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It 1s the duty of those who have already seen the light to help on 

the beneficent work of human emancipation. 

Thousands, aye. millions, have been converted to Socialism by read- 

ing this book; millions more may be converted lf Socialists will do their 

duty. 

The present is an age of transition; competition is passing away; 

all is uncertainty; the old sInthesis is disintegrating, and men know not 

where to turn for the security of which they have been deprived by 

the development of the competitive system. At such a time they will 

gladly embrace the peaceful message of Socialism when presented to 

them as this book alone presents it. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

In giving to the world “Merrie England,” Robert Blatchford 
has rendered a service of inestimable value to humanity. It has 
been read, and is being read and will continue to be read by 
millions. No book has done so much to convert the masses 
to Socialism. 

The secret of the author’s success is his rare power to make 
himself understood by the common people. 

To read this practical exposition of the social question is to be 
convinced that the author has given it careful and thorough study 
and that he not only diagnoses correctly the nature of the malady 
that afflicts the social world, but that he has the only true remedy 
and knows how to apply it. 

For the purposes of this edition, Chapter IV., which deals 
with the question, “Can England Feed Herself?” has been elim- 
inated. Some references and foot-notes not adapted to American 
ronditions have also been omitted, and the whole edition has 
heen carefully edited and arrangd to suit the special demands of 
our readers. 

Norhing like a review of the book need be attempted in this 
introduction. The book speaks for itself and this and succeeding 
editions are designed to place it within the reach of all. 

The working man who has not read “Merrie England” should 
do so at once. He will thank us for the suggestion. And he 
who has read it should see to it, so far as he is able, that it reaches 
those who are still in the dark. It contains a message of hope to 
the despondent, of comfort to the heavy-laden and of good cheer 
to all mankind. 

Here in America there is urgent need that this masterful pro- 
duction of Robert Blatchford, the inspired evangel of Social 
Emancipation, be widely read, and if each of our readers will aid 
in extending its circulation, @he cause of Soci&sm will be rapidly 
advanced, and the Social Democracy of America will be triumph- 
ant soon after the sun of the twentieth century lights the world. 

fizz+$7+.,ti4 
Chicago, Dec. I, 1897. 



MERRIE ENGLAND. 

CHAPTER I. 
7 

THE PROBLEM OF LIFE. 

Dear Mr. Smith, I am sorry ta hear that you look up- 
on Socialism as a vile and senseless thing, and upon 
Socialists as wicked or foolish men. ’ 

Nevertheless, as you have good metal in you, and are 
very numerous, I mean to argue the point with you. 

You are a staunch party man, and you pride yourself 
upon being “ a shrewd, hard-headed, practical man.” - 
You would not pride yourself upon that, for you are 
naturally over modest, had you not been told by political 
orators that you are that kind of man. 

Hence you have come to believe that you ‘6 entertain 
a wholesome contempt for theories,” and have contracted 
a habit of calling for I‘ Facts,” in a peremptory manner, 
like a stage brigand calling for “Wine.” 

In these letters I shall stick to the hardest of hard 
facts, and the coldest of cold reason; and I shall appeal 
to that robust common sense and English love of fair 
play for which, I understand, you are more famous than 
for your ability to see beyond the end of your free and 
independent nose at election times. 

I assume, Mr. Smith, that you, as’ a hard headed, 
practical man, would rather be well off than badly off. 

And I assume that, as a humane man, you would 
rather that others should not suffer, if their suffering 
can be prevented. 

If, then, I assert that you are being defrauded and 



4 MERRIE ENGLAND. 

that others, especially weak women and young children, 
are enduring much misery and wrong, and if I assert, far- 
ther, that I know a means whereby you may obtain jus- 
tice, ,and they may secure peace, you will surely, as a kind 
and sensible man, coasent to hear me. 

If your roof were leaky, or your business bad, if there 
were a plague in your city, and all regular remedies had 
failed, you would certainly give a hearing to any credita- 
ble person who claimed to have found a cure. 

I don’t mean tbnt you would accept his remedy with- 
out thinking about it; that would be foolish, but you 
would let him explain it, and if it seemed reasonable you 
would *try it., 

To reject an idea because i; is new is not a proof of 
shrewd sense, it is a proof of bigoted ignorance. Trade 
unionism was new once, and was denounced by the very 
same people who now denounce the views I advocate. 
There were many prominent politicians and writers who 
declared the railway train and the telegraph to be impos- 
sible. There were many who condemned the Factory 
Acts. There were many who laughed at the idea of an 
Atlantic cable, and I remember when it was prophesied 
of the ballot that it would lead to anarchy and revolution. 

To say that an idea is new is not to prove that it is un- 
true. The oldest i&a was new once; and some of my 
ideas-as, for instance, the idea that justice and health 
are precious things-are considerably older tlhan th.e 
House of Commons or Adam Smith’s “Wealth of Na- 1 
tions.” 

If you wish for an instance of the value of new ideas, 
Mr. Smith, get a, good life of Charles Darwin, and an- 
other of George Stephenson, and read them. 

I ask you, then, as a practical man, to forget me, and 
to consider my arguments on their ‘merits. 

But I must also ask you to forget yourself. One of 
the ancients, I think it was Pythagoras, said it was net- 
essary ,to “get out of the body to think.” That mean2 
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that when a problem is before you you should not let any 
personal prejudice, or class feeling, come between that 
problem and your mind-that you should consider a case 
upon the evidence alone, as a jury should. 

Forget, then, that you are a joiner or a spinner, a 
Catholic or a Freethinker, a moderate drinker or a teeto- 
taler, and consider the problem as a man. 

If you had to do a problem in arithmetic, or if ypu 
were cast adrift in an open boat at sea, you would not set 
to work as a Wesleyan, or a free-trader; but you would 
tackle the sum by the rules of arithmetic, and would row 
the boat by the strength of your own manhood, and keep 
a look-out for passing ships under any flag. I ask you, 
then, Mr. Smith, to hear what I have to say, and to decide 
by your own judgment vvhether I am right or wrong. 

Now, then, what is the problem? I call it the problem 
of life. We have here a Country and a People. The 
problem is-Given a Country and a People, find how the 
People may make the best of the Country and of Them- 
selves. 

First, then, as to the capacities of the country and the 
people. 

The country is fertile and fruitful, and well stored with 
nearly all the things that the people need. 

The people are intelligent, industrious, strong, and 
famous for their perseverance, their inventiveness and re- 
source. 

It looks, then, as if such a people in such a country 
must certainly succeed in securing health, and happiness, 
and plenty for all. 

But we know very well that our people, or at least the 
bulk of them, have neither health, nor pleasure, nor 
plenty. 

These are facts; and so far, I assume, you and I are 
quite in accord. 

Now I assert that if the labor of the people were prop- 
erly organized and wisely applied, this country would, in, 
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return for very little toil, yield abundance for all. 
I assert that the labor of the people is not properly 

organized, nor wisely applied; and I undertake to show 
how it might and should be organized and applied, and 
what would be the results if it were organized and applied 
in accordance with my suggestions. 

The ideal of Society to-day is the ideal of individual 
effort, or competition. That is to say, every man for him- 
self. Each citizen is to try as hard as he can to get for 
himself as much ‘money as he can, and. to use it for his 
own pleasure, and leave it for his own children. 

That is the present personal ideal. The present na- 
tional ideal is to become “The Workshop of the World.” 
That is to say, the people are to manufacture goods for 
sale to foreign countries, and in return for those goods - 
are t,o get ,m,ore money than tihey could obtain by devel- 
oping the resources of their own country for their own 
use. 

My ideal is that each individual should seek his ad- 
vantage in co-operation with his fellows, and that the peo- 
,ple should make the best of their own country before at- 
tempting to trade with other People’s. 

I propose, Mr. Smith, and I -submit the proposal to 
you, who are a sensible and practical man, as a sensible 
and practical proposal, that we should first of all ascertain 
what things are desirable for our health and happiness of 
body and mind, and that we should then organize our 
people with the object of producing those things in the 
best and easiest way. 

The idea being to get the 6est results with the least 
labor. 

And, now, Mr. Smith, if you will read the following 
books for yourself, you will be in a better position to fol- 
low me in my future letters:- 

Thoreau’s “Walden.” 
“Problems of Poverty,” John Hobson, M. A. 
“Industrial History of England,” H. de B. Gibbins, M. A. , 
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There are also a Fabian tract called “Facts for Social- 
ists,” and a pamphlet called “Socialism,” a reply to the 
Pope, which will be useful. 

CHAPTER II. 
THE PRACTICAL SCHOOL. 

As I said in my first chapter, t.he problem we have to 
consider is :- 

Given a country and a people, find how the people 
may make the best of the country and themselves. 

Before we can solve this problem, we must understand 
the country and the people. We must find out their ca- 
pacities; that is to say, what can be got from the country; 
what it will yield;‘and what can be got from ourselves; 
what we can do and be. 

On these points I differ from the so-called practical 
people of the Manchester School, for I believe that this 
country will yield a great deal more of the good things of 
life than the people need; and that the people can be 
much happier, healthier, richer, and better than they now 
are. 

But the Manchester School would ,have us believe that 
our own country is too barren to feed us, and that our 
people are too base and foolish to lead pure, wise, and 
honest lives. 

This is a difference as to facts. I will try, presently, 
to show you that the facts are in my favor. 

You, Mr. Smith, are a practical man; you have reason 
and judgment. Therefore you would do a pleasant thing 
in preference to an unpleasant thing. You would choose 
a healthy and agreeable occupation in preference to, an 
unhealthy and disagreeable occupation. You would 
rather live in a healthy and agreeab!e place than in an un- 
healthy and disagreeable place. You would rather work 
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‘four hours a day than twelve hours a day. You would 
rather do the things you would like to do, and have the 
things you wish for, than do the things you dislike to do, 
and lack the things you wish for. 

You live in Olriham, and you are a spinner. If I ask 
you why you live in Oldham, and why you work in the 
factory, you will say that you do it in order to “get a liv; 
ing.” 

I think also that you will agree with me on three 
points; Firstly, that Oldham is not a nice place to live in; 
secondly, that the factory is not a nice place to work in; 
thirdly, that you don’t get as good a living as you desire. 

There are some things you do, which you would rather 
not do; and there are some things you wish for and can* 

- not get. 
Now stippose WC try to find out what are the things it 

is best for us to have, and which is the b&t and easiest 
way to get them. 

I hope that up to this point I have been quite clear, 
and practical, and truthful. 

Of course you have read Robinson Crusoe. You 
know that he was shipwrecked upon an island, and had 
to provide for himself. He raised corn, tamed goats, 
dried raisins, built himself a house, and made vessels of 
clay, clothing of skins, a boat, and other useful things. 
If he had set to work making bead necklaces and feather 
fans before he secured food and lodging you wouid say 
he was a fool and that he did not make the most of his 
time and hi; idland. But what would you call him if he 
had starved and stinted himself in order to make bead 
necklaces and feather fans for some other person who 

J was too lazy to work? 
Whatever you call him, you may call yourself, for you 

are wasting your time and your chances in the ef%ort to 
support idle people and vain things. 

Now, to our probleti. How are we to make the best 
of our country, and of our lives? What things do we ncled 

l 
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in order to secure a happy, healthy, and worthy human 
life? 

We may divide the things needful into two kinds: 
Mental and physical. That is to say, the things needful 
for the body and the things needful for the mind. 

Here again I difter very much from the self-styled . 
practic$ people of the Manchester School. 

My ideal is frugality of body and opulence of mind. I 
suggest that we should be as temperate and as simple as 
possible in our use of mere bodily necessaries, so that we 
may have as much time as possible to enjoy pleasures of a 
higher, purer, and more delightful kind. 

Your Manchester School treat all Social and Indus- 
trial problems from the standpoint of mere animal sub- 
sistence. They do not seem to think that you have any 
mind. With them it is a question of bread and cheese and 
be thankful. They are like the man in “Our Mutual 
Friend” who estimated the needs of the ferryman’s daugh- 
ter in beef and beer. It was a question, he said, “of so 
many pounds of beef, and so many pints of porter.” That 
beef and that porter were “the fuel to supply that wom- 
an’s engine,” and, of course, she was only to have just as 
much fuel as would keep the engine working at high pres- 
sure. But I submit to you that such an estimate would 
be an insult to a horse. 

