee that there will be immunity in the future. And
certainly no country in the world would have so desperate a
task devolved upon it as our own, were Socialism to become
either the creed or the ideal of masses of our population.

No other country has the bulk of its land owned by so few persons.
In no other country is industry so dependent on the enterprise
of large capitalists. No other country has in anything like so small
a space the same number of towns each with a population of over
100,000 inhabitants,

The more highly developed, the more elaborately organised
national life becomes, the less fitted, the less capable does it become
to pass through a social revolution. Let Britain become, like
Athens, the scene of a struggle between the rich and the poor,

[* See Supplementary Notez.]
2—{24023)
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the former striving to keep and the latter to seize the wealth of the
nation; or let the poorer classes of Britain become like those of
Rome, after they had gained their enfranchisement, weary of the
production of wealth, and resolved on such a distribution of it as
will give them maintenance and amusement without labour ; ~..d
it will need no foreign enemy to lay this mighty empire prostrate.
In such a case there could only be in store for us an alternation of
revolutions, a restless tossing between anarchy and despotism. In
such a state the barbarians would not require to come from afar for
our overthrow ; the barbarians would be here.

There is much to favour the spread of Socialism amongst us.
Many rich persons make a deplorable use of their riches—a frivo-
lous, selfish, wasteful, corrupting use of them. Masses of the people
are in a state of misery and degradation disgraceful to the nation,
and which, if unremedied, must be fruitful of mischief. Our
population is so dense, and our industrial economy so elaborate,
that a slight cause may easily produce great disaster and wide
discontent. The pressure of competition is often very hard, and
many human beings have to labour to an excess which may well
explain the revolt of their hearts against the arrangements under
which they suffer. The foundations of religious faith have been
so sapped and shaken by various forces that there are thousands
on thousands in the land devoid of the strength and steadfastness
to be derived from trust in God and the hope of a world to come.
In consequence of the wide prevalence of practical materialism,
many have no clear recognition of moral law, of right as right, of
the majesty of simple duty. The balance of political power is now
unquestionably on the side of the majority ; and although it is
just that it should be so, it does not follow that the majority may
not do unjustly, may not act quite as selfishly as the minority did
when dominant ; while it is evident that there will be more ready
to seek to gain their favour by false and unmanly ways.

Yet there is nothing to warrant a pessimistic view of the course
of coming events, or despair as to the future. The resources for
good which providence has placed in the hands of the British people
are immense, and, if faithfully used, they are amply adequate to
avert every danger. Although the extremes of poverty and wealth
in this country are at an enormous distance from each other, the
whole interval is filled up by classes which pass into one another by
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insensible gradations, and which collectively so outnumber either
the very rich or the very poor that at present the chance of success
of any socialistic revolution must be pronounced infinitesimally
small. The workmen of Great Britain have never, like the citizens
ot Greece and Rome, sought to get free of work, but only to be better
paid for their work. A feeling of the honourableness of labour is
on the increase. Socialism itself is a testimony to the growth of the
sense of brotherhood. Faith in God and faith in duty may have
been here and there shaken, but they have not been uprooted,
and are even widely and vigorously displaying their vitality. In-
dividuality of character and the love of personal independence
will not be easily vanquished in Britain. It has never been the
character of the nation to adopt vague and revolutionary proposals
without criticism of them and consideration of their cost. We
may be less exposed to the dangers of Individualism and more to
those of Socialism than we were forty years ago, but to be afraid
of the speedy and decisive triumph of Socialism is to be foolishly
alarmed.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE
THE ADVANCE OF SOCIALISM IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

The rapid advance of Socialism during the last fifteen years has been
one of the most startling factors in contemporary history. In its world
growth it has been described as * a new historical fact.” And although
it was at one time supposed that Socialism was less likely to flourish
on English soil than on that of any other country, the contrary appears
to be the real state of the case. Both in literature and in active work
the British Socialist is in no way behind his foreign brother.

The principal recognised organisations of the Socialistic movement
in Great Britain are the Social Democratic Federation, the Fabian
Society, and the Independent Labour Party.

The Social Democratic Federation—the S. D. F.—was founded March,
1881, though it did not adopt its present name until 1884. One of
its most prominent members has been and is Mr. H. M. Hyndman.
It has always professed an unshaken faith in the teachings of Marx.
At the present time it has over 200 branches and affiliated societies,
with a largely growing membership. Its principal organs are Justice,
a weekly paper, and the Social Democrat, issued once a month. The
offices of the Federation are at 21a Maiden Lane, Charing Cross, W.C.

The Fabian Society came into existence in 1884. Its work has been
and is mainly educational, and it seeks to create an English school
of Socialism by means of its lectures, its discussions, and its tracts.
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It claims to have a membership of over 2,000, and among the
best known names occur those of Mr. George Bernard Shaw, Mr.
Sidney Webb, Sir Sidney Olivier, Mr. H. G. Wells, and the Rev. R. J.
Campbell. It has no recognised organ in the press, but its tracts have
created much interest and comment. The Fabians have resolutel+
refused to accept the Marxian teaching as being beyond criticism,
being opposed in this respect to the Social Democratic Federation.
The address of the Secretary is 3 Clement’s Inn, Strand, W.C.

The third of the Socialistic organisations is that of the Independent
Labour Party—generally known as the I. L. P.—which was founded
by Mr. Keir Hardie, M.P., at Bradford, in 1892. Though the youngest
of the three organisations, it is by far the largest, and the most import-
ant politically. It has always advocated Socialism, and has never
wearied of making a bid for the support of the various trade organisa-
tions of the country. It has failed, as yet, with the Trades Unions
and the National Union of Teachers, but it obtained a signal victory
at the Labour Party Congress, held at Hull, in January, 1908. There
are about 750 branches of the I. L. P. in different parts of the country,
and their activity is shown by the fact that during 1907 meetings were
held on an average of 2,000 a week. The recognised organ is the
Labour Leader, a weekly publication. But the I. L. P. is also responsi-
ble for the publication of a large number of works dealing with social
questions, and of translations from the writings of leading foreign
Socialists. Among these should be noticed ‘‘ Socialism and Positive
Science,” by Professor Enrico Ferri; ‘‘Socialism and Society,” by
J. Ramsay MacDonald, M.P.; * Socialist Studies,” by J. Jaures;
‘“ White Capital and Coloured Labour,” by Sir Sidney Olivier, CM.G.;
and “ Collectivism and Industrial Evolution,” by E. Vandervelde.
Various other volumes are promised. The offices of the I. L. P. are
23 Bride Lane, Fleet Street, E.C.

But in spite of these organisations the most important Socialist force
in England at the present time is the Labour Party to which reference
has been already made, and which must be carefully distinguished
from the Independent Labour Party. The members of the Labour
Party are over 1,000,000 in number, and the result of their vote at
Hull in January, 1908, cannot yet be estimated.

The Labour Party achieved a great success at the general election
in 1906, and produced an enormous impression upon the public mind.
It returned thirty-one members to the House of Commons, and of
these twenty-three or twenty-four are pronounced Socialists. The
impression then created was deepened by the spirited contests in the
bye-elections of 1907, especially those of Jarrow, Colne Valley, and
Kirkdale. There can be no doubt that these three elections have had
more than anything else to do with the interest taken by the public
generally in Socialism, and have gone far towards producing the
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enormous correspondence and discussions which have taken place
in the daily papers as well as in the various weekly periodicals and
monthly magazines during 1907 and 1908.

Other Socialistic associations, but quite independent of any of the
¢-ganisations named, are the Christian Social Union, 102 Adelaide
Road, N-W.; Guild of St. Matthew, 376 Strand, W.C.: and the
Socialist Party of Great Britain, 107 Charlotte Street, W. The aims
and objects of each of these associations can be learned by applying
to their respective headquarters. Another association, not yet fully
organised, is the Church Socialist League, which was formed in the
year 1906. The organising Secretary is the Rev. Conrad Noel, Cogges-
hall, Essex, and there is a semi-official organ of the League, The Optimist,
published quarterly.

Unconnected with any organisation, but having considerable influ-
ence upon a certain section of the community, are the Clarion and the
New Age, each a weekly newspaper. The Clarion claims to have a
circulation greater than that of any other Socialistic newspaper. Both
the Clarion Press and the New Age Press issue a large number of
publications in favour of Socialism. The Socialist Annual and the
Independent Labour Party Year Book are full of information as to the
latest movements of the Socialists.

The necessity for combating Socialism has led to the formation of
various societies, and these societies are actively engaged in counter-
acting the Socialistic forces. They are the Industrial Freedom League,
124 Palace Chambers, Westminster, S.W. ; the Liberty and Property
Defence League, 25 Victoria Street, Westminster, S.W.; the British
Constitution Association, 23 Charing Cross, S\W.; and the London
Municipal Society, 11 Tothill Street, Westminster, S W. The Secretary
of each of these societies will give full information as to the objects
of its members, and as to the policy which is advocated. The Liberty
and Property Defence League has also drawn up a list of works which
it recommends for the study of those who would combat Socialism.
The majority of these works are referred to in various parts of the
text of the present volume, and need no special mention here.

For a long period the main force of Socialism in the United Kingdom
was in England, and especially London. Now, owing to the activity
of the militant members, it has spread rapidly in the provinces, and
has also extended to Scotland. There is a Socialist Labour Party
at 63 Adelphi Street, Glasgow, and the headquarters of the Socialist
Sunday Schools Union are at 366 New City Road, Glasgow. In Ireland
Socialism has made little progress except in the north of that country.
There are various obvious reasons which account for this fact.



CHAPTER III
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COMMUNISM, COLLECTIVISM, AND STATE INTERVENTION

THE two chief forms of Socialism are Communism and Collectivism.
Both are clearly included in Socialism, and they are easily distin-
guishable. It is unnecessary to say much regarding the first.
The second is the only kind of Socialism which is very formidable,
and, consequently, the only kind which urgently requires to be
discussed. :

Communism is related to Socialism as a species to its genus.
All Communists are Socialists, but all Socialists are not. Communists.
Perhaps all Socialism tends to Communism. Socialism revolts
against the inequalities of condition which result from the exercise
of liberty. But why should it stop short, or where, in opposing
them, can it stop short, of the complete equality of conditions in
which Communism consists ? Only when property is left undivided,
only when it is held and enjoyed by the members of a society in
common, is there equality of condition.