Your Manchester School claim to be practical men, 
and always swear by facts. As I said before, I reverence 
facts; but I want all the facts! no’t a few of them. If I 
am to give a verdict, I must hear the whole of the evi- 
dence. 

Suppose a gardener imagined that all a flower needed 
was earth and manure, and so planted his ferns on the 
sunny side and his peaches on the shady side of his gar- 
den. Would you call him ‘a practical man? 

You will see what I mean. Soil is a “fact,” and ma- 
nure is a “fact.” But the habit of a plant is a “fact” also, 
and so are sunshine and rain “facts.” 
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Turn, then, from plants to men, and tell me are appe- 
tites the only facts of human nature? Do men need noth- 
ing but food, and shelter, and clothes? 

It is true that bread, and meat, and wages, and sleep 
are “fac’ts,” but they are not the only facts of life. Men 
have imaginations and passions as well as appetites. 

I must ask you to insist upon hearing all the evidence. 
I must ask you to use your eyes and ears, to examine your 
memory, to consult your own experience and the expe- 
rience of the best and wisest men who have lived, and to 
satisfy yourself that although wheat and cotton and looms 
and ploughs and bacon and blankets and hunger and 
thirst and heat and cold are facts, they are not the only 
facts, nlor even ,the greabest facts of life. 

For love is a fact, and hope is a fact, and rest, and 
laughter, and music, and knowledge are facts; and facts 
which have to be remembered and have to-be reckoned 
with before we can possibly solve the pro,blem of how the 
people are to make the best of their country and them- 
selves. 

A life which consists of nothing but eating, and drink- 
ing, and sleeping, and working is not a human life-it is 
the life of a beast. Such a life is not worth living. If we 
are’ to spend all our days and nights in a kind of penal 
servitude, continually toi1in.g and suffering in order to 
live, we had better break at once the chains of our bitter 
slavery, and die. 

What, then, are the things needful for the body and 
the mind of man? 

The bodily needs are two:- 
Health and Sustenance. 

The mental needs are three:- 
Knowledge, 
Pleasure, 
Intercourse. 

We will consider the bodily needs first, and we ‘will 
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begin by findin g out what things ensure good bodily 
health. 

To ensure good health we must lead a “natural” life. 
The farther we get from nature-the more artificial our 
lives become-the worse is our health. 

The chief ends to health are pure air, pure water,. pure 
and sufficient food, cleanliness, exercise, rest, warmth, 
and ease of mind. 

The chief obstacles to health are impure air, impure 
water, bad and insufficient food, gluttony, drunkenness, 
vice, dirt, heavy labor, want of rest, exposure, and anx- 
iety of mind. 

The sure marks of good health are physical strength 
and beauty. 

Look at the statue of an Ancient Greek Athlete, and 
then at the form of a Modern Sweater’s Slave, and you 
will see how true this is. 

These are facts. Any doctor, or scientist, or artist, or 
athlete will confirm these statements. 

Now, I shall show you, later, that hardly any of our 
people lead natural and healthy lives. I shall show you 
that the average man might be very much healthier, hand- 
somer, and stronger than he is; and I shall show you that 
the average duration of life might easily be doubled. 

Next, as to Sustenance. There are four chief things 
needed to sustain life in a civilized community:- 

Food, 
,Clothing, 
Shelter, and 
Fuel. 

All these things should be used temperately. Enough is 
* better than a feast. Luxurious living is a bad and not a 

good thing. You know that when a man is training for 
any fest of strength or of endurance he takes plain and 
pure food, and a’bundant rest and exercise. A rowing 
man, a running man, a boxer, a cricketer, or an athlete of 
any kind would never thinik of training on turtle soup, 
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game pies, and champagne. Again I say that any doctor, 
scientist, artist, or athletic trainer will endorse my stat,e- 
ment. 

NOW I shall show you, later, that our people are badly 
clothed, and badly fed, and badly housed. That some 
have more, but most have less, than is good for them; and 
that with a quarter of the labor now expended in getting 
impro$per sustenance we might produce proper suste- 
nance, and plenty of it, for all. 

Meanwhile, let us consider the mental needs of life. 
These are 

Knowledge, PlLasure, and Intercourse. 
Of Knowledge there are almost numberless branches, 

and all of them fascinating. Modern science alone is a 
vast storehouse of interest and delight. Astronomy, phy- 
siology, botany, chemistry, these words sound dry and 
forbidding to the man who knows nothing at all of the 
science; but to the student they are more fascinating, 
more thrilling, and more marvelous than any romance. 

But science is ,only one br,anch of knowledge. There 
is literature, there is history, there are foreign countries 
and peoples, there are languages, and laws, and philoso- 
phies to interest and to inform us. Solomon spoke well 
when he said that wisdom is better than. rubies. As a 
mere amusement the acquirement of knowledge is above 
price. But it has another value, it enables us to help our 
fellow creatures, and to leave the world better than we 
found it. 

As for Pleasures their name is legion. There are such 
pleasures as ,walking, rowing, swimming, foot-ball, crick- 
et. There are the arts, and the drama. There are the 
be,auties of nature. There are travel and adventure. M,ere* 
words carmot convey an idea o,f the intensity of these 
pleasures. Music alone is more delightful and more pre- 
cious th,an all the vanities wealth can buy, or all the carnal 
luxuries that folly can desire. The varieties of pure and 
healthy pleasures are infinite. 
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Then as to Intercourse. I mean by that all the exalta- 
tion and all the happiness that we can get from friendship, 
from love, from comradeship, and from family ties. These 
are amongst the best and the sweetest things that life can 
give. 

Now, Mr. Smith, you are a practical and a sensible 
man. I ask you to look about you and to think, and 
then to tell me what share of all these things falls to the 
share of the bulk of the people; ‘but especially to’ the share 
of the great working masses. 

In the average lot of the average workman how much 
knowledge and culture, and science and art, and music 
and the drama, and literature and poetry, and field sports 
and exercise, and travel and change of scene? 

You know very well that our working people get little 
of these things, and y6u know that such as they get are 
of inferior qnality. 

Now I say to you that the people do not get enough of 
the things needful for body and mind, that they do not 
get them of the best, and that they do not get them be- 
cause they have neither money to pay for them nor leisure 
to enjoy them. 

I say, farther, that they ought to have and might have 
abundance of these things, and I undertake to show you 
how they can obtain them. 

We hear a great deal, Mr. Smith, about the “Struggle 
for Existence.” 

Well, I say there is no need for any “struggle for ex- 
istence.” I have shown you what things are necessary 
to a happy and noble existence, and I say to you now 
that all these things can be easily and abundantly pro- 

. duced. 
Given our country and our people, I maintain that the 

people, if rightly organized and directed, can get from 
the country all that is good for them, with very little labor. 

The work needed to sup.ply the <bodily and mental 
needs above named is very slight. The best things of life 
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-knowledge, art, recreation, friendship, and love-are 
all cheap; that is to say, they can all be got with little’labor. 

Why, then, the “struggle for existence?” 
So far, Mr. Smith, I have, I hope, been practical and 

plain. I have indulged in no fine writing, I have used no 
hard words, I have kept close to facts. There has been 
nothing “windy” or “sentimental” up to now. I shall be 
still more practical as we go on. 

GHAPTER III. 
TOWN VS. COUNTRY. 

Before we begin this chapter,,1 must ask you to keep 
in mind the fact that a man’s bodily wants are few. 

I shall be well outside the mark if I say that a full 
grown, healthy man can be well fed upon a daily ration of 

I lb. of bread, 
I lb. of vegetables, 

_- 

I lb. of Imeat. 
Add to this a few groceries, a little fruit, some luxuries, 
in the shape of wine, beer, and tobacco; a shelter, a bed, 
some clothing, and a few tools and articles of furniture, 
and you have all the material things you need. 

Remember, also, that when you have got these things 
you have got all the material things you can use. A mill- 
ionaire or a monarch could hardly use more, or if he did 
use more would use them to his hurt and not to his ad- 
vantage. 

You live in Oldham and work in the factory in order 
to get a living., “A living” consists of the things above 
named. 

I ask you, as a practical, sensible man, whether it is 
not possible to get those few simple things with less labor; 
and whether it is not possible to add to them health and 
the leisure to enjoy life and develop the mind? 
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The Manchester School will tell you that you are very 
fortunate t,o get as much as you do, and that he is a 
dreamer or a knave who persuades you that you can get 
more. 

The Manchester School is the Commercial SchooI. 
The supporters of that school will tell you that you cannot 
prosper, that is to say, you cannot “get a living,” without 
the capitalist, without open competition, and without a 
great foreign, trade. 

They will tell you that you would be very foolish to 
raise your own food stuffs in your own country so long as 
you can buy them more cheaply from foreign nations. 
They will tell you that your very existence depends upon 
keeping the foreign trade in your hands. 

Now, I shall try to prove to you .that these statements 
are untrue. I shall try to satisfy you that :- 

I. The capitalist is a curse, and not a blessing. 
2. That competition is wasteful, and cruel, and wrong. 
3. That no foreign country can sell us food more 

cheaply ,than we can produce it; and 
4, Tha,t this country is capable of feeding many times 

her present population. 
We hear a great deal about the value and extent of our 

foreign trade, and are always being reminded how much 
we owe to our factory system, and how proud of it we 
ought to be. 

I despise the factory system, and denounce it as a hid- 
eous, futile, and false thing. This is one of the reasons 
why the Manchester School call me a dreamer and a dan- 
gerous agitator‘. I will state my case to you plainly, and 
ask you for a verdict in accordance with the evidence. 

My reasons for attacking the factory system are:- 
I. Because it is ugly, disagreeable, and mechanical. 
2. Because it is injurious to public health. 
3. Because it is unnecessary,. 
4. Because it is a danger to the national existence. 
The Manchester School will tell you that the destiny 



16 MERRIE ENGLAND. 

of this country is to become “The Wtorkshop of the 
JVorld.” 

I say that is not true; and that it would be a thing to 
deplore if it were true. The idea that this country is to 
be the “W’orkshop of the World” is a wilder dream than 
any that the wildest Socialist ever cherished. . But if this 
country did become the ‘Workshop of the World” it 
would at the same time become the most horrible and the 
most miserable country the world has ever known. 

Let us be practical, and look at the facts. 
First, as to the question of beauty and pleasantness. 

You know the factory districts. I ask you is it not true 
that they are ugly, and dirty, and smoky, and disagreea- 
ble? Cotmpare the busy English towns o,f Lancashire, of 
Staffordshire, of Durham, and of South Wales, with the 
country towns of Surrey, Suffolk, and Hants. 

In the latter counties you will get pure air, bright 
skies, clear rivers, clean streets, and beautiful fields, 
woods, and gardens; you will get cattle and streams, and 
birds and flowers, and you know that all these things are 
well worth having, and that none of them c,an exist side 
by side with the factory system. 

I know that the Manchester School will tell you that 
this is mere “sentiment.” But compare their actions with 
their words. 

Do you find the champions of the factory system ,de- 
spising nature, and beauty, and art, and health-except in 
their speeches and lectures to you? 

No. You will find these people living as far from the 
factories as they can get; and you will find them spending 
their long holidays in the most beautiful parts of England, 
Scotland, Ireland, or the Continent. 

The pleasures they enjoy are denied to you. They 
preach the advantages of ‘the factory system because they 
reap the benefits while you bear the evils. 

To make wealth for themselves they destroy the 
beauty and the health of your dwelling places ; and then 
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they sit in their suburban villas, or on the hills ‘and ter- 
races of the lovely southern countries, and sneer at the 
“sentimentality” of the men who ask you to cherish 
beauty and to prize health. 

Or they point out to you the value of the “wages” 
which the factory system brings you, reminding you that 
you have carpets on your floors, and pianos in your par- 
lors, and a week’s holiday once a year. 

But how much health or pleasure can you get out of a 
cheap and vulgar c.arpet? And what is the use of a piano 
if you have neither leisure nor means to learn to play it? 
And why should you prize that one week in the crowded, 
noisy watering-place, if he,alth and fresh air and the great 
salt sea are mere sentimental follies? 

And let me ask you, is any carpet so beautiful or so 
pleasant as a carpet of grass and daisies? Is the fifth-rate 
music you play upon your cheap pianos as sweet as the 
songs oi the gushing streams and joyous birds? And 
does a week at a spoiled 2nd vulgar watering-place repay 
you for fifty- one weeks’ toil and smother in a hideous 
and stinking town? 