It is often-said that Communism is impracticable. In reality
it is the form of Socialism which is far the most easily and has been
far the most frequently practised. Communistic societies have
existed in nearly every land, and have appeared in almost all ages
of the world. It would be easy to collect from the last two thousand
years of history many hundreds, and, from the last century,
many dozens, of examples of such societies, The family has from
its very nature somewhat of a communistic character. The aggre-
gation of families originated those so-called primitive communities
still extant in various countries, which held land in common, and
in which there very probably was at first proprietary equality
among all the families of each group. But such natural or naturally
evolved forms of society as families and village communities have
never been found to be exclusively communistic, nor without con-
siderable distinctions and inequalities of condition existing between
their members. Many societies more properly designated com-
munistic have had their origin and end in religion, as, for example,
that of the early Christians in Apostolic times, those among the
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Gnostic sects, the monastic brotherhoods of the Catholic Church,
the pantheistic brotherhoods of medizval heretics, etc., down to the
associations of Shakers and Rappists in the United States. Reli-
gious Communism has in some cases flourished and conferred great
services on humanity, owing to the religious abnegation and zeal
which have originated and inspired it, but it has certainly cast no
light on how the bulk of mankind may acquire a sufficiency of the
means of material well-being.

It is, perhaps, only in the present century that communistic
societies have been formed as solutions of the industrial and social
problem. The great field for experiments of the kind has been the
United States. These experiments have not been uninstructive
or useless; and no reasonable person will regret that they have
been made, or desire to see the liberty of repeating and varying
them restricted. It may be unwise in a man to surrender his
individual rights or personal property in order to become a member
of a communistic society, but if he does so freely, and can quit the
society should he get tired of it, he ought to be allowed to have his
own way. The fullest freedom of combination, of co-operation,
and of association cannot be justly withheld so long as the primary
laws of morality are not violated.

Already, however, it is clear enough that no communistic experi-
ments carried on in the backwoods of America will yield much light
as to how the economic and social evils which endanger countries
in advanced stages of development, are to be removed or remedied.
A large number of experiments made have entirely failed, ending
in a forsaken saw-pit and an empty larder. Others have had con-
siderable success. In the United States there are at the present
time between seventy and eighty communistic societies, a goodly
proportion of which are not of recent origin, while a few of them
are about a century old. It has been estimated that their collec-
tive or aggregate wealth if equally divided among their members
would amount to about £800 for each, which far exceeds the average
wealth of the population even of the richest countries. But the
slightest investigation of the causes of the prosperity of the more
flourishing of these societies shows that they are of a kind which
must necessarily prevent Communism from being any generajly
applicable solution of the social problem.

Communistic associations have had advantages in America
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which could not have been obtained in Europe. They have got
land for little or nothing, and timber for the mere trouble of cutting
it down. They have lived under the protection of a powerful
government, and, through means of communication provided by a
wealth not their own, within reach of large markets. They have,
for the most part, had capital to start with, and been composed
of select and energetic individuals.

But what is still more important to be remarked is that wherever
communistic associations have not proved failures as industrial
or economical experiments, their success has been dependent on
two conditions—namely, a small membership and a strict discipline ;
the one of which proves that Communism cannot be applied to
nations, and the other of which shows that it is not in harmony with
the temper of a democratic age. It is only when a communistic
society is small that each member can see it to be for his own
advantage to labour diligently and energetically. The more the
number of associates is increased the more is the interest of each to
work for the increase of the collective wealth diminished, and the
greater become the temptations of each to idleness. If a man is
one of 400 persons engaged in any industrial undertaking, the whole
produce or gain of which is to be equally divided among the co-
operators, the inducement to exertion presented to his mind in
the form of self-interest will probably be stronger than that which
acts on the majority of men who work for wages. Not so, however,
if he is one in 4,000 ; and if he is only one in 40,000, it will be hope-
lessly weak. But were nations like Britain, France, and Germany
placed under a communistic system, each man would be only one
in thirty, forty, or more millions of co-operators, all entitled to
share alike. In this case the stimulus of self-interest to exertion
would be practically nil; and the temptations to indolence and
unfaithfulness would be enormous.

The difficulty thus presented to the realisation of Communism
is at once so formidable and so obvious, that a number of those
who see in it the only just system of social organisation and the
only true solution of the social problem have felt themselves
compelled to propose that each of the nations of Europe should be
dismembered into thousands of small, separate, independent
communes. Such was the scheme of the leaders of the socialistic
insurrectionists in Italy and Spain. Clearly, even if it were carried
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into execution, although the individuals within each commune
might be levelled into equality, the communes themselves could
not fail to be unequal in their advantages, and thus occasions for
lusts and envyings, wars and fightings among them would abound,
while they would be at the mercy of any nation which had been
wise enough to retain its unity. It would be a waste of time to
refute so monstrous a proposal ; yet the dismemberment of nations
which it recommends is an indispensable condition to the general
application of communistic principles.

Moreover, the societies which practise Communism must, in
order to succeed, be characterised by submissiveness to law and
authority. The love of their members for equality or for a com-
mon cause must be so strong that they will be content to renounce
independence of judgment and action for them. The Icarian
societies founded by Cabet signally failed because they consisted
of men who imagined that communistic equality could be combined
with democratic freedom. The societies of Shakers founded by
Ann Lee have flourished because their members implicitly obey
the rules dictated by those whom they suppose to be the channels
of the Christ-spirit.

It is simply comical to hear Communism preached by revolu-
tionists and anarchists. But they may learn not a little by attempt-
ing to practise what they preach. Let even fifty of them join
together and endeavour to act on communistic principles, and they
will soon discover that the new order of things which they have
been recommending can no more be carried on without a great
deal of government than could the old order of things which they
denounce ; that if government was needed to prevent people from
attempting to retain more than they have honestly gained, still
more will it be needed to make them submit to a system based
on equal distribution, however unequal may be production—or,
in other words, on the denial of the labourer’s right to seek a
remuneration proportioned to the value of his labour. Should they
succeed in living and working together harmoniously and prosper-
ously, without any servile surrender of their individual wills to a
governing will or common law, the sight of so great a miracle will
do far more to convert the world to their views than argumentation
or eloquence, insurrection or martyrdom. The world has not
hitherto beheld anything of the kind. Probably it never will.
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To establish a democratic Communism is likely to prove as
unmanageable a problem as to square the circle.

Communism, however, is now generally regarded as an effete
and undeveloped form of Socialism. The kind of Socialism most
in repute at present is one which cannot be carried into practice
by the voluntary action of individuals, nor illustrated by experi-
ments on a small scale. It is the Socialism which can only be
realised through the State, and which must have a whole nation
as a subject on which to operate. It is the government of all by
all and for all, with private property largely or wholly abolished,
landowners got rid of, capital rendered collective, industrial armies
formed under the control of the State on co-operative principles,
and work assigned to every individual and its value determined
for him.

Speaking of this form of Socialism, Schéffle says :

“ Critically, dogmatically, and practically, the cardinal thesis stands
out—collective instead of private ownership of all instruments of
production (land, factories, machines, tools, etc.); °organisation of
labour by society,” instead of the distracting competition of private
capitalists ; that is to say, corporate organisation and management
of the process of production in the place of private businesses ;
public organisation of the labour of all on the basis of collective owner-
ship of all the working materials of social labour ; and finally, distribu-
tion of the collective output of all kinds of manufacture in proportion to
the value and amount of the work done by each worker. The pro-
ducers would still be, individually, no more than workmen, as there
would no longer be any private property in the instruments of produc-
tion, and all would, in fact, be working with the instruments of pro-
duction belonging to all—i.e., collective capital. But they would not
be working as private manufacturers and their workmen, but would
all be on an equal footing as professional workers, directly organised,
and paid their salary, by society as a whole. Consequently, there would
no longer exist in future the present fundamental division of private
income into profits (or in some cases the creditor’s share, by way of
interest, in the profit of the debtor) and wages, but all incomes would
equally represent a share in the national produce, allotted directly
by the community in proportion to the work done—that is, exclusive
returns to labour. Those who yielded services of general utility
as judges, administrative officials, teachers, artists, scientific investiga-
tors, instead of producing material commodities—i.¢., all not imme-
diately productive workers, all not employed in the social circulation
of material, would receive a share in the commodities produced by the



COLLECTIVISM 43

national labour, proportioned to the time spent by them in work
useful to the community.” *

The Socialism thus described has come to be commonly
designated Collectivism, and the name is convenient and appro-
priate. It is the only kind of Socialism greatly in repute at present,
or really formidable ; and, consequently, it is the form of it which
especially requires to be examined. It is the Socialism which I
shall henceforth have chiefly in view.

Collectivism will appear to most men obviously to involve an
excessive intervention of the State—one which deprives individuals
of their fundamental rights and liberties. It is Society organised
as the State intervening in all the industrial and economic arrange-
ments of life, possessing almost everything, and so controlling
and directing its members that private and personal enterprises
and interests are absorbed in those which are public and collective.
Most people will ask for no proof that such Socialism as this would
be incompatible with the freedom of individuals, and would be
a degrading and ruinous species of social despotism. They will
consider this self-evident, and deem that those who do not perceive
that Collectivism will be utterly subversive of liberty, and that
its establishment would be the enthronement of a fearful tyranny,
must be blind to the distinction between liberty and tyranny.

Now, that Collectivism must inevitably and to a most pernicious
extent sacrifice the rights and liberties of individuals to the will
dnd authority of society, or the State, I fully believe ; but I admit
that I must prove this, and not assume it. The whole question as
to the truth or falsity of Collectivism turns on whether it necessarily
does so or not, and, therefore, nothing should be assumed on the
point. I shall endeavour to meet the obligation of proving Collec-
tivism to be a system which would be destructive of liberty by dis-
cussing the chief positions maintained, and the principal proposals
advocated, by Collectivists. But in what remains of this chapter
I must be content to indicate the ground from which I shall thus
examine the claims of Collectivism, and of Socialism generally.

Individualism is an excess as well as Socialism, and one excess
while it so far tends to counteract, also so far tends to evoke another.
When Hobbes, for example, inculcated a theory of selfishness, a
system of ethics which made self-love the universal principle of

* “ The Quintessence of Socialism "’ (Engl. tr.), pp. 7-9.
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conduct, he was speedily followed by Cumberland, who maintained
the negative in terms of the directest antithesis, and taught that
the only principle of right conduct is benevolence. The most
ready and forcible mode of denying an obnoxious theory is by
positively affirming and defending its contrary. It is, therefore,
only what was to have been expected that the prevalence of Social-
ism should drive many of those who see its dangers into Individual-
ism; that a consequence of one class of social theorists assigning
to the State far more power than it ought to possess should be the
ascribing to it by another class of far less power than it is desirable
to allow to it; that a belief in State omnipotence should generate
a belief in administrative nihilism. In this we are willing to recog-
nise a natural necessity, or even a providential arrangement.
Humanity very probably requires to learn impartiality through
experience of the contradictions and exaggerations of many parties
and partisans. Yet none the less is every man bound to try to
be as impartial, as free from excess on any side, from all narrowness,
exaggeration, and partisanship as he can. And, therefore, while
desiring fully to acknowledge alike the truths in Socialism itself,
and the importance of the services rendered by those who oppose
the errors of Socialism from individualistic standpoints, I must,
for my own part, endeavour to deal with Socialism without making
use of the principles or maxims of what I regard as Individualism.