As a practical man, would you of your own choice con- 
vert a healthy and beautiful country into an unhealthy 
and hideous country, just for the sake of being able once 
a year to go to Blackpool, and once a night to listen to a 
cra&ed piano? 

Now, I tell you, my practical friend, that you ought to 
have, and may have, good music, and good homes, and a 
fair and healthy country, and more of all the things that 
make life sweet; th,at you may have them at less cost of 
labor than you now pay for the privilege of existing in 
Oldham; and that you can never have them if this country 
becomes “the Workshop of the World.” 

As for those who sneer at beauty, as they spend for- 
tunesnon pictures, on architecture, and on foreign tours, 
they put ther selves out of court. 
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Sentiment or no sentiment, beauty is better than ugli- 
ness, and health is better than disease. 

Now under the factory system you must sacrifice both 
health and beauty. 

As to my second objection-the evil effect of the fac- 
tory system on the public health. What are the chief 
means to health? 

‘Pure air, pure water, pure and sufficient food, cleanli- 
ness, exercise, rest, warmth, and ease of mind. 

What are the invariable accompaniments of the fac- 
tory system? 

Foul air, foul water, adulterated foods, dirt, long hours 
of sedentary labor, and continual anxiety as to wages and 
employme’nt in the present, added to a terrible uncertainty 
as to existen’ce in the future. 

Look through any great industrial town, in the col- 
liery, the iron, the silk, the c.otton, or the woolen indus- 
tries, and you will find hard work, unhealthy work, vile 
air, over-crowding, disease, uglfness, drunkenness, and a 
high deathrate. These are facts. 

CHAPTER IV, 
THE LIFE OF THE WORKER. . 

The problem of life is, “Given a country and a people, 
show how the people can make the most of the country 
and themselves.” Before we go on, let us try to judge 
how far we have succeeded in answering the problem. 

The following are facts which no man attempts to 
deny :- 

I. Large numbers of honest and industrious people 
are badly fed, badly clothed, and badly housed. 

2. Many thousands of people die every year from pre- 
ventable diseases. 
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3. The average duration of life amongst the population 
is unnaturally short. 

4. Very many people, after lives of toil, are obliged to 
seek refuge in the workhouse, where they die despised 
and neglected, branded with the shameful brand of pau- 
perism. 

5. It is an almost invariable rule that those who work 
hardest and longest in this country are the worst paid 
and the least respected. 

6. The wealthiest men in our nation are men who 
never did a useful day’s work. 

7. Wealth and power are more prized and more hon- 
ored than wisdom, or industry, or virtue. 

8. Hundreds of thousands of men and women, willing 
to work, are unable to find employment. 

g. W’hile on the one hand wages, are lowered on ac- 
count of over-production of coal, of cotton, and of corn, 
on the other hand many of o&working people are short 
of bread, of fuel, and of clothing. 

IO. Nearly all the land an.d sproperty in this country 
are owned by a few idlers, and-most of the laws are made 
in the interests of those few rich people. 

I I. The national agriculture is going rapidly to ruin 
to the great injury and peril of the State. 

12. Through competition millions of men are em- 
ployed in useless and undignified work, and all the indus- 
trial machinery of the nation is thrown out of gear, so 
that one greedy rascal may overreach another. 

And we are told that all these things must remain as 
they are, in order that you may be able to “get a living.” 

What sort of a living do you get? 
Your life *may be divided into four sections: Work- 

ing, eating, recreation, and sleeping. 
As to work. You are employed in a factory for from 

53 to 70 hours a week. Some of your comrades work 
harder, and longer, and in worse places. Still, as a rule,. 
it may be said of all your class that the hours of labor are 
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too long, that ,the labor is monotonous, mechanical, and 
severe, and that the surroundings are often unhealthy, 
nearly always disagreeable, and in many cases dangerous. 

Do you know the difference between “work” and 
“toil?” It is the difference between the work of the gar- 
dener and the tloil of thenavvy-between the work of the 
wood carver and the toil of the wood chopper. 

We hear a good deal of talk about.the idleness of the 
laboring classes and the industry of the professional 
classes. There is a difference in the work. The surgeon, 
or the sculptor, following the work of his choice, may 
well work harder than the collier, drudging for a daily 
wage. 

An artist loves his work, and sees in it the means of 
winning fame, perhaps fortune; an artisan sees in his toil 
a dull mechanical task, to be done for bread, but never to 
be- made to yield pleasure, or praise, or profit. 

As a rule, your work is hard and disagreeable. 
Now, what are your wages? 
I don’t mean how much money, but what life do you 

get as a reward of your toil? 
The question is, how do you live? What will your 

money buy? 
As I have shown already, you do not get enough lei- 

sure, nor enough fresh air, nor eno,ugh education, nor 
enough health, and your town is very ugly and very dirty 
and very dull. 

And now let us see how you live. First of all, in the 
matter of food. Your diet is not a good one. It is not 
varied enough, and nearly all the things you eat and drink 
are adulterated. 

I am much inclined to think that a vegetarian diet is _ 
the best, and I am sure that alcoholic liquors are unnec- 
essary. But this by the way. If you do drink beer and 
spirits, it would be better to have them pure. At present 
nearly all your liquors are abominable. 

But there is one thing about your diet worse even 
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than the quality of the food, and that is the cookery. Mrs. 
Smith is an excellent woman, and I hereby make my bow 
to her, but she does not know what cookery means. 

John Smith, it is ,a solemn and an awful truth, one 
which it pains me to utter, but you never a,te a beefsteak, 
and you never saw a cooked potato. 

God strengthen thy digestion, John, ‘tis sore tried. 
Oh, the soddened vegetables, the flabby fish, the leathery 
steak, and the juiceless joint, I know them. Alas! Cook- 
ery is an art, and almost a lost art in this country; or shall 
we say, an art unfound? 

Poor Mrs. Smith gets married and faces the paste- 
board and the oven with the courage of desperation, and 
the hope of ignorance. She resembles the young man 
who had never played the fiddle, but had no doubt he 
could play it if he tried. And sometimes he does try,%nd 
so Mrs. Smith tries to cook. 

From food we will turn to clothing. Oh, it is pitiful. 
DO you know the meaning of the words “form” and 
“color?” Look at our people’s dress. Observe the cut 
of it, the general drabness, greyness, and gloom. Those 
awful black bugles, those horrific sack coats, those deadly 
hats and bonnets, and they do say, that crinoline-Ah, 
heaven! That we should, call these delicate creatures 
ours and not their fashion plates. The dresses, but espe- 
cially the Sunday clothes, of the working classes are 
things too sad for tears. 

Costume should be simple, healthy, convenient, and 
beautiful. Modern costume is none of these. 

This is chiefly because the fashion of our dress is left 
to fops and tailors, whereas it ought to be left to artists 
and designers. 

But,beside the ugliness of yo,ur dress, it is also, true 
that it is mean. It is mean because hardly anything you 
wear is ,what it pretends to be, because it is adulterated 
and jerry-made, and because it is insufficient. Yes, in 
nearly all your houses there is, despite our factory sys- 
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tern, a decided scarcity of shirts and socks and sheets and 
towels and table linen. 

Come we now to the home. Your houses are not 
what they should be. I do not allude to the inferior cot- 
tage-that is beneath notice. But let us consider the 
abode of the more fortqnate artisan. It has many faults. 
It is badly built, badly arranged, and badly fitted. The 
sanitation is bad. The rooms are much too small. There 
are no proper appliances for cleanliness. The windows 
are not big enough. There is a painful dearth of light and 
air. The cooking appliances are simply barbarous. 

Again, the houses are very ugly and mean. The streets 
are too narrow. There are no gardens. There are no 
trees. .Few working-class families have enough bedrooms, 
and the bathroom is a luxury almost unknown. 

In fine, your houses are ugly, unhealthy, inconvenient, 
dark, ill-built, ill-fitted, and dear. 

This is due, in a great measure, to the cost of land. I 
will tell you soon why land IS so expensive. 

Moreover, instead of your making the most of your 
room you will persist in crowding your house with hid- 
eous and unnecessary furniture. Furniture is one of your 
household gods. You are a victim to your furniture, and 
your wife is a slave. Did it ever occur to you that your 
only use for the bulk of your household goods is to clean 
them? It is so, and yet you keep on striving to get more 
and more furniture for your wife to wait upon. 

Just cast your eye over the following description-of a 
Japanese house, John, and see if it does not suggest some- 
thing to you; and do read “Walden.” If you read it well 
it will save you ,much money in furniture, and your wife 
much toil in acting as a slave to the sideboard and be& 
parlor suite :- 

Simplicity and refinement are the essential characteristics of 
life in Japan, observes the Hospital. The -houses, which are 
spacious, are constructed without foundations. Light wooden 
uprights resting on flat stones suppoti the thatched or tiled roof. 
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The walls, both o;tside and those which divide the rooms, are 
formed of lattioed panels which slide over one another, or can be 
removed altogether if desired. These panels are filled with 
translucent paper. A,t night the house is closed in with wooden 
shutters. The rooms, which are raised about a foot above the 
ground, are covered with soft padded matting kept spotlessly 
clean. In the center of the living room is a shallow, square pit 
lined with metal and filled with charcoal, for the purposes of 
cooking and warming, or the rooms are warmed with movable 
metal braziers. There is no furniture present, no chairs, tables, 
beds, chests of drawers, pictures, or knick-knacks. The matted 
floor serves alike for chairs, table, and bed. To beep- it abso- 
lutely clean, all boots, shoes, and sandals are left on the ground 
outside. The absence of furniture means the absence of many 
cares, and as two wooden chopsticks and small lacquer bowls 
serve for all the purposes of eating, there is no need for plate, 
glass, knives, forks, spoons, dinner services, and table linen. 
Thus life is simplified, though it loses at the same time none of 
its refinement, for no people can be more dainty and particular in 
their food, more neat and beautiful in dress, and more courteous 
and self-restrained in manner than the Japanese. Kneeling on 
the floor, all work is done, and at night time the padded quilts or 
futons are spread on the matting, with one quilt beneath and an- 
other above, sleep can be enjoyed as comfortably as in bed. 
Before the evening meal is taken, it is the invariable custom 
throughout Japan for every member of the household to take a 
dip in the. family bath, which is heated to a temperature of IIO . 

degrees to IZO degrees, at which heat it is found to be very 
refreshing. 

Poor Mrs. John Smith, her life is one long slavery. 
Cooking, cleaning, managing, mending, washing clothes, 
waiting on husband and children, her work is never done. 
And amid it all she suffers the pains and anxieties of child- 
bearing, and the suckling of children. There are no ser- 
vants, and few workers, so hard-wrought and so ill-paid 
as the wife of an artisan. What are her hours of labor, 
my trade union friend? What pleasure has she, what 
rest, what prospect? 

Cannot be helped, do you say? Nonsense. Do you 
suppose the Japanese wife works as your wife works? 
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Not at all. My dear John, in your doiestic as in your 
industrial and political affairs, all that is needed is a little 
common sense. 

And now we come to the last item in your life, your 
recreation. Here, Mr. Smith, you are very badly served. 
You have hardly anything to ,amuse you. Music, art, 
athletics, science, the drama, and nature are almost de- 
nied to you. A few cheerless museums filled with Indian 
war clubs, fag ends of tapestry, and dried beetles; a few 
third-rate pictures, a theater or two where you have choice 
between vulgar burlesque and morbid melodrama, a 
sprinkling of wretched music (?) halls, one or two sleepy 
night-schools, a foot-ball field and sometimes-for the 
,better paid workers-a cricket ground, make up the sum 
of your life’s pleasures. Well-yes, there are plentv of 
public-houses, and you can gamble. The betting lists 
and racing news have a corner in all the respectable pa- 
pers. 

One of the most palpable and painful deficiencies, 
John, in all your towns is the deficiency of common-land, 
of open spaces. This is because laa,d is so dear. Why is 
land dear? I will tell you by-and-by. 

The chief causes of the evils I have pointed out to you, 
John, are competition, monopolv, and bad management. 

Go into any street and you will see two or tliree carts 
delivering milk. ‘A cart, a pony, and a man to carry miik 
to a few houses: and one postman serves a whole dis- 
trict; as one milkman and one horse could, were it not 
for competition. 