The Individualist assumes that the limits of State action should
be unvarying, and may consequently be indicated in some simple
rigid formula. It would plainly be very convenient for indolent
politicians if the assumption was true, but it does not seem to be
so. The sphere of State power has not been the same in any two
nations, nor in any one nation at any two stages of its development.
And there is no good reason for thinking it should have been other-
wise. Nay, a man who does not see that the measure of State
control and direction to be exercised ought to have varied according
to the characteristics, antecedents, circumstances, education,
enterprise, dangers, and tasks of those who were to be controlled
and directed, must be a man to whom history is a sealed book, and
who is consequently incapable of forming a rational theory of the
sphere and functions of the State. The slightest survey of history
should suffice to convince us that an enormous amount of mischief
has been caused by over-legislation, and that human progress has
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largely consisted in widening the range of individual liberty and
narrowing that of public interference; but it must make equally
manifest that nations have generally owed their very existence
to having been subjected in their youth to a system of discipline
and government which they justly rejected in their maturity as
despotic. We may well be suspicious, therefore, of formule which
profess to convey to us in a few words the absolute and unvarying
truth concerning what is essentially relative and ever varying.
When examined they will always be found to be very inadequate,
and often, notwithstanding a specious appearance of clearness,
obscure or even unintelligible.

J. S. Mill's Essay on “ Liberty " is a noble and admirable produc-
tion, but there is very little light or help indeed to be got from what
its author considered its ‘‘ one simple principle, entitled to govern
absolutely the dealing of society with the individual in the way of
compulsion and control ”’—namely, the principle ““that the sole
end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively,
in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number is
self-protection ; that the sole purpose for which power can be
rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised community,
against his will, is to prevent harm to others.”

The proof of this principle will be sought for in the Essay in vain.
The distinction between effecting good and preventing harm can-
not be consistently and thoroughly carried through in such a
connection. Soldiers are no more maintained to repel foreign
enemies, and policemen to apprehend thieves and murderers,
merely in order to prevent harm, without any view to doing good
to the community, than physicians are called in to free individuals
from sickness, but not to help them to get well. In all the functions
of government the production of good and the prevention of evil
are inseparable, and they are equally legitimate aims of action. -

Further, the so-called ‘ principle,” while seemingly definite,
is in reality utterly vague. All vices inevitably injure not only
those who indulge in them, but cause suffering to those who do not.
There are few, if any, actions which are purely self-regarding. It
is just because of the amount of harm which drunkenness produces
that a class of social reformers desire to put an end to all liberty
to make use of strong drinks. Mr. Mill of course opposed their
proposals, but it was certainly not by adhering to his ‘ one
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simple principle.” That principle can be no effective barrier to
encroachments on individual liberty, to over-legislation, to social
despotism.

Speaking generally Mr. Spencer is regarded by Individualists
as a safer and more consistent guide than was Mr. Mill. And his
““Man wversus The State” is undoubtedly a most vigorous and
opportune assault on excessive State intervention. While I regard
it as one-sided and exaggerated in some of its charges, and seriously
at fault on certain points, I admire it in the main as not only a
valuable book but a brave and excellent action.

I cannot perceive, however, that in it or in any other of his works
Mr. Spencer has established any self-consistent or practical system
of Individualism. Mr. Auberon Herbert and the party of Individual
Liberty believe that they find at least the firm foundation-stone
of such a system in his formula, ““ the Liberty of each, limited
alone by the like Liberty of all.” Butisitso? To me these words
seem to be vague and ambiguous. They tell neither what is the
liberty of ‘“ each ”” nor of “ all,”” and, therefore, nothing as to how,
or how far, the liberty of each is to be limited by that of all.

‘““ Like liberty!” Like to what ? Like to a liberty which has
no other limit than the limit of others ? Then the formula means
that each individual may do to any other what he pleases, provided
all other individuals may do to him what they please. But that is
simply saying that there should be no society, no government,
no law whatever ; that man is made for anarchy and lawlessness ;
that his ideal condition is what Hobbes supposed to be his primitive
condition—‘‘ bellum omnium contra omnes.”

If the formula does not mean this it must mean, what it unfor-
tunately, however, does not state, that if men are to live as social
beings the liberty of each man, and of all men, should be limited
by a like law, the common law. This is quite true. If I become
a member of any society I must agree to obey the laws of the society.
I cannot be a citizen of any country unless I consent to have my
liberty limited by its common and constitutional law. I may seek
the improvement of the law in a constitutional way, but if I go
further I renounce my citizenship and must become an alien or an
enemy. In every society the liberty of each and of all its members
is limited by the common and constitutional law of the society,
and must be so limited, otherwise the society will dissolve. It
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is social law which must limit and render alike the liberty of each
and of all the members of the society ; not the limitation of the
liberty of each by the like liberty of all which determines what is
the proper constitution of society.

Liberty is limited by law, justly limited only when limited by
just law ; law and justice are not constituted by liberty, nor by
mere equality of liberty. In fact the phrase, *“ the Liberty of each
limited alone by the like Liberty of all,”” is destitute of meaning
apart from knowledge of a law which limits liberty—apart from
knowledge of the very law which it is supposed to reveal.

The theory that the State has for its sole aim to protect life, liberty,
and property, or, in other words, to repel invasion and punish crime,
is definite and intelligible. But it is also arbitrary and inadequate.
Those who object to pay taxes for anything except defence from
fraud and violence might, with consistency, object to taxation even
for that. There may be men who seek from the State no protection,
and who are prepared to endure wrong without appealing to it for
reparation. There may be many who consider it a greater hard-
ship to be compelled to contribute to the maintenance of an army
in a distant dependency than to the support of a school in their
own neighbourhood. To me it seems that no member of a nation
has reason to complain of being required, so long as he profits by
the various real and precious advantages of good government,
to bear his share of its necessary expenses ; that, on the contrary,
to refuse to do so would be selfish, unreasonable, and unjust. The
State, in my view, has a variety of functions through the right
exercise of which all its members are greatly benefited, and for the
exercise of which, therefore, they may be fairly required collectively
to provide. The political Individualism which denies to the State
the right to intervene in any measure or in any circumstances for
the positive development of industry, intelligence, science, morality,
art, is as erroneous, and, could it be consistently and completely
carried out, which happily it cannot, would be almost as pernicious
as fully developed Socialism.

Does it follow that one who thus discards individualistic theories
of the limits of the State must needs accept some socialistic theory
thereof, or can at least have no firm standing ground from which to
oppose Socialism, or definite and sound criteria by which to test it ?
By no means. It is true that he has not a theory which he can sum
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up in a sentence like either the Socialist or the Individualist. It
is not so easy to formulate a theory which will apply to all the rele-
vant facts with all their complications and variations, as to for-
mulate one which is a mere ideal of the reason or imagination, and
calmly or boldly indifferent to all troublesome and antagonistic
realities. But though neither an Individualist nor a Socialist, a
man need not be—and if he undertakes to discuss political subjects
ought not to be—without some theory as to the proper limits of
State action; and however conscious he may be that his theory
can be only an approximation to the full truth, he may be confident
of having in it means sufficient to enable him to test such a theory
as Socialism. T should gladly, if time and space enough were at
my command, discuss the question of the limits of State interven-
tion, as there are few questions more worthy of careful considera-
tion. I can only here and now, however, indicate in a few sentences
that, apart from such a discussion, we may without arrogance
undertake to form and express a judgment on socialistic conclusions
and proposals.

First, then, there are simple, definite, and well-ascertained moral
laws which ought to condition and regulate the actions both of
States and of individuals. We may fairly demand that all theories
alike of State intervention and of personal conduct shall recognise
these laws. It is obvious how this applies to our subject. Certain
unfriendly critics of the doctrine of laisser faire have understood it
to mean that the State should not restrict commercial competition
within even the limits of veracity and honesty. This was certainly
not what Adam Smith nor any eminent economist belonging to his
school meant by it. Adam Smith formulated the doctrine of
laisser faire, or natural liberty, thus: “ Every man, as long as he
does not violate the laws of justice, is left perfectly free to pursue his
own interests his own way, and to bring both his industry and
capital into competition with those of any other man or orders of
men.”* There may have been some theorists—it is difficult to
disprove a negative—who omitted from this teaching of the doctrine

* “ Wealth of Nations,”” Bk. IV. ch. ix. p. 2868 (Nicholson’s ed.). In the
“ Introductory Essay'' prefixed to his edition, Prof. Nicholson has made
some remarks on Adam Smith which I cannot deny myself the pleasure of
reproducing : ‘ The author of the ‘ Theory of Moral Sentiments,” the key-
stone of which is sympathy, the man who at his death left a much smaller
fortune than was anticipated, owing to his constant expenditure in deeds
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the condition expressed by Adam Smith in the words italicised ;
there can be no doubt that a great many people have not given
due heed to it in their practice : but, of course, the doctrine when
so misrepresented and mutilated is not merely a false but a dis-
graceful doctrine. The Individualism which should teach the doc-
trine in such a form must be at once condemned. Socialism is to
be tested by a like criterion. If any of its proposals directly or
indirectly imply a violation of the laws of justice, it is so far a
theory of State action to be repudiated.

Secondly, there are certain fundamental human liberties essential
to the true nature and dignity of man, but which have been only
slowly and painfully realised through ages of struggle. Bodily
freedom, enfranchisement of women, industrial freedom, intel-
lectual, moral, and religious freedom, political freedom, with free-
dom of speech and association, are such liberties. They are all
amply justified both by a true philosophy of man’s nature and
relationships and a correct interpretation of his history. Any

of unostentatious charity, the man who was especially distinguished amongst
his contemporaries by his geniality and kindness, is popularly supposed to
be the father of the dismal dogmas which amongst the vulgar (if the term
may be still used in its older signification) pass current for Political Economy.
The most cursory perusal of the ‘ Wealth of Nations,” however, will convince
the reader that the spirit in which it is written is essentially human, and the
most careful scrutiny will bring to light no passage in which the doctrine
of  selfishness ’ is inculcated. The ‘ economic man,’ the supposed incarnation
of selfishness, is no creation of Adam Smith ; all the characters of the * Wealth
of Nations’ are real-—Englishmen, Dutchmen, Chinese. The ‘economic
man ’ of ultra-Ricardians is no more to be found in Adam Smith than is the
‘ socialistic man,’ the incarnation of unselfishness, the man who loves all
men more than himself on the arithmetical ground that all men are more
than one, Adam Smith was unacquainted with any society composed mainly
of either species. Of the ‘socialistic man * he writes : ‘I have never known
much good done by those who affected to trade for the public good. It is
an affectation indeed not very common among merchants, and very few words
need be employed in dissuading them from it.” But the most severe passages
in Smith’s work are those in which he condemns the various ‘ mean and
malignant expedients ’ of the mercantile system, and satirises the ‘ economic ’
merchants who, actuated only by the ‘ passionate confidence of interested
falsehood,’ in order to promote ‘ the little interest of one little order of men
in one country hurt the interest of all other orders of men in that country,
and of all other men in all other countries.” Adam Smith treats of actual
societies, and considers the normal conduct of average individuals "’ (pp, 13,
14). The present writer, in the article ‘* Buckle,” published many years ago
in the “ Encyclopadia Britannica,” indicated how little foundation there
was for the opinion that in the ‘“ Theory of Moral Sentiments "’ man was
represented as purely benevolent, and in the ‘“ Wealth of Nations” as
purely selfish, Dr. Richard Zeyss also, in his ‘“ Adam Smith under der
Eigennutz,” 1889, has dealt with the same question more fully and quite
conclusively.