Again, in each house there is a woman cooking a din- 
ner for one family, or washing clothes for one family. .4nd 
the woman is over-worked, and the cooking is badly 
done, and thle house is made horrible by steam and the 
odors of burnt fat. So with all the things we do and use. 
We have two grocers’ shops next door to each other, 
each with a staff of servants, each with its own costly fix- 
tures. Yet one big store would do as well, and would 
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save half the cost and labor. Fancy ,a private postoffice 
in every street. How much would it cost to send a letter? 

So now let me tell YOU roughly what I suggest as an 
improvement on things as they now are. 

First of all I would set men to work to grow wheat 
and fruit and rear cattle and poultry for their own use. 
Then I would develop the fisheries and construct great 
fish-breeding lakes and harbors. Then I would restrict 
our mines, furnaces, chemical works, and factories to the 
number actually needed for the supply of our own people. 
Then I would stop the smoke nuisance by developing 
water power and electricity. 

In order to achieve these ends I would make all the 
land, mills, mines, factories, works, shops, ships, and rail- 
ways the property of the people. 
~ I would have the towns rebuilt with xide streets, with 

detached houses, with gardens and fountains and avenues 
of trees. I would make the railways, the carriage of let- 
ters, and the transit of goods as free as the roads and 
bridges. 

I would make the houses loftier and larger, and clear 
them of all useless furniture. I would institute public 
dining halls, public baths, public wash-houses on the best 
plans, and so set free the hands of those slaves-our 
women. 

I would have public parks, public theaters, music halls, 
gymnasiums, foot-ball and cricket fields, public halls and 
public gardens for recreation and music and refreshment. 
I would haye all our children fed and clothed and edu- 
cated at the cost of the State. I would have them all 
taught to play and to sing. I would have them all trained 
to athletics and to arms. I would have public halls of 
science. I would have the people become their own ar- 
tists, actors, musicians, soldiers, and police. Then, by 
degrees, I would make all these things free. So that cloth- 
ing, lodging, fuel, food, amusement, intercourse, educa- 
tion, and all the requirements for a perfect human life 
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should be produced and distributed and enjoyed by the 
people without the..use of money. 

Now, Mr. John Smith, practical and hard-headed man, 
look upon the two pictures. You may think that mine 
represents a state of things that is unattainable; but you 
must own that it is much fairer than the picture of things 
as they are. 

As to the possibility of doing what I suggest, we will 
consider all that in a future chapter, 

CHAPTER V. 
THE BITTER COST OF A BAD SYSTEM. 

The chief struggle of your life, Mr. Smith, is the strug- 
gle to get a living. The chief object of these letters is to 
convince you of three facts:- 

I. That with all your labor and anxiety you do not get 
a good living. 

2. That you might and should get a good living with a 
third of the trouble you now take to keep out of a pau- 
per’s suit. 

3. That though you worked twenty hours a day and 
piled the earth with ,wealth you could have no more than 
a good living out of all the wealth you produced. 

Nature declares, Mr. Smith, that a man shall live tem- 
perately, or suffer for it; n,ature also, declares that a man 
shall not live very long. So that in the richest state a citi- 
zen can enjoy no more than a natural amount, and that a 
small one, of material things, nor can he enjoy those for 
many years. 

In short, the materia! needs of life are few and easily 
supplied. 

But the range of the spiritual and intellectual pleasures 
and capacities is very wide. That is to say, that the pleas- 
uresand powers of the mind are practically boundless. 
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The great nation is not the nation with the most 
wealth; but the nation with the best men and women. 

Now the best part of man is his mind, therefore the 
best men and women are those with the best minds. 

But in this country, and at this time, the bulk of the 
people do not cultivate their minds. 

We have here, in the untrained, unused minds of a 
noble race of people an immense power for greatness ly- 
ing fallow, like an &tilled field. This is a more serious 
national loss, as I hope to show you, than if all our mines 
and farms had never been “opened up to commerce.” 

Well, my ideal, as I said before, is Frugality of Body 
and Opulence of Mind. 

I propose to make our material lives simple; to’ spend 
as little time and labor as possible upon the production of 
food, clothing, houses, and fuel, in order that we may 
have more leisure. 

And I propose to employ that leisure in the enjoyment 
of life and the acquirement of knowledge. 

It is as though I said, “You have in each day 24 hours. 
You give 8 hours to sleep, IO or 12 to work (‘earning a 
living’), and the rest, or most ‘of it, to folly; go, then, and 
of your sixteen waking hours spend but four in ‘getting a 
living,’ and the-other twelve in pleasure and in learning.” 

Before I attempt to show you in detail how I think you 
might profitably spend your leisure time, allow me to call 
your attentio,n to some of th’e w,ays in which your now 
waste your time; yes, and waste your labor also. 

We will begin by a brief inquiry into the ordinary 
domestic w’aste of time and labor and money that goes 
on in an average working-class home. 

In my last letter I spoke of the drudgery of Mrs. 
Smith’s life. You know that each family has its own din- 
ner cooked daily; that each wife has her own washing 
day and ‘baking day; that she has her own cooking rarrge 
and implements; and that she makes a special journey to 
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the shops once a day, or once a week, and buys her food 
and other necessaries in small quantities. 

Take a working-class street of one hundred houses. 
Consider the waste therein. For the convenience of one 
hundred families you have 

One hundred small, inconvenient wash-kitchens. 
One hundred d,itto ditto ovens. 
One hundred ditto ditto drying-grounds. 
One hundred wringing machines-turned by hand. 
You have one hundred dinners to cook every day. 

You have, every week, one hundred miserable washing 
days; you have one hundred women going out to buy a 
pound of tea and sugar, or other trifles. 

Consider the cost o’f the machines, the cost of coal, the 
labor and the trouble of the wives expended. 

Now cast your eyes over these extracts. This is from 
“Problems of Poverty,” by John A. Hobsoa, WI. A.:- 

The poor, partly of necessity, partly by habit, make their 
purchases in minute quantities. A single family has been known 
to make seventy-two distinct purchases of tea within seven 
weeks, and the average purchases of a number of poor families for 
the same period amount to twenty-seven. Their groceries are 
bought largely by the ounce, their meat or fish by the halfpenny- 
worth, their coal by the hundredweight or even by the pound. 

This is from the same book:- 
‘Astounding facts are adduced as to the prices paid by the poor 

for common articles of consumption, especially for vegetables, 
dairy produoe, groceries and coal. The price of fresh vegetables, 
such as carrots, parsnips, etc., in East London is not infrequently 
ten times the price at which the same articles can be purchased 
wholesale from the growers. 

This is from “The Co-operative Movement To-Day,” 
by G. J. H’olyoake:- 

It may be assumed that IOO shops earn on an average $10 a 

week, or $500 a year; thus the hundred shops would earn $50,000 

a year. Thus it is evident that every 4,000 poor families in a 
town actually pay $50,000 a year for having their humble pur- 
chases handed to them over a counter. 
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And Mr. Holyoake proceeds to show how by estab- 
lishing one great central store the great bulk of this loss 
would be saved. 

I said to you, when I began these articles, that I am a 
practical man, and speak from what I have seen. I know 
all about those small purchases, and big prices. I have 
picked up half-a-dozen empty bottles off as many ashpits, 
when a child, and sold them for a penay to buy coal. I 
have gone out many a time to buy a quarter of an ounce 
of tea and a farthing’s worth of milk. They taught stern 
lessons in my school. 

Now let me describe a different kind of experience, in 
a different school. 

A company of soldiers numbers from eighty to a hun- 
dred men. The allowance of food to each man is *lb. of 
meat an,d Ilb. of bread. But besides that, each man, pays 
3d. a day for “groceries,” consisting of tea, coffee, milk, 
vegetables, and extra bread. 

Now, if each man had a separate kitchen and cooked 
his own meals, that would mean a great waste of room 
and money and time, and it would also mean very poor 
feeding. 

But each company strikes a man off duty as cook, and 
there is a general kitchen, where the cooks of the whole, 
or sometimes half, the battalion prepare the meals. The 
result is better and cheaper messing and less labor and 
dirt. 

Take, again, the c&e of a sergeants’ mess. The ser- 
geants have the same ration rib. of bread and 2lb. of meat 
a day, and they pay about 6d. a day for “messing.” One 
sergeant is appointed “caterer,” and his duty is to expend 
the messing money and superintend the messing. He is, 
in fact, a kind of temporary landlord, or club steward. 

I often filled that place, and I found that when, as oc- 
curred on detathment, we had only five or six sergeants 
in mess, it was very difficult to feed them on the money; 
but at headquarters, with thirty in mess, we could live well 
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and afford luxuries on the same allowance per head. 
With these facts in our mind, let us go back to our 

street of one hundred working-class families. Suppose, 
instead of-keeping up the wasteful system I described, we 
abolish all those miserable and imperfect drying-grounds, 
wringing machines, wash-kitchens, and kitchen-ranges, 
and arrange the street on communal lines. 

We set up one laundry, with all the best machinery; 
we set up one drying-field; we set up o,ne great kitchen, 
one general dining-hall, and one pleasant tea-garden. 
Then we buy all the provisions and other things in large 
quantities, and we appoint certain, wives as cooks and 
laundresses, or, as is the case with many military duties, 
we let the wives take the duties in turn. Don’t you see 
how much better and how much cheaper the meals would 
be? Don’t you see how much easier the lives of our poor 
women would be? Don’t you see how much more co,m- 
fortable our homes would be? Don’t you see how much 
more sociable and friendly we should become? 

So with the housework when we had simple houses 
and furniture. Imagine the difference between the clean- 
ing of all the knives by a rapid knife machine turned by 
an engine, and the drudgery of a hundred wives scrubbing 
at a hundred clumsy knife-boards. 

I need not go into greater detail; you can elabarate the 
idea for vourself. Let us now turn from domestic to 
commercial waste. 

Commercial waste is something’appalling. The cause 
of commercial waste is competition. The chief channels 
of commercial waste are account-keeping, bartering, and 
advertising. If we produced goods simply for use instead 
of for sate, we should save all this waste. But consider the 
immense number of cashiers, bookkeepers, clerks, sales- 
men, shopmen, accountants, commercial travelers, agents, 
and advertisement canvassers employed in trade. 

Take the one item of advertisement alone. There are 
draughtsmen, paper-mlakers, printers, bill-posters, paint- 
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ers, carpenters, gild.ers, mechanics, and a perfect army of 
oth.er :pec$e all employe,d in making adveeisemcnt bills, 
pictures, boardings, and other abominations-for what? 

To enable one soap or patent medicine dealer to pro- 
cure more orders than his rival. I believe I am well with- 
in the mark when I say that some firms spend $soo,ooo a 
year in advertisements. 

. 

‘And who pays it? You pay it; you, the practical, 
hard-headed workman. You pay for everything, you silly 
fellow. 

I will also show you in a future letter how the same 
competition which causes waste causes also a wicked o,b- 
struction of progress. At present just consider these 
questions. Why do gas companies oppose the establish- 
ment of electric-lighting companies? Is it because they 
think gas is the better light? Hey, John? 

I said just now that we would consider the question of 
how to employ the leisure we should secure in a well-or- 
dered state, Let us get an idea what that leisure wouldzbe. 

At present less than one-third of the population are 
engaged in producing necessaries. 

This one-third of the people produce enough neces- 
saries for all. 

NOW take the sum in two ways. If one-third produce 
enough for all, then three-thirds will produce three times 
‘as much as we need. Or, if one-third produce enough 
for all by working nine hours a day, then three-thirds 
will produce enough for all by working three hours a day. 

SO we shall have plenty of leisure. What are we to do 
with it? 

One use for it is the acquirement of knowledge. I will 
give you two very striking examples of the kind of work 
that needs doing. 

Take, first, the Germ theory of disease. I am a very 
ignorant man, and can only offer hints. 

_ 
Read this :- 

I f  the particular microbe of each contagious disease were 
known, the conditions of its life and activity understood, and 
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the circumstances destructive of its life ascertained, there is great 
probability that ,its multiplication might be arrested, and the 
disease caused by it be abolished. 

Consumption, typhoid and typhus fevers, cholera, and 
many other plagues are spread by small creatures called 
microbes. At present we do not know enough about 
these microbes to extermin,ate them. That is one thing 
well worth finding out. 

Take next the subjec’t of agricultural chemistry. Read 
this :- 

In studying the utilization of vegetable products for obtaining 
the various animal matters which are used as food, etc., agri- 
cultural chemistry enters into a higher and more difficult field. 
Although many useful practical results have been obtained, this 
department of our knowledge is extremely incomplete. 