4—(2403)
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system which implies that they are to be contracted or suppressed
may be reasonably suspected to be erroneous, likely to be fatal
to human progress and welfare if successful, but really doomed to
failure. The whole history of the world has shown that, although
the arrest and repression of the movement towards liberty have
been attempted by force, fraud, and seduction of all kinds and in
all ways, it has been without avail. I see no liberty yet gained
by humanity which ought to be sacrificed or even lessened.

Thirdly, there are economic laws—natural laws of national wealth
—which cannot be neglected or violated with impunity. Systems
of social construction not conformed to them ought not to be
adopted. There is a science which professes to exhibit these laws
—political economy. Not many years ago its teaching was gener-
ally received with a too unquestioning trust. At present it is
widely viewed with unwarranted suspicion, or foolishly assumed
that it may be safely disregarded. The laws of political economy
have not, indeed, either the perfect exactitude or the entire certainty
of mathematical or dynamical laws. The natural sciences have
reached few truths which answer to a strict definition of law ; the
social sciences have probably reached still fewer. But, short of
absolutely exact and indubitably demonstrated laws, there are
many more or less satisfactorily ascertained relations and regu-
larities of causation, of dependence and sequence, which may fairly
be viewed as laws, and which it may be very desirable to know.
Political economists have brought to light many such truths. They
have also laboriously collected and carefully classified masses of
economic data, subtly analysed all important economic ideas, and
exhaustively discussed a multitude of economic questions and
theories. They have thus made large additions to the knowledge
and thought indispensable to enlightened statesmanship.

I am not, and never was, an adherent of what was not long ago
considered economic orthodoxy in England. Some forty years ago
it was my professional duty to teach political economy, and from
the first I endeavoured to show that the distinctive tenets of the
dominant Ricardian creed in regard to value, rent, and wages
were erroneous, and reached by a one-sided method which was
largely biased by personal and national prejudice. The fact that
these tenets are the very pillars on which Marx and Lassalle reared
their whole economic structure certainly shows that economic
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error can be powerful for evil ; but it also shows the necessity for
the refutation of such error, and that economic truth must be fruit-
ful of good. The attempts which have been made during the last
thirty years to subvert and discredit political economy have only
increasingly convinced me of the soundness and value of its teach-
ing as a whole and in essentials. Those who set it at naught in
their social schemes will, I am persuaded, lead grievously astray
those who take them as guides. Economical expediency or the
reverse to a nation in its organic entirety is an indication of the
legitimacy or illegitimacy of State intervention; and those who
endeavour to ascertain by carefully conducted studies this limit
between wise and foolish State intervention must be more likely
to discover it than other men,

Fourthly, what the State can and cannot do, may do well or must
do 1ll, is determinable by adequate reflection, enlightened by history
and experience. The State can only act through an official machin-
ery, and the working and effects of such machinery can be approxi-
mately calculated. It is only owing to our own ignorance or
insufficient consideration if we do not perceive that many things
which the State might, perhaps, legitimately do, if it could do
them greatly better than private persons and voluntary associations,
ought not to be undertaken by it hecause it is sure to do them
worse. The Radicals of forty years ago were disinclined to allow
the State to do anything which individuals could possibly do,
however well the State, and however badly individuals, might be
able to do it. The Socialists of to-day, on the other hand, are
disposed to entrust to the State whatever it is capable of, even when
individuals, separately or in combination, are more competent
to do it. The Radical owing to his bias erred, but not more than
the Socialist errs from the contrary bias.

The implied formule of the Radical and of the Socialist are
equally crude and insufficient, although they originate in contrary
motives ; in exaggerated fear in the one case, and in excessive faith
in the other. We ought obviously to keep free alike from all un-
warranted suspicion of the State and from all blind idolatry of
it. And if we do so, we shall certainly not judge of the propriety
or impropriety of its intervention in any instance by either of the
formule mentioned; or by any doctrinarian formula whatever,
such as both of them manifestly are; but we shall, in each particular
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instance where intervention is suggested, carefully and impar-
tially examine what, with the resources and appliances at its dis-
posal, and in all the circumstances of the case, the effects of the
intervention will necessarily or naturally be, and decide accordingly.

Unfortunately at the present time many of our political advisers
are so enamoured of State intervention that what weighs most
with them in favour of any form of its intervention is just what
ought to have no weight in their judgment at all, namely, the mere
fact that it is its intervention. Curiously enough, by the irony of
fate, and perhaps their own want of humour, a considerable section
of these advisers in this country call themselves ‘‘ Fabians,” from,
I suppose, the famous old Roman general whose grand charac-
teristic was prudence, and whose great merit was the clearness
with which he saw that in the circumstances in which Rome was
placed, safety and victory were only to be secured to her through
a masterly inactivity, the observance of laisser faire. Fabius
had ‘“ Fabians ” of the modern kind in his camp ; they were those
who chafed under his command, and desired a bolder policy, such
as he saw would lead to disaster.

Fifthly, whenever the intervention of the State tends to diminish
self-help and individual energy, or to encourage classes or portions
of the community to expect the State to do for them with public
money what they can do for themselves with their own resources,
it is thereby sufficiently indicated to be excessive and unwise.
“1f,” said Lord Goschen, in one of his Edinburgh addresses, ‘“ we
have learned anything from history, we are ablr to affirm that the
confidence of the individual in himself and the respect of the State
for natural liberty are the necessary conditions of the power of
States, of the prosperity of societies, and of the greatness of peoples.”
‘“1f,” says Prof. Pulszky, “ the State undertakes a task too arduous,
and taxes the strength of its citizens to a greater extent than is
necessary for the attainment of its proper aim, that portion of
activity, which it superfluously exacts from its members, yields a
much scantier return than if it had been left to subserve individual
initiative, which can, after all, alone supply the motive cause of all
social progress. It follows, accordingly, that if the State assumes
the management of affairs which the citizens would have been able
to carry on without its aid, the effect will be that the citizens lose
both the disposition and the readiness for independent initiative,

/
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that their individuality becomes stunted, and that thus, as
the factors of progress dwindle away, the State itself becomes
enfeebled and decays.”*

The demand that the State should refrain from such intervention
as tends to lessen the reliance of its members on their own powers,
and to prevent the development of these powers by free and ener-
getic exercise, by no means assumes, as the Radicals of a former
generation were wont to assume, that there is a necessary and
irreconcilable antagonism between the State and its members,
so that whatever it gains they lose, and its strength is their weak-
ness. It may be, and ought to be, rested on the very different
ground that the State cannot be truly strong if the individuals and
societies which compose it are lacking in personal and moral energy ;
cannot, as an organic whole, be vigorous and healthy if its constitu-
ent cells and component members have their strength absorbed,
and scope for their appropriate activity denied them, by the foolish
and tyrannical meddlesomeness of its head, its Government.

When we speak of the intervention of the State what we really
and necessarily mean is the intervention of the Government through
which alone the State acts. And every Government is under
temptation to interfere both too little and too much; both to
neglect its duties and to occupy itself with what it ought to let
alone. There are, indeed, fanatical admirers of Democracy who
seem to believe that in democratic countries the danger of Govern-
ments interfering too much needs not to be taken into account ;
that when the people at large elect their governors Governments
will cease to be encroaching and unjust. The optimism of such
persons is of the shallowest conceivable kind. There is nothing
either in the nature or in the history of Democracy to warrant it.
Democracies are always ruled by parties, their governors are
always the leaders of parties, and parties and their leaders are
naturally ambitious, selfish, and grasping, or, in other words,
prone to aggrandise themselves at the expense of their adversaries
and of the commonwealth. Democratic Governments are, conse-
quently, in no wise exempt from temptations to the intervention
which unduly restricts the liberties, undermines the independence,
and saps the vigour of individuals and classes, of institutions,
associations, and communities.

* “The Theory of Law and Civil Society,” p- 307,
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Finally, in judging of proposals for the extension of govern-
mental action, account must be taken of the state of public opinion
in relation to them. What a Government may be justified in under-
taking or enacting with the universal approval of its subjects, it
may be very wrong for it to undertake or enact against the con-
victions and consciences of even a minority of them. The common
division of the functions of the State into necessary and facultative
is of significance in this connection. The former are those which
all admit rightfully to belong to the State. That the Government
of a nation should repel invasion, maintain internal order, prevent
injustice, and punish crime, is universally acknowledged. No
man’s reason or conscience is offended by its doing these things.
It is recognised by every one that only by the full discharge of these
duties does it justify its existence, and that, whatever else it may
undertake, it ought not to undertake what is incompatible with
their efficient performance. As to its facultative functions it is
otherwise. When a Government takes upon itself obligations
which are not naturally imperative but optional, opinions will
differ as to the wisdom and propriety of its procedure, and the
difference may be such as of itself to suffice to determine whether
the procedure is wise and proper or the reverse. It is not enough
that a Government should be itself convinced of the justice and
expediency of its intervention ; it is also important that the justice
and expediency thereof should be perceived by the nation at large.
Governments must beware of coming rashly into conflict with the
reasons and consciences of even small minorities of honest men.
Otherwise they will have either to make exceptional laws for these
men or to treat them as criminals; and the adoption of either
alternative must, it is obvious, very seriously discredit and weaken
their authority. Socialists demand that the State shall do many
things to the doing of which there is this insuperable objection—
that, even were these things right and reasonable in themselves,
there are so many persons who firmly believe them to be unjust
and tyrannical, that they can only be carried into effect by a vast
and incalculable amount of persecution. But persecution does not
lose its wickedness when it ceases to refer to religion.