Given a thorough knowledge of agricultural chemis- 
try, and there is no doubt that we might produce more 
food with less labor. So that is another thing worth 
knowing. 

Now I know your absurd modesty, Jokn Smith, and 
how ready ~C?LI are to despise your own efforts; and I can 
almost hear you saying, “1Vhat can ignorant men like us 
do in these difficult sciences?” 

But, John, I don’t flatter you, as you know, but you 
have brains, and good brains, if you only had the chance 
to use them. Sometimes a few of you do get a chance to 
use them. There was William Smith, the greatest En- 
glish geologist, he was a poor farmer’s son, and chiefly 
self-taught; there was Sir William Herschel, the great 
astronomer, he played the oboe in a watering-place band; 
there were Farraday, the bookbinder, and Sir Humphrey 
Davy, the apothecary’s apprentice, both great scientists; 
there were James Watt, the mathematical instrument 
maker; and George Stephenson, the collier; and Ark- 
wright, the barber; and Jacquard, the weaver; and John 
Hunter, the great anatomist, who was a poor Scotch car- 
penter. Those men did some good in science; and why 
not others? 
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Ah! Why not? That is the question. The common 
people are like an untjlled, unwatered, and unweeded 
garden. No one has yet studied or valued the capacities 
of men. ‘We know that some few of the Hunter and 
H,erschel stamp have come out well, and some of US think 
that when a man has brains he must come out well; but 
that is a mistake. Only here and there, chiefly by good 
luck, does one of our clever poor men succeed in being 
useful, and in developiag his force-or part of it. 

I will speak from personal experience. I know sev- 
eral men, poor and tmknown, who have in them great ca- 
pacity. I have now in my mind’s eye a young man, who 
might have been a very fine writer. But he is poor, and 
he has no knowledge of writing, no krmwledge of style or 
grammar, and if he had would find it very difficult to get 
work. 

I once knew a blacksmith, a man of strong character, 
of great probity, a ,born orator, a man of intellect. Often 
I have heard him, as he beat on the red iron, beat out also, 
in rough, homely language, most beautiful and forcible 
thoughts. John, he could not read or write. He was of 
middle age, he had a large family, he did not suspect that 
he was clever. 

Take my own case. I became a writer by accident- 
by a series of accidents-and not that until I was thirty- 
four. And I have done fairly weil, and have been very 
lucky. But I am sure I should have done better at a quite 
different kind of work. And I am sure that if my mother 
had not taught me to read and encouraged me to, love lit- 
erature, I sllould never have been a writer at all. 

But suppose my mother had died when my father died, 
or suppose she had been an ignorant woman, or a care- 
less one. SVhere would Nunquam have gone to? He 
would probably be now in the grave, or in a prison. Yet 
he would have taken with him to the churchyard or the 
treadmill the same mind that is now struggling with this 
task-a task too great for it-the task of persuading John 
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Smith, of Oldham, to do his duty as a husband, as a father, 
as a citizen, an,d as a man. 

So consider, what chance have the poo,r? Education 
T 
i 

is so dear. The sciences and the arts are locked up, and , 
the privileged classes hold the key; and down in Ancoats 1 
and the Seven Dials thee wretched,mothers feed our young 
Faradays and Miltons on gin, and send them out ignorant 
and helpless to face the winter wind and the vice and dis- 
ease of the stews. 

It makes -me angry when I think of it, but I must be 
calm and practical, because you, John Smith, are such a 
shrewd, hard-headed man-God help you. 

John, John Smith, of Oldham, remember what noble 
men and women have come from the ranks of the com- 
mon people. 

Kow, at present the working people of this country 
live und,er conditions altogether ,monstrous. Their labor ! 
is much too heavy, their pleasures are too few, and in 
their close streets and crowded houses decency and health 
and cleanliness are well-nigh impossible. 

It is not only the wrong of this that I resent, it is the 
waste. Look through the slums, John, and see what 
childhood, girlhood, womanhood, and manhood have 
there become. Think what a waste of beauty, of virtue, of 
strength, and of all the power and goodness that go to 
make a nation great is being consummated there by ig- 
norance and by injustice. 

For, depend upon it, every one of our brothers or sis- 
ters ruined or slain by poverty or vice, is a loss to the na- 
tion of so much bone and sinew, of so much courage and 
skill, of so much glory and delight. 

Cast your eyes, then, my practical friend, over the 
Registrar-General’s returns, and imagine if you can how 
many gentle nurses, go’od mothers, sweet singers, brave 
soldiers, and clever artists, inventors, and thinkers are 
swallowed up every year in that ocean of crime and sor- 
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row, which is known to the official mind as “The high 
death rate of the wage-earning classes.” 

Alas, John, the pity of it. 
,Well, I want to stop that waste, my practical friend. 

I want to give those cankered flowers light and air, and 
clear the$roots of weeds. 

And m my “Merrie England” there will be great col- 
leges for the study of science, and the training of the peo- 
ple, so that the whole force of the national mind may be 
brought to bear upon those important questions of agri- 
culture, of manufactures, and of medicine, which are now 
but partly understood, because it is the rich and not the 
clever who consider them, and because they only wo,rk 
selfishly and secretly, in opposition instead of in, mutual 
hmelpfulness. 

CIIAPTER VI. 
WHO MAKES THE WEALTH, AXD WHO GETS IT? 

Now, John, what are the evils of which we complain? 
Lowness of wages, length of working hours, uncertainty 
of employment, insecurity of the future, low standards of 
public health and morality, prevalence of pauperism and 
crime, and the existence of false ideals of life. 

I will give you a few examples of the things I mean. It 
is estimated that in this country, with its population of 
thirty-six millions, there are generally about 700,ooo men 
out of work. There are about Soo,ooo paupers. Of every 
thousand persons who die in Merrie England over nine 
hundred die without leaving any property at all. About 
eight millions of people exist always on the borders ‘of 
destitution. About twenty millions are poor. Mo,re than 
half the national income belongs to about ten thousand 
people. About thirty thousand people o,wn fifty-five fifty- 
sixths of the land and capital of the kingdom, but of thir- 



36 MERRIE ENGLAND. 

ty-six millions of people only one and one-half millions 
get above $15 a Week. The average income per head of 
the working classes is about $85 a year, or less than 25 
cents a day. There are millions of our peo’ple working 
under conditions and living in homes that are simply dis- 
graceful. The sum of crime, vice, drunkenness, gam- 
bling, prostitution, idleness, ignorance, want, disease, and 
death is appalling. 

These are facts. They are facts which stare us in 
the face in every town, and at all ho’urs of the day and 
night. They are facts so well known that I need not rake 
the Blue Books for statistics to confirm them. I wish to 
use as few figures as possible. I also wish to avoid angry 
words. Therefore, Mr. Smith, I simply point out these 
evils and ask you as a practical and honest man whether 
you don’t think t!hey ought to be remedied? 

To what are the above evils due? They are due to the 
unequal distribution of wealth, and to, the absence of jus- 
tice and order from our society. 

Consider, first, the distribution of the annual earn- 
ings. The following figures are given on the authority of 
Giffen, Levi, and Mulholland:- 

Gross national earnings.. . . . . . . . . . . . .$6,75o,ooo,ooo 
Amount paid in rent.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I,I~~OOO,OOO 

Amount paid in interest.. . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,350,000,000 

Salaries of middle-classes and profits of 
employers, etc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.800,000,000 

Wages of the working classes.. . . . . . . . z,~oo,ooo,ooo 

That is to say, the workers earn 6,750 millions. Of 
that the Rich take, in rent and interest, 2,450 millions, and 
the Rich and Middle-classes, in profits and salaries, take 
another I,Soo~millions, or a total of 4,250 millions, leavin,g 
for the working classes little more than one third (2,500 
millions). 

T\‘ow for the proportions. As I said just now, there 
are less than one and one-half millions who, pay income 
tax on incomes of $750 a year and upwards. Multiply one 
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and orre-half. millions by 3 and you get four and one-half 
millions as the gross number of men, women and children 
of the middle and upper classes. Four and a half millions 
will be just one-eighth of our population. Thus we find 
that 4,250 millions go to one-eighth of the population, 
and 2,500 millions to the other seven-eighths. 

Speaking in round numbers the averages per head are 
as follows :- 

Middle and upper classes, per year, $920. 
Working classes, per year, $80. 

The following diagram will give you an idea cf the in- 
equality of this division:- 

CLASSES. IXCOME. 

********* ****** 

****** 

MASSES. INCOME. 

********** ***** 

********** ***** 

********** 
********** 
*+******** 
********** 
*+* 

But this is not the worst. Besides the fact that the 
upper and middle classes take nearly two-thirds of the 
wealth which the masses earn, there is the fact that those 
classes, and probably less than a tenth of those classes, 
‘actually own all the land and all the instruments by which 
wealth can be produced. 

Political orators and newspaper editors are very fond 
of talking to you about “your country.” Now, Mr. Smith, 
it is ‘a hard practical fact that you have not got any coun- 
try. The British Islands do not belong to the British peo- 
ple; they ‘belong to a few thousands-certainly not half 
a million-of rich men. 
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These men not only own the land, they own, also, the 
rivers ,and lakes, the mines and minerals, the farms and 
,orchards, the trees and thickets; the cattle and horses, 
dnd sheeu and pigs, and poultry and game; the mills, fac- 
tories, churches, houses, shops, railways, trains, ships, ma- 
chinery, and, in fact, nearly everything except the bodies 
and souls of the workers, and, as I will try to show you, 
they have almost complete power over these. 

Yes, not only do the rich own the land, and all the 
buildings and machinery, but also, and because they olwn 
those things, they have reduced the workers to a condi- 
tion of dependence. 

For you kn,ow very well that it is true of nearly all our 
working men that they cannot work when they choose to 
work, but must find a rich man-a capitalist-who is 
willing to employ them. 

This is because the capitalists own. the land and the 
tools. What can the ploughman do without the land and 
the plough; or the collier without the pit and the machin- 
ery; or the weaver without the loom and factory? 

You know that in these days of machinery there are 
hardly any men who own the tools of their own trade. 
And if they did they would be helpless; for they must sell 
their work in a market wh’ere the capitalist competes with 
them, and where he will undersell them, even if he loses 
by the sale, and so make it impossible for them to live. 

Rent, interest, private ownership, machinery, and 
competition are all instruments in the hands of the capital- 
ist, and with those instruments he co,mpeIs the worker to 
give up nearly all his earnings in return for permission to 
work. 

Y,ou are an agricultural laborer. I o,wn a piece of land. 
You come to me and beg for “work.” I “engage” you at 
$5 a week, and all you produce is mine. You are a slave, 
for if you quit my emSploy you must starve; and although 
I have no whip or chain, I have that which serves as well 
to compel you to work hard, that is to say, I have power 
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to turn you off the land. So, if you are a cotton opera- 
tive, and I own a cotton mill. You must come to me and 
ask for work. If I refuse it you must starve. If I offer it 
you must t,ake it at my price. Oh, yes, you can form a 
trade union, and strike, refusing to accept my price. In 
that case I may give you rather more than I offered, be- 
cause it will pay me better to let you have half the money 
you earn and be content mys,elf with the other half than to 
let you remain idle and so make notthing by you at all. But 
you know I can a!ways ,beat you, for I have enough to live 
upon in idleness, and you have nothing. 

Well, it is true that the land and all the mines, mills, 
houses, and machinery-that is to say, the “Land” and 
“Capital”--of this country are owned by a few rich peo- 
ple. And it is urged in defence of this private ownership 
of the “means of livelihood” that, in the first place, the 
rich have a ‘?ight”,to their possessions; and, in the second 
place, that the rich use these possessions to the general 
advantage. 

’ Both these statements are untrue. 
First, as to the rich man’s “right” to his wealth. I 

suppose that you, as a sensible and honest man, will ad-’ 
mit this principle: viz., that a man, has a “right” to that 
which he has produced by th,e unaided exercise o,f his own 
faculties; ‘but that he has not a right to that which is not 
produced by his own unaided faculties ; nor to the whole 
of that which has been produced by his faculties aided by 
the faculties of another man. 

If you admit the above principle, then I think I can 
prove to you that no man has a right toI the private owner- 
ship of a single square foot of land; and that no man could 
,of his own efforts produce more private property than is 
commonly possessed by a monkey or a bear. 