Any very simple or rigid solution of the problem as to the limits
of State intervention must, I believe, be an erroneous one. The
limits in question are relative and varying. To trace them aright



COMMUNISM §5

through the changes and complications of social and civil life will
require all the science and insight of the genuine statesman. The
truth in regard to them cannot be reached by mere abstraction or
speculation, and cannot be expressed in a general proposition.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE

I. Communism.—]. W. Noyes, the founder of the Oneida Community,
and author of a ‘“ History of American Socialisms,’”” considers Com-
munism to be the practical recognition of unity of life. * Our view,”
he says, ‘‘is, that unity of life is the basis of Communism. Property
belongs to life, and so far as you and I have consciously one life, we
must hold our goods in common. If there be no such things as unity
of life between a plurality of persons, then there is no basis for Com-
munism. The Communism which we find in families is certainly based
on the assumption, right or wrong, that there is actual unity of life
between husband and wife, and between parents and children. The
common law of England, and of most other countries, recognises
only a unit in the male and female head of each family. The Bible
declares man and wife to be ‘ one flesh.” Sexual intercourse is generally
supposed to be a symbol of more complete unity in the interior life ;
and children are supposed to be branches of the one life of their parents.
This theory is evidently the basis of family Communism. So also the
basis of Bible Communism is the theory that in Christ believers become
spiritually one ; and the law ‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thy-
self ’ is founded on the assumption that ‘ thy neighbour ’ is, or should
be, a part of ‘ thyself.” Practically, Communism is a thing of degrees.
With a small amount of vital unity, Communism is possible only in
the limited sphere of familism. With more unity, public institutions
of harmony and benevolence make their appearance. With another
degree of unity, Communism of external property becomes possible,
as among the Shakers. With still higher degrees, Communism may
be introduced into the sexual and propagative relations.” *

The view set forth in these words is worthy of being noted, inasmuch
as it is undoubtedly one on which various communistic societies have
been actually based. It explains why such societies have been charac-
terised by their deplorable combination of spiritualistic folly with
carnal immorality.

Noyes is by no means singular in representing the family as a stage
of Communism. In reality, however, the family is an exemplification
of the true social community, which is incompatible with Communism ;
the best type, in its normal state, of the organic social unity whick
Communism would destroy. In the family individualities are not

* “History of American Socialisms,” pp. 197-
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suppressed, but supplemented; personal relations are not confused,
but harmonised ; authority and subordination are maintained ; differ-
ences of duty are recognised; and even more rights are acquired
than are sacrificed. Communism has always, and very naturally,
shown itself hostile to the family. In what Noyes represents as the
highest degree of Communism the family is abolished.

Similarly, the third degree of his Communism annuls the second.
The doing away with private property must overthrow the * public
institutions of harmony and benevolence "’ supported by it. His last
two degrees are, in fact, alone properly communistic ; and they are
so just because they contradict and violate the truths in the two first.

In Professor Wagner’s opinion, ‘‘the only scientific acceptation
of the term Communism is ‘ Gemeinwirthschaft,” common economy,’’
or, let us say, quite aware of the looseness of the rendering, common
management. ‘‘ Every other ‘sense ’ of the word,” he adds, is ‘‘ non-
sense.” Then he proceeds to illustrate his definition by informing us
that the State in its administration of the public finances is an example
of Communism ; and that the post office, telegraph and railway systems,
etc., when under State direction, are equally instances of it.*

Such a view is confused and misleading. Communists have always
meant by Communism not merely common management in general,
any sort of common management of property with a view to production
and advantage, but definitely the management of the property of a
community by the community itself, and with all its members, on terms
of equality. They have never conceived of it as management by
departmental officials under the control of a king or parliament. They
have never imagined anything so absurd ‘s that they could vindicate
their claim to be called Communists by forming themselves into little
States and handing their property over to be managed by a ruling
individual or class. Communism, properly so-called—* common man-
agement "’ in the communistic sense—is almost as inconsistent with
State management as with private management.

Having fallen into the error indicated, it was natural that Professor
Wagner should regard Communism, in the ordinary and proper accep-
tation of the term, as a phenomenon on which not a word need be spent
(*“ tiber dem kein Wort zu verlieren ist”’). But this is a great mistake.
The history of Communism is rich in instruction, not only for students
of human nature, but even of economics. It may be doubted if other
Socialists have any economic doctrines which they have not derived
in some measure from the Communists. All truly socialistic systems
logically gravitate towards Communism. While communistic experi-
ments have failed to attain their more ambitious aims, they have
been fairly fruitful of lessons. They have even sufficiently shown
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that, under certain conditions, communistic societies can acquire a
considerable amount of wealth.

The chief conditions are the two already specified (pp. 39-41), namely,
a small membership and a strict discipline. But there are others—
e.g., religion, restriction of population, and capable leadership. Com-
munistic societies have never long enjoyed much material success
except when animated by some kind of religious zeal. In America
only the religious communities—such as those of Beizel, Rapp, the
Shakers, the Snowbergers, Zoar, Ebenezer, Mrs. Eddy, and Janson—
have grown rich. Another feature distinctive of the communities
which have materially prospered is that their members have been either
celibates or ‘ practical Malthusians.” The family as it exists in
ordinary Christian society is an effective barrier to the success of Com-
munism, rendering impossible that separation from general society
and those sacrifices which it demands. The influence of leadership
on the prosperity of communistic bodies is easily traceable. The
death of their founders has been in a large proportion of cases followed
by the cessation or decline of their temporary success.

The prosperity of communistic societies has been almost exclusively
of a material kind. They have given to the world no eminent men.
They have done nothing for learning, science, or art. Their separation
of themselves from the society around them has rendered them inca-
pable of benefiting it. The opposition between their interests and those
of healthy family life is equivalent to their being essentially anti-social.
“The communistic spirit, as distinguished from the socialistic, is
indifferent to the good of the family, or hostile to it, and makes use of
the power of society for its own protection, without doing anything for
society in return. If a whole nation were divided up into communities,
the national strength and the family tie both would be weakened. A
State so constituted would resemble, in important respects, one con-
sisting of small brotherhoods, or gentes, or septs, but with much less of
the family tie than is found in the latter when general society is as yet
undeveloped.’’*

Communism is, of course, not to be confounded with schemes for the
equal division of property. Itaims at the abolition of private property
not at the multiplication of private properties. It can thus repel the
objection that it implies the necessity for a constantly recurring division
of properties in order to keep them equal. It cannot escape, however,
the necessity of implying a continuous division of the common wealth
and labour of each communistic society among its individual members
according to some conception of equality or equity. “ Common ”
can only mean what is common to individuals, and, therefore, not what
is indivisible among them, but what they are individually entitled to

* President Woolsey in Herzog-Schaff’s * Encyclopadia,” vol. iii., p. 2204,
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share. Common property is simply property to which all the indi-
viduals of a community have an equal or proportional right. It differs
from individual property merely in that each individual interested in
it is not free in dealing with it to act according to his own views of what
is for his advantage, but is dependent on the wishes and conduct of
all the other individuals composing the community. The production
of wealth cannot be otherwise ‘“ common *’ than as the production of
a number of combined and co-operating individuals, each of whom
must bear his own burden of toil. The product of common capital
and labour can only be consumed or enjoyed by individuals. There
can be, in fact, no production, possession, or enjoyment, which is not
ultimately individual, even under the most communistic arrangements.
Hence, as the wealth of a communistic society continually varies in
amount as a whole, it practically continually divides itself among
the individual members of the society, and that in a way which may be
as disastrous to them as would a continuous equalisation of properties
to the individual citizens of a commonwealth.

Communism can only be consistent and complete when it affirms the
equal right of all to the use of the means of production, the equal
obligation of all to labour in industrial work, and the equal claim of all
to share in every species of social enjoyment. It does not, of course,
contemplate a general scramble for spades and ploughs, hats and coats,
but it legitimates it when the supply of such articles is deficient. Thus
Communism, while the extreme of Socialism, touches on Anarchism,
the extreme of Individualism.

The Fourierist societies should not be described as communistic.
Fourierism was a system of complex Associationism in essential respects
antithetic to Communism, although marked by some of its features.*

Whether the fraternal love of the primitive Church of Jerusalem did
or did not express itself in the entire renunciation of private property,
a complete community of goods, is a question on which the most eminent
exegetes of the Acts of the Apostles are far from agreed. A com-
munity of goods has seemed to some Christian teachers, brotherhoods,
and sects, the social ideal of Christianity. The want or weakness of
Christian love has seemed to them the chief or sole obstacle to its
realisation. There are, however, two others, far from inconsiderable :
common sense, discernment of the manifest evils which its general
acceptance as a rule of life would infallibly inflict on society ; and a
sense of justice, a sense of the responsibilities and obligations which
the renunciation of private property would leave men incapable of
meeting. M. Joly, in his *“ Socialisme Chrétien,” 1892, has learnedly

* The most instructive works on modern economic Communism are that
of Noyes, already mentioned, and William Alfred Hind’s ‘‘ American Com-
munities ; Brief Sketches of Economy, Zoar, Bethel, Aurora, Amana, Icaria,
Oneida, Wallingford, and the Brotherhood of the New Life.” Oneida, 1878,
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and impartially shown how exaggerated is the view held by many
Socialists as to the teaching of the founders, fathers, and doctors ot
the Christian Church regarding private property, wealth, and poverty,
etc.

II. CoLLECTIVISM.—It is permissible and convenient to treat of
Collectivism as a kind of Socialism co-ordinate with Communism. It
is not, however, essentially distinct from it. Karl Marx, its founder,
was content to call it Communism. And, in fact, it may not unfairly
be described as in one aspect a universalised, and in another aspect a
mitigated Communism.

Collectivism is Communism pure and simple in so far as it declares
unjust all private property in the means of production, distribution,
and exchange; and it is this Communism universalised, inasmuch
as it is not content to leave its realisation to the union in voluntarily
constituted groups of those who believe in its justice and expediency,
but seeks to “ capture ” Governments, and through them to impose
itself legislatively on nations. Itadmits that it can only be definitely
established in any single nation concurrently with its evolution in all
other advanced nations. It claims to be the heir of all the ages, and the
outcome of the whole development of civilisation ; the stage into which
capitalism is necessarily everywhere passing,—that in which, as Engels
says, ‘“ the exploited and oppressed class will free itself from the
exploiting and oppressing class, and at the same time free society as
a whole from exploitation, oppression, and class conflicts for ever.”

Collectivism is, on the other hand, mitigated Communism, inasmuch
as it promises to allow of private property in objects destined merely
for consumption. Whether it can consistently make this promise,
or is likely to keep it, are questions which we shall not here discuss,
It is sufficient to note that it makes the promise, and that it is, in
consequence, so far differentiated from a strict or complete Communism.

The Belgian Socialist, Colins, began to advocate collectivist principles
in a work published in 1835, and the French Socialist, Pecqueur, in a
volume which appeared in 1836. It was not, however, until between
twenty and thirty years later that these principles were so presented
as to master the understandings and inflame the passions of a multitude
of working men ; and that Collectivism made itself felt as a mighty and
portentous reality. It appeared in Germany under the name and form
of Sosial-demokratie (Social Democracy); and was from the first
militant and threatening. Karl Marx was its theorist and strategist ;
Lassalle was its orator and agitator. Rodbertus had not the slightest
direct influence upon it—merely an indirect through Marx and Lassalle.
It has now spread over the civilised world ; but the spirit of Marx still
inspires it, his schemes of organisation and of war are still acted on
by it, and his “ Das Kapital "’ is still its ** Bible.”