We will begin with the land; and you will find that the 
original title to all th,e land possessed by private o,wners is 
the title,of conquest or theft. 

There are four chief ways in which land may become 
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private property. It may be confiscated by force; it may 
be filched by fraud; it may be received as a gift; or it may 
be bought with money. 

Of the land held by our rich peers the greater part has 
been plundered from the church, stolen from the com- 
mon-lands, or r,eceived in gifts from the Crown. 

But leaving the men who have stolen the land, o’r got it 
by force, or fraud, let us co,nsider the title of those who 
have bought the land. 

Many people have bought land, and paid for it. Have 
they a right to it? 

No. They have no right to that land, and for these 
two reasons :- 

I. They bought it of some one who had no right to 
sell it. 

2. They paid for it with money which th,ey themselves 
had never earned. 

Land, you will observe, is the gift of Nature. It is not 
made by man. Now, if a man has a right to nothing but 
thjat which ‘he h:as hims’elf madse, eo man’ can have a right 
to the land, forno man made it. 

It would be just as reasonable for a few families to 
claim po’ssession of the sea and the air, and charge their 
fellow creatures rent for breathing or bathing, as it is for 
those few families to grab th,e land and call it theirs. As 
a matter of fact we are charged foe breathing, for without 
a sufficient space of land to, breathe on we cannot get good 
air to breathe. 

If a man claimed the sea, or the air, or the light as his, 
you would%laugh at his presumption. Now, I ask you to 
point out to me any reaso,n for private ownership of land 
which will not act as well as a reason for private o,wner- 
ship of sea and air. 

So n-e may agree that no man can have any right to 
the land. And if a man can have no right to the land, how 
can he have a right to sell the land? And if I buy a piece 
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of land from1 one who has no right to sell it, how can I 
call that land mine? 

Take a case. William the Conqueror stole an estate 
from Harold (to whom it did not belong) and gave it to 
a Norman Baron. During the Wars of the Roses said 
Baron lost it to armther B,aro’n, or to, the Crown. Later 
on the estate is confiscated by Charles II. and given to a 
bastard son of his. The descendants of that bastard son 
take to gambling and lose the estate to the Jews. The 
Jews sell it to a wealthy cotton-lord. 

But thse land is stolen property, and the cotton-lo,rd is 
a receiver of stolen property. 

Suppose a footpad knocked do,wn a traveler and stole 
his watch. Gave the watch to his sweetheart, who sold it 
to a Jew, who sold it again to a sailor, and suppose the 
traveler came forward and claimed his -watch. Would the 
law let *the sailor keep it? No. Bat if the footpad had 
been made a peer for stealing it that would have made a 

difference. 
You may say, ‘of course, that the law of the land has 

confirmed th,e old n,obility in the possession of their stolen 
property. That is quite true. But it is equally true that 
the law was mjade by the land-owners themselves. In the 
eighteenth century the big land-owners robbed the small 
land-owners in a sham,eful and wholesale way. Within a 
space of about eighty years no less than 7,000,ooo acres 
were “enclosed.” 

And when we suggest that the land of England should 
be restored to the English people from whom it was 
stolen, these land-robbers have the impudence to raise the 
cry of “plunder.” 

Here, for instance, is an extract from a Tory evening 
paper, cut lout by me some years ago:- 

The impudent agitators who suggest the confiscation of the 
land, are dumb as to the rights and services of the landowner. 
They ignore the facts that the land is his, and that if he ad- 
ministers the estate he chiefly creates its value. 
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The land is not “his.” Man has a right only to what 
his labor makes. No man “makes” the land. 

The nobleman does not-in most cases-admin,ister 
his estate. The estate is managed by farmers, who pay 
the nobleman a heavy rent for being allowed to do his 
work. 

Therefore the landlord does not “create the value” o,f 
the estate. The value of an estate consists in the industry 
of those who work upon it. To say that Lord Blankdash 
has farm lands o’r town property worth $250,000 a year 
means that he has the ,legal power to take that money 
from the factory hands and farm-workers for the use of 
that which is as much theirs as his. , 

I suppo,se you are aware that no “value” can be got 
out of an estate without labor. If you doubt this, take a 
nine-acre field, fence it in, and wait until it grows crops. 
You know it will never g;ow crops, unless some one 
ploughs it and sows it. 

No; even if you have land and capital you cannot raise 
a single ear of corn without labor. 
field. 

Take your nine-acre 
Put in a steam plough, a sack of seed, a harrow, 

and a bank-boot, and wait for crops. 
stalk of corn. 

You will not get a 
A poor laborer with a broken shovel and a 

piece of thorn bush will raise more wheat in his little patch 
of back garden than all the capital of England could get 
out of all the ,acres of Europe without labor. 

Have you ever considered the question of house rent? 
Suppose you own a cottage in a country village, and I 
own a cottage of the same size in a busy town, close to a 
big railway and a rmmber of factories. You know that I 
shall get more rent for my house than you will get for 
yours. Why? 

Because my house stands on more desirable land. The 
railway company would buy it. And then it is near to 
places of work, and workmen will pay more for it, espe- 
cially as houses are scarce. 

But did I make th,e railway? Did I build the factories? 
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Did I do anything to make the wealth of the town, or the 
“value” of the land? Not I. The workers did that, and 
so I am paid for what they did. Th,at is to say, I am al- 
lowed, by raising my rent, to put a tax upon. their indus- 
try. 

Lan,d is “valuable’~-that is, tenants will submit to be 
cheated-in all centers of industry. The skill, the energy, 
and the orderliness of the workers create an “industrial 
center.” Speculators buy land near that center, and as 
business and work draw people thereto in search of a liv- 
ing, the “speculator” raises his prices and grows rich, and 
his land and houses are “valuable.” This is according to 
the law. It constitutes a dishonest and an unreasonable 
tax on labor, ,but it is lawfu!. There is in it neither prin- 
ciple nor humanity-but it is the law; and the difficulty 
of improving the dwellings of the people lies in the fact 
that you cannot alter this law without damaging the sa- 
cred rights of property. 

Do you ever think about these things? Do you know 
the difference between the land law and the patent laws 
and copyright? 

A nobleman owns an estate. He draws $150,000 in 
rent from it annually. He and his familv before him have 
drawn that rent for five or six centuries, and the land is 
still his. 

But if John Smith of Oldham invents a new loom and 
patents it, his patent right expires in fourteen years. For 
fourteen years he may rea’p the fruits of his cleverness. 
At the end of that time anyone may work his patent with- 
out charge. It has become public property. This is the 
law. 

Or John Smith of Oldham writes a book. The book is 
copyrighted for forty years, or for the life of the author 
and seven years after. Whilst it is copyright no one can 
print the book with,out John’s leave, and so John may 
make money by his cleverness. But at the end of that 



44 MERRIE ENGLAND. 

tim’e th,e copyright lapses and the book becomes public 
property. Anyone may print it then. 

Now you see the difference between land law and pat- 
ent law. Th,e landlord’s patent never runs out. The land 
never becomes public property. The rent is perpetual. 
And yet ‘the landlord did not make the land; whereas John 
Smith did invent the loom. 

Mr. Smith, if you are a practical, hard-headed man, I 
think I may leave you to study the land question for your- 
self. 

* CHAPTER VII. 
RENT AND INTEREST. 

We have now to consider a very important question, 
viz., have the rich an,y right to their riches? 

I have already laid it down as my guiding principle 
that a man has a right t,o all the wealth that he creates by 
the exercise of his own unaided faculties; and to no, more. 

How do men grow rich? In these days the three chief 
sources of wealth are:- 

I. Rent. 
2. Interest. 
3. Profits. 3. Profits. 

First, Rent. First, Rent. Who earns it? We shall take two exam- Who earns it? We shall take two exam- 
ples: Ground Rent, and Property Rent. ples: Ground Rent, and Property Rent. 

The Duke of Plaza Toro owns an estate. The Duke of Plaza Toro owns an estate. The rent roll The rent roll 
is $150,000 a year. Where does the money come from? 

The estate is let out to farmers, at so much per acre. 
These farmers pay the duke his $150,000 a year. 

Where do the farmers get it from? 
The farmers sell their crops; and out of the purchase 

money pay the rent. How are the crops raised? 
The crops are raised by the agricultural laborers, un- 

der the direction of the farmers. 
That is to say, that t%e rent is earned1 by labor-by 
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the labor of the farmer and his men. The duke does 
nothing. The duke did not make the land, nor does he 
raise the crops. He has therefore no right to take the 
rent at all. 

The man who gets rich on ground rent gets rich on the 
labor of others. 

Mr. Bounderby owns a row of houses. The rental of 
the street amounts to $2,000 a year. Where does the 
money come from? 

The‘rent is paid by the tenants of the houses. It is 
paid with money they have earned by their labor, or with 
money which they have obtained from other men who 
earned it by their labor, and it is paid to Mr. Bounderby 
for the use of his’ houses. 

How did Mr. Bounderby get his houses? He either 
bought them with money which he did not earn by his 
own industry, or he paid for the material and the building 
with money which he did not earn by his own industry. 

Two things are quite certain. First, that hIIr. Round- 
erby did not build the houses with his own hands. nor 
make thebricks and timbers of which they are built; that 
work was done by other men. And second, that the’ 
m,oney with which those men were paid was never earned 
by Mr. Bounderby’s own, industry. 

Mr. Bounderby has therefore no right to o’wn tho,se 
houses or to charge rent for them. 

The man who grows rich upon house rents grows rich 
upon the labor of others. 

But yoa will very properly ask, Mr. Smith, how do I 
prove that the mloney paid by Mr. Bounderby for his 
houses was nfot earned by his own industry. 

This,brings us to the second and third means by which 
men get wealth: Interest and profits. 

What is interest? It is money paid for the use of 
money. If you lent me $500 at 5 per cent. interest, that 
would mean that I must pay you $25 a year for the loan of 
the money as long as I kept it, and that such, payment 
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would not reduce the amlount of the loNan. So, that if I 
kept your $500 for twenty years and paid you $25 a year 
interest, I should at the end of th,at time .still owe you 
$500. That is to say, you would receive $1,000 from me, 
although you lent me $500. 

Where do I get the interest from? I have to work for 
it. But you get it from me. You don’t work for it. You 
-possibly-worked for the principal, that is, for t,he first 
$500, but you dmo not work for the interest, the second 
$500. 

Suppose I have $5,000. I put it in a bank and draw 3 
per cent., $150 a year, interest for it. At the end of twenty 
years I shall have drawn out $3,000, and yet there will be 
$5,000 to my credit. How does my money breed money? 
How do I get $8,000 for my $5,ooo? How can the banker 
afford to pay me more than I put into the bank? 

If instead of putting my $5,000 into a bank I locked it 
up in a safe, and drew out $150 a year for twenty years, 
would there be $5,000 left at the end of that time? There 
would not. There would only be $2,000. Money does 
not breed money. Interest has to be worked for. Who 
earns it? 

Suppose a rich Jew has lent five million to the Govern- 
ment at 3 per cent. He draws every year $150,000 in in- 
terest. 1Vho pays it? It is raised by taxatioln. Who pays 
the taxes? They are all paid either by the workers or by 
those who get their money from the wo’rkers. And the 
Jew gets his interest forever. That is to say, that, after he 
has drawn back all his five million in interest the Govern- 
ment goes on paying him out of your earnin.gs, my hard-. 
headed friend, $150,000 a year as long as anyone is left 
to claim it. 

And the worst of it is that the money the Jew lent was 
not earned by him, but by the ancestors of the very people 
who are now paying his descendants interest for the loan 
of it. 

Nay: Worse even than this. It is a fact that a great 
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deal of the so-called “capital” for which interest is paid 
does not exist at all. 

The Duke of Plaza Toro is a wealthy peer. He has an 
income, a rent-roll of $150,000 a year. The Earl of Chow 
Rent has $200,000 a year, the Marquis of Steyne has 
$250,000 a year. These noblemen, together with a rich 
Jew, a couple of rich cotton-lords, and a coal-owner, de- 
cide to form a company and construct a canal. 

They engage some engineers and some navvies. To 
pay thcese men their wages and to provide tools and other 
plant, th,ey need “capital.” 

Th,ey get an estimate of the cost. Say it is $2,5oo,ooo. 
The capital of the company is $2,5oo,ooo. But that is 
needed to complete the work. It cm be started with 
much less. They therefore issue 50,000 shares at $50 
each; $10 payable on allotment, and the rest at stated 
times. 