At this point I wish to give all due prominence to the central and
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ruling idea of Social Democracy. This can best be done, I think, by
quoting the words in which that idea has found expression in the most
authoritative documents of Social Democracy, its chief manifestoes
and programmes. A considerable subsidiary advantage will also thus
be gained, as the reader will have brought under his observation the
most important portions of a number of documents with which it is
desirable that he should be to some extent acquainted.

The Manifesto of the Communist Party, drawn up by Marx and Engels
in 1847, is the earliest and most celebrated of these documents—the
first and most vigorous presentation of the general creed of the
democratic Socialism of the present day. I quote from it these
sentences :

“ When, in the course of development, the distinctions of classes have
vanished, and when all production is concentrated in the hands of associated
individuals, public authority loses its political character. Political power
in the proper sense is the organised power of one class for the suppression of
another. When the Proletariat, in its struggle against the middle class,
unites itself perforce so as to form a class, constitutes itself by way of revolu-
tion the ruling class, and as the ruling class forcibly abolishes the former
conditions of production, it abolishes therewith at the same time the very
foundations of the opposition between classes, does away with classes alto-
gether, and by that very fact with its own domination as’a class. The place
of the former bourgeois society, with its classes and class contrasts, is taken
by an association of workers, in which the free development of each is the
condition of the free development of all.”

Next may be adduced the Fundamental Pact or Statutes of the
International Workmen'’s Association, drawn up by Marx in September,
1864 :

“Considering :—That the emancipation of the working classes must be
carried out by the working classes themselves, and that the struggle for the
emancipation of the working classes does not imply a struggle for class
privileges and monopolies, but for equal rights and duties, and for the abolition
of all class domination ;

“ That the economic dependence of the working man on the monopolist
of the means of production, the sources of life, forms the basis of servitude 1n
every form, social misery, mental degradation, and political dependence ;

‘““That consequently the economic emancipation of the working classes is
the great aim to which every political movement must be subordinated as
a mere means to an end ;

“That all endeavours directed to this great aim have hitherto failed from
want of union between the various departments of labour of each country
and from the absence of a fraternal bond of union between the working classes
of the various countries ;

“That the emancipation of labour is neither a local nor a national, but a
social problem, which comprises all countries in which the modern state of
society exists, and whose solution depends on the practical and theoretical
co-operation of the most advanced countries ;

“That the present re-awakening of the working classes of the industrial
countries of Europe, while raising new hopes, contains a solemn warning
against a return to old mistakes, and demands the close connection of the
movements which are as yet separated ;

“For these reasons the first International Congress of Workmen declares
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that the International Workmen’s Association and all societies and indi-
viduals connected with it acknowledge truth, justice, and morality as the
basis of their behaviour among themselves and towards all their fellow-men
without regard to colour, creed, or nationality. The Congress regards it as
the duty of a man to demand the rights of a man and a citizen, not only for
himself, but also for every one who does his duty. No rights without duties,
no duties without rights.”

- The properly socialistic portion of the Eisenach Programme (August,
1869) runs as follows :

““ The Social Democratic Workmen's Party strives for the establishment

of a free State governed by the people.

‘“ Every member of the Social Democratic Workmen’s Party pledges

himself to support with all his power the following principles :

“1. The present political and social conditions are extremely unjust,
and must therefore be attacked with the greatest energy.

‘2. The struggle for the emancipation of the working classes is not a
struggle for class privileges and advantages, but for equal rights
and equal duties, and for the abolition of all class domination.

“3. The economical dependence of the labourer on the capitalist forms
the basis of servitude in every form, and consequently the Social
Democratic Party aims at abolishing the present system of pro-
duction (wage system), and at securing for every worker the full
result of his labour by means of co-operative production.

‘“ 4. Political freedom is an indispensable condition for the economic
emancipation of the working classes. The social question is there-
fore inseparable from the political ; its solution depends thereon,
and is possible only in a democratic State.

5, Considering that the political and economical emancipation of the
working class is only possible if the latter carries on the struggle
in concert and in unison, the Social Democratic Workmen’s Party
offers a united organisation which, however, makes it possible for
each to make his influence felt for the good of the whole.

“ 6. Considering that the emancipation of labour is neither a local nor a
national, but a social problem which comprises all countries in which
the modern state of society exists, the Social Democratic Workmen'’s
Party considers itself, as far as the laws of the society permit it,
as a branch of the International Workmen'’s Association, and unites
its endeavours therewith.”

The corresponding portion of the Gotha Programme (May, 1875)
reads as follows :

* Labour is the source of all wealth and of all civilisation, and since pro-
ductive labour as a whole is possible only through society, the whole produce
of labour belongs to society—that is, to all its members—it being the duty
of all to work, and all having equal rights in proportion to their reasonable
requirements. In the present state of society the means of production are
the monopoly of the capitalist class ; the dependence of the working class
resulting from this is the cause of misery and servitude in every form. The
emancipation of labour requires the conversion of the means of production
into the common property of society, and the social regulation of the labour
of society, the product of labour being used for the common good and justly
divided. The emancipation of labour must be the work of the working class,
in relation to which all other classes are only a reactionary mass.

‘ Starting with these principles, the Socialist Workmen'’s Party of Germany
uses all legal means to attain a free State and a socialistic condition of society,
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the destruction of the iron law of wages, the abolition of exploitation in every
form, the removal of all social and political inequality. The Socialist Work-
men’s Party of Germany, though at present acting within national limits,
is conscious of the international character of the workmen’s movement,
and is determined to fulfil every duty which it imposes on the workers, in
order to realise the fraternity of all men.

*“ The Socialist Workmen’s Party of Germany demands, for the purpose
of preparing for the solution of the social question, the establishment of
socialistic co-operative societies, supported by the State, under the demo-
cratic control of the working people. These co-operative societies must be
instituted for industry and agriculture to such an extent as to cause the
socialistic organisation of the labour of all to arise therefrom.”

The Erfurt Programme (October, 1891) gives a fuller statement :

‘" The economic development of bourgeois society necessarily leads to the
ruin of the industry on a small scale which is founded on the private property
of the workman in his means of production. It separates the workman
from the means of production, and transforms him into a proletarian possessing
nothing, owing to the means of production becoming the property of a relatively
limited number of capitalists and of large landed proprietors.

‘“ In proportion as the means of production are monopolised, large agglo-
merated industries displace small scattered ; the tool is developed into the
machine ; the productivity of human labour is enormously increased. But
all the advantages of this transformation are monopolised by the capitalists
and large landed proprietors. For the proletariat and the intermediate
layers on the slope of ruin—small tradesmen, peasants, etc.—this evolution
means a continuous augmentation of insecurity of existence, of misery, of
oppression, of slavery, of humiliation, of exploitation.

‘“ Always greater becomes the number of the proletarians, always larger
the army of superfluous workmen, always harsher the antagonism” between
exploiters and exploited, always more exasperated the war of classes between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, which separates modern society into two
hostile camps, and which is the common characteristic of all industrial
countries.

‘“ The abyss between those who possess and those who do not possess is
still farther widened by the crises which arise from the very nature of the
capitalist mode of production; they become always more extensive and
disastrous, make general uncertainty the normal state of society, and prove
that the productive forces of the society of to-day are too great, and that
private property in the means of production is now incompatible with the
orderly application of these forces and their full development.

‘ Private property in the means of labour, which was formerly property in
the fruit of his labour to its producer, serves now to expropriate peasants, man-
ual labourers, and small tradesmen, and to place those who do not labour—
capitalists and large landowners—in possession of the product of the workers.
Only the transformation of capitalist private property in the means of pro-
duction—the soil, mines, raw materials, tools, machines, means of transport
—into collective property, and the transformation of the production of com-
modities into production effected by and for society, can make our large
manufacturing industry and proportionally increased power of collective
labour, instead of sources of misery and oppression as regards the classes
hitherto exploited, sources of the greatest happiness and of harmonious and
universal improvement.

‘“This social transformation means the enfranchisement not only of the
labouring classes, but of the whole of the human species which suffers under
present conditions. But this enfranchisement can only be the work of the
labouring class, because all the other classes, notwithstanding the conflicting
interests which divide them, rest on private property in the means of
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production, and have as their common aim the maintenance of the foundations
of existing society.

“ The battle of the working class against capitalist exploitation is neces-
sarily a political battle. The labouring class cannot fight its economic battles
and develop its economic organisation without political rights. It cannot
bring about the transition of the means of production into collective property
without having taken possession of political power.

‘“To give to this war of the working class unity and consciousness of the
end aimed at, to show to workmen that this end is a necessity in the order of
nature, such is the task of the Socialist Democratic Party.

“ The interests of the working class are identical in all countries where
the capitalist mode of production prevails. With the universal expansion of
commerce, of production for the market of the world, the condition of the
workmen of each country becomes always more dependent on the condition
of the workmen in other countries. The enfranchisement of the working
class is consequently a task in which the workmen of all civilised countries
should equally take part. In this conviction the Socialist Democratic Party
of Germany declares itself in unison with the workmen of all other countries
who are true to their class.

“ The Socialist Democratic Party of Germany fights, therefore, not for new
class privileges, but to abolish the domination of classes and classes them-
selves, and to establish equal rights and equal duties for all, without distinction
of sex or descent. Starting with these ideas, it combats in existing society
not only the exploitation and oppression of those who work for wages, but
every species of exploitation and oppression, whether it be directed against
a class, a family, or a race.”

I have not referred to those portions of the foregoing documents
in which are formulated the demands of the Social Democracy for
measures tending either to ameliorate or supplant the present régime.
My last quotation gives an adequate conception of these demands,
and indicates their place and purpose in the collectivist scheme of
doctrine and policy. It is that part of the manifesto of English
Socialists—the Manifesto of the Joint Committee of Socialist Bodies*
—which sums up the conclusions arrived at by the representatives
of the Social Democratic Federation, the Fabian Society, and the
Hammersmith Socialist Society, as supplying a basis for united
socialistic action :

It is opportune to remind the public once more of what Socialism means
to those who are working for the transformation of our present unsocialist
state into a collectivist republic, and who are entirely free from the illusion
that the amelioration or ‘ moralisation ’ of the conditions of capitalist private
property can do away with the necessity for abolishing it. Even those re-
adjustments of industry and administration which are socialist in form will
not be permanently useful unless the whole state is merged into an organised
commonwealth. Municipalisation, for instance, can only be accepted as
Socialism on the condition of its forming a part of national, and at last of
international Socialism, in which the workers of all nations, while adopting
within the borders of their own countries those methods which are rendered
necessary by their historic development, can federate upon a common basis
of the collective ownership of the great means and instruments of the creation
and distribution of wealth, and thus break down national animosities by the
solidarity of human interest throughout the civilised world.