The company consists of five men. Each takes an 
equal number of shares, each pays down an equal sum, 
say $50,000, making a total of $25o,ooo. With this amount 
they can go on until the second call is made. 

,vow look at the position of the Duke. He has paid 
in his $50,000, and at the end of a year he will have an- 
orher $150,000 ready, Iin the shape of rent. The others are 
in similar positions. Th$e Jew waits for his interest, the 
coal-ownsr and the cott,on-lords for their pro&t. And all 
these sums, the rent, the interest, and the profits, are 
eaTned by the workers. 

So the canal is made. Who makes it? T\‘ot the rich 
share-owners. Oh, no. The canal is made by the engi- 
neers and the navvies. And who finds the money? Not 
the rich shareholders. Oh, no. The m’oney is earned in 
rent, or interest, or profits by the agricultural laborers, 
the colliers, and the cotton operatives. 

But when the navvies and engineers have made the 
canal, and when the laborers, miners, and spinners have 
paid for it, *ho owns it? 
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Does it belong to the men who made it? Not at all. 
Does it belong to the men who earned the money to pay 
for it? Not at all. 

It belongs to the rich shareholders, and thtese men will 
get ,other men to work it, and will keep the profits of its 
working. 

That is to say, all the goods which are c,arried on that 
canal must pay tollage. This tollage, after the costs of 
repairing and working the canal are defrayed, will be 
profit, and will be divided amongst the shareholders in 
th’e form of dividend,s. Who will pay the tollage? 

The tollage will be paid by the people whto carry the 
goods, and they in turn will c,harge it to the people who 
buy the goods, and they in turn will charge it to t!re people 
who use the goods. And the people who use the.goods 
will be either workers, who pay the toll out oi their own 
earnings, or rich people, who pay th,e toll out of the earn- 
ings of other workers. 

And now let us sum up. 
The Duke of Plaza Toro lends $50,000, which he has 

got (out of his farm laborers), and $450,000, which he has 
n,ot got, but which he will get as soon as his farm laborers 
have earned it. With this money-the money earned and 
to be earned by the farm laborers-the Duke pays wages 
to the engineers and navvies who make the canal. 

The canal being made, the Duke tatkes tollage, which 
is paid by the workers, much of it, perhaps, by the farm 
laborers, navvies, engineers, spinners, and, colliers, who 
found th,e money for th,e canal or did the work of mak- 
ing it. 

That is to say, the workers pay the Duke interest for 
the loan of their own ‘money. 

You will begin now to see what is meant by such 
words as Rent, Interest, Capital, and Credit. For your 
further enlightenment, and to give you an idea how poor 
these rich men really are, and how very much interest is 
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paid for money which does not exist, let me offer you two 
facts. 

Ihe first fact is that whereas the amount annually paid 
in wages, proSfits, interest, and rent is estimated at $6,750,- 
ooo,ooo, there is at no time as much as $5oo,000,000 of 
money in the country. 

The secon,d fact I will give you in the words of John 
Stuart Mill :- 

When men talk of the ancient weaith of a country, of riches 
inherited from ancestors, and similar expressions, the idea sug- 
gested is that the riches so transmitted were produced long ago, 
at the time when they are said to have been first acquired, and 
that no portion of the capital of a country was produced this 
year, except so much as may have been this year added to the 
tota! amount. The fact is far otherwise. 

The greater part, in value, of the wealth now existing in 
England has been produced by human hands within the last 
twelve months. A very small proportion indeed of that large 
aggregate’was in existence ten years ago; of the present product- 
ive capital of the country scarcely any part, except farm houses 
and factories, and a few ships and machines; and even these 
would not in most cases have survived so long if fresh labor had 
not been employed within that period in putting thexm into repair. 

The land subsists, and the land’is almost the only thing that 
subsists. Everything which is produced perishes, and most 
things very quickly. 

And again :- 
Capital is kept in existence from age to age, not by preserva- 

tion, but by perpetual reproduction. 

Does that surprise you? Nearly all the boasted “cap- 
ital” or wealth of the rich is produced annually. 

And by whom is it produced. By the rich? Not at 
all. It is prod,uced by those who labor, for all wealth 

. must be produced by labor. By no other means can it be 
produced. 

You ,hear a man described as .a millionaire. Do you 
suppose that he has a million or a hundred million in his 
safe? D’o you imagine with regard to a Jay Gould or a 
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Duke of W,estminster that every year a million golden 
coins rain down on him from heaven? 

Your million,aire ha’s hardly anything. Very little 
money, that is certain. But hte has bonds and securities 
and other written contrivances of the usurer and the devil, 
whereby h,e is legally entitled to appro,prialte year by year 
some millions of the wealth that is created by the labor of 
the poor. 

Your Duke of Plaza Toro is said to be worth $2,5oo,- 
000 a year. Hsow is he worth it? He gets it in rent, in roy- 
alties, in dividends, in interest; and every penny of it is 
takjen from the wealth produced by labor. 

Your Duke h,as $15o,ooo a year of rent-roll, has he? 
But ‘he has not a shilling of rem until poor Hodge has 
raised the crops and farmer Giles has sold, them. Take 
the men, the laborers-poor, despised drudges-& his 
Grace’s .estates, and his Grace is a pauper. 

CHAPTER VIII. 
THE SELF-MADE &IAN. 

The next thing we have to discover is, Wshat is profit? 
Profit is th.e excess price received for.an article over the 
price paid for it. 

If a man sells a thing for more money than he buys it 
for, the balance is profit. 

You will see, then, that men may make profit either 
upon their own work or upon the work of others. 

As a rule profit is not made by the producer o,f an ar- 
ticle, but by somle other person commonly called “the 
middleman” because he goes between the producer and- 
the consumer; that is to say, ‘he, the middtleman, buys the 
article from the maker, and sells it to the user, at a profit. 

In some cases, and to some extent, this profit is fair. 
For exam,ple, a costermonger buys fish in the market, 
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carries it into the city and sells it at a profit. That profit 
is his wage, and pays him for his work as a distributer or 
carrier of goods from the producer to the user. 

But whsen the middlemlan becomes a capitalist: when 
he buys fish by the ton and sells it at a profit to the shop- 
keeper and the caster, making for himself a couple of 
thousand a year, while the fisherman and the caster can 
Ihardly keep body and soul together, that is not a fair 
profit at all. 

Why? Just look at it in this light. Here are four 
persons concerned in the fishery trade. 

I. The fisherman, or getter. 
2. The middleman, or dealer. 
3. The caster, or carrier. 
4. The consumer, or user. 

Now, can you see any reason why of these four people 
the middleman, who does nothing but sign cheques, 
should fare so much better than any of the others? 

We have ,three persons engaged in getting the fish 
from the sea to our doors. Is it fair that he who does the 
least work should have the most money? Is the work 
done by, or rather for, the middleman so much more val- 
uable to the public than the work.of the fishertpan and 
the caster? 

ilIy d:ear John, the middleman’s work, so far from be- 
ing the most valuable of the three, is actually worse than 
useless. 

The middleman in fact does nothing but keep up the 
price of fish and keep down the rate of wages by hi4 ex- 
orbitant profits. 

Put the case to yourself thus. Suppose you -acre con- 
tracfor, or caterer, for the supply of food L~ an entire 
town. Would you pay a man $IO,OOO p-;;ear for simply or- 
dering o,ther men to send telegrams to local agents to buy 
fish on the beach? I don’t think you would. Being a 
hard-headed person, you would pay a clerk the current 
rate of wages to do all that, and so would save at least 
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$g,ooo a year. You w,ould see then, in, a mo~ment, that the 
midd\leman was a mere snatch,er of profits, taking from 
the producer with on,e hand and from the consumer with 
the other. 

All employers of labor, all rich men, except the money- 
lenders .and the landlords, are middlemen. 

They are all useless incumbrances, getting rich upon 
the labor of others. 

There are three chief kinds of middlemen:- 
I. The idle capitalist, who pays men to work for him, 

and pays managers to direct them, but never wo,rks him- 
self. 

2. The busy capitalist who pays men tot work for him, 
and himself directs and manages the sale of what they 
make. 

3. The capitalistic worker, or inventor, who has in- 
vented some new process or machine, and who employs 
other men to make or work th,e patent. 

The first of these men is w,orse than useless. The sec- 
ond is, or might be, useful, but is almost always very 
much overpaid. The third is sometimes an evil, some- 
times a good, ought always to be valuable to, any nation, 
and is the only kind of capitalist with any pretence of a 
right tb his riches. His case we must consider very care- 
fully. 

We will suppose that you, John Smith, of Oldham, 
invent a new kind of loom, which will do, twice as much 
work as any other kind of loom now known. 

You patent that loom, and for twenty-one years exact 
a royalty upon every such loom that is made. Thus you 

grow rich. 
Do you grow rich by your own industry? By your 

own unaided industry? 
Is all the machine your own invention? Does no’ 

oth,er man’s hland help you in the getting of your riches? 
If you consider you will find that you owe your inven- - 

tion ‘to a legion of dead and nameless men ; and your 
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wealth to a legion of poor workers of your own time. 
First. Your loom contains wheels, and shafts, and 

pini,ons, and is worked by steam. Did you invent the 
whseel? Did you discover steam? No. They were there 
ready to your hand, invented, like the hammer and the 
file you used, and the principles of mechanics by which 

: you worked, by men long dead; by men without whose 
labors your womlerful invention had never been. 

But, again, of what is your loom made? Of iron, of 
copper, of steel; of timber and many other materials. But 
you are not a miner, nor a puddler, nor a joiner, nor a 
smith or molder. 

So that to invent your machine you borrow from the 
dead; and to make it you must get the help of the living. 

And when it is made. W,ill it fetch a fortune? Not 
at all. To make a fortune out of your machine you must 
make other*, or get them made. 

You cannot make them. If you did you would not 
grow rich, for it would take you years and years to make 
but a few. 

Therefore you get other men to make them, other men 
to sell them, ,other men to work them, and get others to 
buy the cloth they weave, and you take the pro&. 

Do you call that getting rich by your own unaided 
industry? I don’t. I call it taking a selfish advantage 
of your own good fortune and the necessity of your fel- 
lmow creatures. 

You will understand that I do not blame you. In a 
time of competition it behooves every man to look after 
himself. If I invented a machine I should take the roy- 
alty on the patent, and use it as best I might. 

But it would be far better for me, and for the world, 
if I was not compelled to take it; but *might give my tal- 
ents freely to mankind without danger of being branded 
as a pauper, or left to die in a ditch as a reward. 

You will often hear it said that Socialists are dishon- 
est men, who wish to take the wealth of others and enjoy 
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it themselves. John, that is a lie. It is a wilful, wicked 
lie, deliberately uttered by robbers who wish to hold fast 
to the spoil they have taken from thze poor. 

Socialism is terribly just, implacably honest. It is so 
honest that I dcoubt whether you can sb much as look at 
the light of its banesty witho’ut blinking; although you 
are a fairly honest man, John Smith, as times go. But let 
me give you an idea of what I consider the very root prin- 
ciple of all Socialism, and of all Democracy. 

This is the principle that there is no such thing as 
personal independence in human affairs. Man is a unit 

, of society, and ‘owes not only all that he possesses, but 
all that he is, to other men. 

Yes. Just as no man can have a right to thee land, be- 
cause no man makes the land, so no man has a right to 
his self, because he did not make that self. 

Men are made what they are by two fqrces, heredity 
and environment. That is to say, by “breed” and the co,n- 
ditions of life. 

Take a’ new-born babe-a Shakspeare or a Stevenson 
-and put it down upon an uninhabited, island and it will 
perish of hunger. 

Set a savage to suckle it, and it will groCup a savage. 
Your intellect and character are at birth what your 

forefathers made rhem. And the intellects and charac- 
ters of your forefathers were what their forefathers and 
their own surroundings made them. 

After birth, you become just what your circumstances 
and the people around you acting upon your peculiar 
ch,aracter and intellect, may make you. 

Born amongst sots and thieves, and reared amongst 
them, you will almost certainly become a sot and a thief. 

Eorn ,and reared amongst Thugs you would have 
learned and grown to delight in murder. 