* Published in pamphlet form in May 1893. But see the latest programmes
of the sociabistic organisations set out in the Appendix.
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“ On this point all Socialists agree. Our aim, 6ne and all, is to obtain for
the whole community complete ownership and control of the means of trans-
port, the means of manufacture, the mines, and the land. Thus we look to
put an end for ever to the wage system, to sweep away all distinctions of class,
and eventually to establish national and international Communism on a sound
basis.

“ To this end it is imperative on all members of the Socialist party to gather
together their forces in order to formulate a general policy and force on its

' general acceptance.

“ But here we must repudiate both the doctrines and tactics of Anarchism.
As Socialists, we believe that those doctrines, and the tactics necessarily
resulting from them, though advocated as revolutionary by men who are
honest and single-minded, are really reactionary, both in theory and practice,
and tend to check the advance of our cause. Indeed, so far from hampering
the freedom of the individual, as Anarchists hold it will, Socialism will foster
that full freedom which Anarchism would inevitably destroy.

“ As to the means for the attainment of our end, in the first place, we
Socialists look for our success to the increasing and energetic promulgation
of our views amongst the whole people, and, next, to the capture and trans-
formation of the great social machinery. In any case the people have increas-
ingly at hand the power of dominating and controlling the whole political,
and through the political, the social forces of the empire.

“ The first step towards transformation and reorganisation must necessarily
be in the direction of the limitation of class robbery, and the consequent
raising of the standard of life for the individual. In this direction certain
measures have been brought within the scope of practical politics ; and we
name them as having been urged and supported originally and chiefly by
Socialists, and advocated by them still, not, as above said, as solutions of
social wrongs, but as tending to lessen the evils of the existing régime ; so
that individuals of the useful classes, having more leisure and less anxiety,
may be able to turn their attention to the only real remedy for their position
of inferiority—to wit, the supplanting of the present state by a society of
equality of condition. When this great change is completely carried out,
the genuine liberty of all will be secured by the free play of social forces with
much less coercive interference than the present system entails.

‘“ The following are some of the measures spoken of above :

“ An Eight Hours Law.

“ Prohibition of Child Labour for Wages.

‘‘ Free Maintenance of all Necessitous Children.

“ Equal Payment of Men and Women for Equal Work.

“ An Adequate Minimum Wage for all Adults Employed in the Govern-
ment and Municipal Services, or in any Monopolies, such as Railways,
enjoying State Privileges.

* Suppression of all Sub-contracting and Sweating.

“ Universal Suffrage for all Adults, Men and Women alike.

‘“ Public Payment for all Public Service.

“The inevitable economic development points to the direct absorption
by the State, as an organised democracy, of monopolies which have been
granted to, or constituted by, companies, and their immediate conversion
into public services, But the railway system is of all the monopolies that
which could be most easily and conveniently so converted. It is certain
that no attempt to reorganise industry on the land can be successful so long
as the railways are in private hands, and excessive rates of carriage are charged.
Recent events have hastened on the socialist solution of this particular ques-
tion, and the disinclination of boards of directors to adopt improvements
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which would cheapen freight, prove that in this, as in other cases, English
capitalists, far from being enlightened by competition, are blinded by it even
to their own interests.

“In other directions the growth of combination, as with banks, shipping
companies, and huge limited liability concerns, organised both for production
and distribution, show that the time is ripe for socialist organisation. The
economic development in this direction is already so far advanced that the
socialisation of production and distribution on the economic side of things
can easily and at once begin, when the people have made up their minds to
overthrow privilege and monopoly. In order to effect the change from
capitalism to co-operation, from unconscious revolt to conscious reorganisa-
tion, it is necessary that we Socialists should constitute ourselves into a
distinct political party with definite aims, marching steadily along our own
highway without reference to the convenience of political factions.

“ We have thus stated the main principles and the broad strategy on which,
as we believe, all Socialists may combine to act with vigour. The oppor-
tunity for deliberate and determined action is now always with us, and local
autonomy in all local matters will still leave the fullest outlet for national
and international Socialism. We therefore confidently appeal to all Socialists
to sink their individual crotchets in a business-like endeavour to realise in
our own day that complete communisation of industry for which the economic
forms are ready and the minds of the people are almost prepared.”

III. INDIVIDUALISM. — In speculative philosophy the term Indi-
vidualism bears two acceptations. It has been applied to designate
the theory which would explain the universe by the agency of a
multitude of uncreated, individuated forces or wills. In this sense
we hear of the Individualism of Leibnitz, of Bahnsen, and others. More
frequently, however, what is meant by Individualism in this sphere
of thought is the theory which represents the individual consciousness
as the ultimate ground of all knowledge and certitude. In this sense
one speaks of the Individualism of Descartes or Rousseau, or of the
individualistic character of the philosophy of the eighteenth century.
Obviously in neither of these senses is the term Individualism the
antithesis of Socialism.

It is otherwise in the spheres of religion, ethics, politics, and economics.
Individualism, like Socialism, may be religious, ethical, political, or
economical. And in all these spheres Individualism is, like Socialism,
only partially realisable. There can be no complete Socialism, for
society in entirely sacrificing the individual must annihilate itself.
There can be no complete Individualism, for the individual is insep-
arable from society, lives, moves, and has his being in society. Both
Individualism and Socialism can only exist as tendencies or approxi-
mations to unattainable and self-contradictory ideals created by
irrational and excessive abstraction. Of course, the more individual-
istic a man is the more Socialism will he fancy that he sees, and the
more socialistic he is the readier will he be to charge other men with
Individualism. One who does justice to the rights both of the indi-
vidual and of society will probably conclude that Individualists are not

5—(2403)



66 SOCIALISM

so numerous as they are often represented to be, and that many who
call themselves Socialists do so without much reason.

There may be Individualism as well as Socialism in the sphere of
religion, although the history of religion clearly shows that socialistic
have here been far more powerful than individualistic forces.

The teaching of Christ has been often represented as socialistic, and
even as communistic. A well-known socialist writer, Mr. E. Belfort
Bax, however, often insists on what he calls its ‘ one-sided, intro-
spective, and individualistic character.” An impartial examination
of it will lead, I think, to the conclusion that it was so comprehen-
sive and harmonious as to be neither individualistic nor socialistic.
While worthily estimating the value and dignity of the individual
soul, it kept ever in view the claims both of brotherhood and of the
kingdom of God.

The Medieval Church exalted to the utmost social authority as
embodied in the Church. The Reformers demanded that churchly
authority should only be allowed in so far as it could justify itself
to individual reason, to private judgment. This constitutes what
is called “ the individualism of Protestantism.” Whether it ought
to be so called or not should be decided by determining whether or
not the demand was excessive. To me it seems that it was not nearly
large enough; that every external authority is bound to prove its
claims reasonable ; and that there is no real Individualism in insisting
that every external and social authority should do so.

There have been some religious teachers who have expressly claimed
to be individualists,—for instance, William Maccall and the Dane,
S. Kierkegaard. In Martensen’s ‘‘Christian Ethics” (vol. i, pp.
202-36) will be found a valuable study on the Individualism of the
latter and of Alexander Vinet. Vinet, however, while insisting
strongly on the importance of individuality, expressly disclaimed
‘“ Individualism.”

Ethical Individualism has made itself visible in egoistic hedonism,
the selfish theory, the utilitarianism of personal interest. Ithasassumed
various phases. It was maintained both in the Cyrenaic and Epicurean
schools of antiquity. In later times we find it represented by Hobbes,
Mandeville, Paley, Helvetius, Max Stirner, etc. It makes duty identical
with personal interest. It judges of actions solely by their conse-
quences, and yet leaves out of account their effects on society. At
the same time, by an instructive inconsistency, the ethical Individualist,
while resolving virtue into a regard to personal interest, is generally
found attempting to justify it by its conduciveness to the interest of
society. Although Mandeville went so far as to plead the cause of
“ private vices ” it was on the ground that they were * public benefits.”
The frightful egoism of Max Stirner led him to socialistic conclusions
which Marx and Lassalle re-advanced. Socialism, in like manner
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not only may be, but largely is, ethically individualistic, a generalised
egoism, by no means the altruistic system which it is often represented
as being.*

The antithesis of Individualism and Socialism is fundamental in
politics and political history. The aim of true politics is to eliminate
and reject what is erroneous and excessive both in Political Indi-
vidualism and Political Socialism, and to accept, develop, and con-
ciliate what is true in both. Each of them, it must be observed, not
only does positive injustice to the truth which is in the other, but also
necessarily imperfect justice to the truth which is in itself. Political
Individualism robs society, but thereby impoverishes the individual.
Political Socialism represses the liberty of the individual, but thereby
saps the strength of the State. This is what is meant by those who

* Various writers have already pointed out that there is a sense in which
Socialism is an extremely individualistic theory. Some of them are mentioned
in the following quotation from Mr. J. S. Mackenzie's admirable *‘ Introduc-
tion to Social Philosophy ” (p. 250) : ‘‘ It may be well to remark at this
point that, in one sense, the contrast which is commonly drawn between
Individualism and Socialism is not well founded. Socialism in many cases,
as Schiffle has trenchantly pointed out (Aussichtslosigkeit der Socialde-
mokratie, p. 13) is little more than Individualism run mad. Lassalle (the
most brilliant of the Socialists) also recognised that Socialism is in reality
individualistic. Cf. also Stirling’s ‘ Philosophy of Law,’ p. 59, and Rae's
‘ Contemporary Socialism,’ p. 387. Indeed, the readiness with which extreme
Radicalism passes into Socialism (unless it be regarded as merely an illustra-
tion of the principle that ‘extremes meet’) may be taken as a sufficient
evidence that Socialism is not in reality opposed to Individualism. No doubt,
Socialism is really opposed to a certain species of Individualism—viz., to the
principle of individual liberty. But, in like manner, the principle of individ-
ual liberty is opposed to another species of Individualism-—viz., to the principle
of individual equality. The real antithesis to Individualism would be found
rather in the ideal of an aristocratic polity, established with a view to the
production of the best State, as distinguished from the production of the
happiest condition of its individual members. The most celebrated instance
of such an ideal (that sketched in the Republic of Plato) happens to be also
to a large extent socialistic ; but this is in the main an accident.”

Adolf Held, in his “ Sozialismus, etc.,”” 1878, was, so far as I am aware,
the first adequately to emphasise the fact that the Socialism of ‘“ Social
Democracy "’ was extreme Individualism, the natural and historical outgrowth
of Liberalism, or, as Mr. Mackenzie says, Radicalism. It is one of the merits,
however, of the Katheder-Socialisten as a class to have scen clearly that the
last merit which can be assigned to the Collectivist Socialists is that of enter-
taining any truly organic idea of society. Individualism and Socialism are
only antithetic in that Individualism sacrifices social right to individual licence,
and Socialism sacrifices individual liberty to social arbitrariness. What
Socialism means by ‘“ society "’ is merely an aggregate or majority of indi-
viduals, assumed to be entitled to suppress individual liberty in order to obtain,
as far as possible, equality of individual enjoyment. Ethically, Socialism
is an individualistic equalitarian hedonism. In the sense in which Individ-
ualism and Socialism are opposite extremes they are extremes which meet in
Anarchism, which practically regards every person as entitled alike to enjoy
absolute liberty as an individual and to exercise the entire authority of society.
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have said that Individualism is the true Socialism, as well as by those
who have pronounced Socialism to be the frue Individualism. It is
to be regretted that they could not find a less absurd mode of giving
expression to so very sound and certain a thought. How political
and general history has moved throughout the world, and from age
to age, between the individualistic and socialistic extremes, has been
shown in a masterly manner by the late Fr. Laurent, of Ghent, in the
eighteen volumes of his “Etudes sur I'Histoire de 'Humanité.”
Laurent always uses the terms Individualism and Socialism in what
seems to me a consistent way; and certainly no one has shown so
clearly and fully the reasons which history supplies to warn nations
to beware of both Political Individualism and Political Socialism.*

In the sphere of economics, Individualism has been differentiated
from Socialism in several ways. According to M. Maurice Block,
for example, the fundamental distinction between them is that the
former recognises the right of private property, and the latter wholly
or largely denies it. He admits, however, that he sees objections
to thus employing the term Individualism, and that he does so because
it is customary.t He does not indicate his objections ; but one very
obvious objection is that few of those who fully acknowledge the
legitimacy of private property will consent to be classed as individ-
ualists. The denial of that legitimacy all will admit to be a sure mark of
Socialism ; the recognition of it few will accept as an equally certain
sign of Individualism.

Socialists generally mean by Economic Individualism the theory
which affirms that individuals are entitled to exercise their energies
in economic enterprises unimpeded by Governments so far as they do
not contravene the rights of others, so far as they do not injure or
wrong their fellows : in other words, they generally class as Individ-
ualists all economists who have acknowledged the substantial truth of
what has been called ' the system of natural liberty.” But to justify
this employment of the terms in question it would be necessary for
them to show that the economists to whom they refer really did, as a
class, ascribe more freedom to the individual and less authority to the
State than were their due; and that their economic theory naturally
led them to commit these errors. This Socialists have not done,
although some of them have made a kind of show of doing it by

* There is also a profound discussion of both in the fourth book of Professor
Carle’s ““ Vita del Diritto.” Mr. Wordsworth Donisthorpe has given us a
professedly individualistic theory of politics in his able treatise “ Individual-
ism : A System of Politics,” 1889. He effectively assails, however, ‘‘ extreme
Individualists ; ** and, perhaps, no economist not a Socialist accepts so fully
the ordinary socialistic teaching regarding “ the iron law ’* and the evil effects
of the wage-system. He is vigorous and ingenious, especially in his criticism.

t “Les Progrés de la Science Economique,” t. i. p. 199. The chapter
on “ Individualism and Socialism * in this work is very learned and judicious.
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representing the exceptional exaggerations of a few economic writers
as the common and fundamental principles of ‘‘ economic orthodoxy.”

Cohn, Held, Wagner, and other Katheder-Socialisten have repre-
sented Individualism and Socialism as complementary and equally
legitimate principles, the one springing from a sense of what the
individual is entitled to as a personal and free being, and the other from
a perception of the obligation of the State to aim at the general good
of society. They affirm that Individualism and Socialism are both
essential to the development of the economic life, and that neither ever
quite excludes the other, although they coexist in different degrees
of strength at different times. Yet they profess to keep clear of
Individualism and to teach Socialism ; and describe their own so-called
Socialism as ‘‘true Socialism ” or ‘‘ Socialism,” and Communism
and Collectivism as forms of a ‘“false” or * extreme’ Socialism,
while they either treat Individualism as itself *“ an extreme,” or identify
with ““ extreme Individualism " the theory of natural economic liberty
even when held by those who fully acknowledge that the rulers and also
the individual members of a nation are morally bound to promote
as far as they can the common welfare. The inconsistency of this
procedure is obvious, but not its fairness.

[Reference may be made with advantage to ‘‘ Collectivism and
Industrial Evolution ” by Emile Vandervelde (translated by Rev. R.

P. Farley, B.A.). This work is published by the I. L. P. at 1s. 6d,
cloth].



CHAPTER 1V
SOCIALISM AND LABOUR

SociaLisM seeks to reconstruct and to reorganise the whole social
system, and to effect a vast improvement in every department
of human life. But it aims primarily and especially at a thorough
reorganisation of industry and property; at such an alteration
of the conditions and arrangements as to the production, distribu-
tion, and enjoyment of wealth as will abolish poverty and remove
the discontent of the operative classes. While it contemplates
a revolution in the intellectual, religious, moral, and political state
of mankind, it acknowledges and affirms that this must be preceded
and determined by a revolution in their economic state. It follows
that while Socialists, in attempting to bring about the vast social
revolution which they have in view, are bound to have a new
theory as to the proper constitution of society as a whole, they are
especially bound to have a new theory as to the proper economic
constitution of society ; to have other and more correct opinions
as to the subjects and problems of which economic science treats
than mere social reformers and ordinary economists; and, in a
word, to have a political economy of their own. New doctrines
as to labour, land, and capital, money and credit, wages, profits,
interest, rent, taxes, and the like, are needed to justify the
new measures which are required to bring about the socialist
revolution.

Socialists cannot be fairly charged with failing to recognise the
necessity and the obligation herein implied. They frankly claim to
have a political economy of their own, entitled to displace that which
has been prevalent ; and they demand that their system shall be
judged of chiefly by that portion of its teaching which constitutes
its political economy. Whatever merits they may assign to their
philosophical, religious, and ethical theories, they hold them to
have only a secondary and supplementary place in the socialist
creed, and grant that it is not by their proof or disproof that
Socialism can be either established or overthrown. They will
admit no verdict on the character of Socialism to be relevant and
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decisive which has failed to recognise that its answers to economic
problems, its proposals for the organisation of industry and the
administration of wealth are what is primary and fundamental
in it.

Thus far they are, I think, perfectly right; and, therefore, I
shall in the present work confine myself largely to the economics
of Socialism. Of course, it is only possible to consider even the
economic teaching of Socialism on a limited number of points;
and naturally the selected portion of its teaching should be that
which is most obviously crucial as regards the truth or falsity of
the socialist system, and which is concerned with questions of the
widest range of interest. What Socialism teaches on the subject
of labour certainly meets this requirement. To the consideration
of the socialist doctrine of labour let us now accordingly turn.

The importance of true and the danger of false teaching in regard
to labour can hardly be exaggerated. The history of labour is one
in many respects most painful to contemplate. For although
it is a wonderful manifestation of the power, ingenuity, and perse-
verance of man, it is also a most deplorable exhibition of his selfish-
ness, injustice, and cruelty. It is the history of secret or open
war from the earliest times, and over the whole earth, between
rich and poor, masters and servants, labour and capital. It shows
us men not only gradually subduing nature, so as to render her
forces obedient to their wills and subservient to their good, but
constantly engaged in a keen and selfish struggle with one another,
productive of enormous misery. Pride and envy, merciless oppres-
sion and mad revolt, wicked greed and wanton waste have dis-
played themselves in it to a humiliating extent, and have left behind
them in every land a heritage of woe, a direful legacy of mischievous
prejudices and evil passions.

On no subject is it at present so easy to satisfy prejudice and to
inflame passion. Religious animosities are now nearly extinct
among all peoples in the first ranks of civilisation, and those who
endeavour to revive them talk and strive without effect. Merely
political distinctions are losing their sharpness and their power to
divide, and political parties are finding that their old battle cries
no longer evoke the old enthusiasm, and that their principles have
either been discredited or generally acknowledged and appropriated.
But the labour question is in all lands agitated with passionate
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fierceness, and gives rise, in many instances, to violence, conspiracy,
assassination, and insurrection. It is the distinctively burning
question of the Europe of to-day, as the religious question was of
the Europe of the Reformation period, and the political question of
the Europe of the Revolution epoch. And it burns so intensely that
the spokesmen and leaders of the labour party may easily, by the
errors and excesses which spring from ignorance, recklessness, or
ambition, as seriously dishonour and compromise their cause,
and produce as terrible social disasters, as did the fanatics and
intriguers who, under the plea of zeal for religious and civil liberty,
brought disgrace on the Reformation and the Revolution.

If they do so they will be even more guilty than were their pro-
totypes. The excesses of fanaticism are growing always less excus-
able, seeing that it is becoming always more obvious that they are
unnecessary. It might well seem doubtful at the time of the
Reformation whether the cause of religious freedom would triumph
or not. But in the twentieth century, and in countries where
speech is free, where public opinion is of enormous influence, and
political power is in the hands of the majority of the people, it
surely ought to be manifest to all sane human beings that the
just claims of labour will and must be acknowledged, and that
none the less speedily or completely for being unassociated or
uncontaminated with unreasonableness and disorder.

Unfortunately many Socialists refuse to acquiesce in this view
of the situation. They have come to the conclusion that the
condition of the labouring classes is so bad that the first and chief
duty of those who befriend them is to spread among them, as widely
and deeply as possible, discontent with their lot.* And, accordingly
they concentrate their efforts on the attainment of that end. By
the selection only of what suits their purpose, by the omission of
all facts, however certain and relevant, which would contravene it,
and by lavishness in exaggeration, the past and the present of the
labouring classes are so delineated as to embitter their feelings

[* *“ We are accused of preaching discontent and stirring up actual conflict.
We do preach discontent, and we mean to preach discontent, and we
mean, if we can, to stir up actual conflict.” See * Will Socialism Benefit
the English People ? " by Mr. H. M. Hyndman. Twentieth Century Press,
Ltd., 1907. Reference should also be made to ‘ The Class War,” by Mr.
James Leatham, who is a prominent member of the IL.L.P. Both these
works are circulated by the Social Democratic Federation.}
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and pervert their judgments, while their future is portrayed in the
colours of fancy best adapted to deepen the effect produced by the
falsification of history and the misrepresentation of actuality.

Further, assertions the most untrue, yet which are sure to be
readily believed by many, and which cannot fail to produce dis-
content as widely as they are believed, are boldly and incessantly
made in all ways and forms likely to gain for them acceptance.
I refer to such assertions as these : that the labourers do all the work
and are entitled to all the wealth of the world; that the only reason
why they require to toil either long or hard is that they are plundered
by privileged idlers to the extent of a half or three-fourths of what
is due for their services; that capitalists are their enemies; that
mechanical inventions have been of little, if any, benefit to them ;
that they are as a class constantly growing poorer, while their
employers are constantly g