Whatsoever you are, you are m+hat your forefathers, 
your circumstances, and your companions have made 
YOU. You did not make yourself; therefore you have no 
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right to yourself. Y’ou were made by other men; there- 
fore to thiose other mcen you are indebted for all you have 
and for all you are, and Socialism, with its awful justice, 
tells you that you must pay thee debt. 
I Allow me to illustrate this positbon by using myself as 
an example. I am’s writer. I write a story, and I sell it 
to the public. Suppose I can, by the sale of many copies, 
s.ecure a large sum of mloney. Am I justified in calling 
that money mine; in asserting, as so many men do, assert, 
that I h,ave earned the money by my own industry and 
talent, and that tberef,ore it belongs to me alone, by right? 
I do,n’t kn,ow what you think, J,ohn Smith, but I know 
th,at I have not done that work without help, and that in 
justice I must pay back to all men what they have lent me. 

What have they lent me? They have lent me all that 
I have and all that I am. 

Who taught me to read, and to write? Who suckled 
me, nursed me, clothed me, fed me, cured me of my fevers 
and other ailings? 

. 

Where did I get my ideas, my thoughts, my power, 
such as it is, ,of literary arrangement, form and style? 

I tell you fran,kly that I dmon’t know. What do I owe 
to Solomon, to Shakspeare, to Rabelais, to Carlyle, to 
Dickens; to a hundred other writers? What do I owe to 
personal friends; to schoolmlasters, to the people I have 
rubbed sh,oulders and touched hands with all these years? 
What do I owe to the workshop, to the army, to, the peo- 
ple of the inns, the church,es, thle newspaper offices, the , 
markets, and the slums? I don’t know. I can only tell 
you that these people have made me what I am and have 
taught me all I know. 

Nay, could I even write a sto’ry after all my learning 
and being and suffering, if I had, not fellow creatures to 
write about? Gould I have written “The Ramchundets” 
if I had nfot served with soldiers, or “My Sister,” if there 
had been no unfortunate, desperate women in our streets? 

All I know, all that ,even a great writer knows of art or 



56 MERRIE ENGLAND. 

human nature has been learned from &he; mten. Now I 
tell you, Practical J,ohn, that I am in the debt of my in- 
structors. Indeed, you would see clearly enough that if 
Mr. Luke Fildes. the artist, engaged a man to sit as a 
mod*el for his “Gasuals,” he ought to, pay that man his 
w,ages. And why should not Charles Dickens pay the 
models f,or his article on Tramps? 

I owe a debt, then, to the living and the dead. You 
may say that I cannot pay the dlead. But suppose the 
d.ead have left heirs ! Likely enough, they have left heirs. 
And Socialism, with its awful justice, tells me that the 
claims of those heirs are binding on me. 

Or there may be a will. Let us instance a case of this. 
To none, in my peculiar mlental makeup, am I more in- 
debted than to Jesus Christ. Well, he left a will. His 
will expressly bids me to treat all men as brolthmers. And to 
the extent of my indebted,ness to Christ am I bound to 
pay all men, his heirs. And even aft,er all these debts are 
considered, I, the author of a polar little tale, am still in 
the same position as the inventor of the loom, for I can- 
not so much as get a copy printed’ without the aid of 
myriads of living workmen and of deead inventors. 

The pen I write with, the paper I write upon, the 
types, the press, the engine, the trains, the printer, the 
c,arrier, thme shopman, even the poor little barefooted n,ews- 
boy in t’he streets, are all necessa’ry to my “greatness,” to 
my “fame,” to my “wealth.” And, after all, suppose no 
one would buy my book or read it! Whop does buy it? 
Who reads it? Men and warnfen I never saw. And who 
taught them t,o read? For to those teachers also I owe 
something. 

Now, after,all that, dlon’t you think I sho,uld be a most 
ungrateful and conceited prig if I had the impudence to 
hold up my face and say “aloae I did it?” 
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CHAPTER IX. 
INDUSTRIAL COhfPETITION. 

Now, my friend, pull yourself together, and remem- 
ber that you are a practical, hard-headed man. I want 
to ask you som\ questions. 

Of a country where the idle men were rich, and th’e 
industrious men poor, where men were rewarded not for 
usefulnes’s or goodness, but for successful selfishness, 
would you nlot say that its methods were unjust and that 
its Government was bad? 

But of a country where the workers got more tha 
the idlers, and where useful and goods men were hoaored 
and rewardsed, would you not say that it was a just and 
well-governed people? 

Ysou would. You would call that a false society where 
th,e good and useful suffered while the bad and useless 
prospered. And you would call that ‘a true society where 
every man enjoyed the fruits of his own. labor and where 
the best men were at the head of affairs. Well, John, we 
#have seen that in this country the greatest share of the 
wealth goes to those who do nothing to produce it; that 
industrious men are gen,erally poor a’nd rich men chiefly 
idle, the best and the m,ost useful men are noit the best 
paid nor the best rewardved, and that very often the great- 
est enemies of s,ocity reap the most beneht from society’s 
labor. 

Now, what is the cause of this? How does it come to 
pass that Industry and Self-sacrifice are o,ften poor, and 
That Idlencess and Selfishness are often rich? Ho,w comes 
it th,at laziness and greed reap honor and wealth, whilst 
poverty and contumely are the lot of diligence and zeal? 

There are two causes of this injustice, Jolhn. The 
first is “prerogative,” and the second is “com’petition.” 

The instrument by means of nhich our land’ed aristo- 
crats wrest their riches out of the hands of the workers is 
“prerogative,” ,or privilege. 

Noblemen have had their estates given to them by the 
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Crown-often for some base or cruel deed-and they keep 
them by means of laws made by a parliament of landlords. 
The English Parliament ,of to-day is a Parliament of 
privilege. It is not a demsocratic body, At present there 
are not a dpozen workmen amoagst the six hundred and 
sixty members; and then there is the House of Lords. 

So much for the great realm of Rent. Outside that we 
come to the still greater realm of commerce. Here there 
is not much prerogative, but there is a more deadly thing, 
there is competition. Competition is the instrument by 
which, in the commercial world, one man possesses him- 
self of the fruits of other men’s labor. 

In the world of commerce there are two’ chief classes. 
The employers and the employed. Both these alasses are 
engaged in competition. One employer competes against 
another, and one worker competes against another. The 
result being that the workers always suffer. 

Let us, then, examine these two kinds of competition; 
and let us examine them as they affect:- 

I. The middleman, or employer. 
2. The producer, or worker. 
3. The consumer, or user. 

The rule of trade throughout the entire commercia1 
world is that every seller shall obtain as much as he can 
get for the thing he has to sell, and that every buyer shall 
give as little as the seller will take for the thing he has to 
buy. 

Suppose I were cultivating a plot of land with a wood- 
,en spade and that with an iron spade I could d6 as much 
work in one hour as with a wooden spade I could do in 
two hours. The value of an iron spade to me would be 
the amount of labor saved until the spade was worn out. 

Now if there were o,nly on,e iron spade to be bought, 
it would be worth my while to give for it almost the full 
amount of the advantage I should gain by its use. 

That is to say, if with tbe iron spade I could raise 20 
bushels of wheat in the year, and if with the wooden. spade 
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I could only raise ~osbushels of \vheat in a year, and if the 
iron spade would last two years, then I could give 18 

bushels of wheat far an ir.on spad,e and still gain a bushel a 
ye.ar. So rhe iron spade would be worth 18 bushels of 
wheat to me. 

But now, suppose instead of one iron spade there Lvere 
a million of iron spades to sell. L1’ouid an iron spade be 
worth less to me? Ko. It would still do double the work 
of the wooden spade, and I could only use one iron spade 
at once. TO the buyer the abundance or scarcity of an 
article makes no difference in its value. 
is worth w,bat it will bring. 

A thing bought 

On the other hand, IThat is the value of the spade to 
the man who makes it? Its value is regulated by the time 
spent upon making it. If in the time it takes the man to 
make a spade he could have raised 20 bushels of wheat, 
then the spade must be sold for 20 bushels of wheat or he 
had better give up making spades and stick to his land. 
But if, in the time it would take him to raise 20 bushels of 
wheat, he can meake ten spades, then to him each spade is 
only worth two bushels of wheat. That is to saq that to 
the seller the abundance of the thing he has to sell does 
make a difference in its value. A thing sold is worth 
what it has cost. 

Now let us see in what relations this buyer and seller 
of spades stand to each other as just men, and as traders. 

In justice, the day’s work of the farmer should be sold 
for the clay’s work of the smith. So if a smith can make 
ten spades whilst a farmer is raising 20 bushels, then the 
just price of spades is two bushels each. 

As tra&rs, it will pay me to give 18 bushels o,f wheat 
for one iron spade, since that spade will bring me 20 bush- 

els extra. 
Therefore, if there is only one smith, and if he will 

not sell a spade for less than 18 bushels, I shall certainly 
pay that price. 
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Under these circumsbances the smith will soon grow 
rich. 

But there is my side of the bargain as well as his. I 
may refuse to pay that price, knowinig that he can only 
buy wheat f,romi me. 

In that case he must lower the price of his spades, or 
dig his own wheat. In the end we should probably come 
to a fair arrangement. 

But suppose there ,are two men growing wh,eat, and 
only one making spades. Then thee two farmers are in 
competition and the smith may raise the price of his 
spades. 

Or, if there are two smiths and only oae farmer, then 
the price of spades will fall. W*hy? Because it will pay 
the smith bett,er to t’ake three bushels for his spades than 
to grow wheat; therefore each smith will drop his price, so 
as to secure th’e order ,of th,e one farmer, down to the point 
where making spades ceases to pay better than gro,wing 
wheat. 

But now suppose that not only are there two smiths, 
and .only one farmer, but that the one farmer owns the 
whole of the land. Then the smliths are obliged to sell 
spades ,or starve, ,and they will farther drop their prices 
down to the lowest point at which they can manage to 
exist. 

What does this m,ean? It ,means that in the commer- 
cial world, where prices are ruled by competition, buyers 
do not pay for an article the price it is worth to them, but 
only the price which the seller is in a position to dcemand. 

Let us now consider the effect of competition amongst 
the workers. 

The workerhas nothing to sell but his l’abor, and hse 
must sell that to the middleman. Now, suppose a mid- 
dleman wants a potato patch dug up; and suppose there 
are two men out of work. Will the middleman pay o’ne of 
the men a just price, and charge the labor to the con- 
sumer of the potatoes? No. He will ask the men what 
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they will $0 it for, and give the work to the man who will 
d’o it at the lower price. Nlor is that the end 04 the mis- 
chief. Say one man gets the work at 75 cents a day. The 
oth,er man is still unemployed. He, therefore, goes to. the 
middleman ,and offers to die the work for 50 cents a day. 
Then the other man is thrown out of work and must go in 
for 35 cents a day-or starve. 

And so we see that competition amongst the workers 
reduces the workers’ wages, and either increases the mid- 
dleman’s prsofits ,or lowers the price of potatoes. 

It would pay the workers bett’er.to colmbine. Then 
th’ey might force tihe tmi,ddleman to pay one of them 
$1.25 a day, which they could share. By this means they 
would each have 62+ cents a day, whereas competition 
between th,em would result in one of them working for 35 
cents a day and th,e other getting nothing. This is the 
idea of th,e t,rade unionist. 

Consider next the .effect of competition amongst the 
middl’emen. There are two farmers growing potatoes. 
Each farmer wish-es t,o get all the trade. Both know that 
the public will always buy the cheapest article. One far- 
mer drops his price. This compels the other to drop his 
price, for if he did not he would lose all his trade. And 
when he drops <his price the first one drops still lower, and’ 
so on, until neither farmer is making any pro,fit. And 
then they compel their ‘men to work for less wasges. 

And so we see that competition amongst middlemen 
reduces p&its, reduces wages, and cheapens potatoes. 

This, of course, applies to all trades, and not only to 
the potato trade. 

Now, your friends the capitalist m,embers of Parlia- 
ment, and their friends the stupid and dishonest men who 
farm the newspaper Press, will tell you that wages are 
regulated by the law of supply and demand, and, that it is 
to the interest of the worker that the prices of all things 
sh,ould be low. 

Both th,ese statements are lies. 
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Wages in this country are not regulated by the law of 
supply and demand. They are regulated by competition, 
and it is not to the interest of the workers that commodi- 
ties should be cheap. 

\Ve ‘will nlorw deal with this law of supply and demanld. 
Many people have got muddled over this law of sup- 

ply and demand. Their confusion is caused by a failure 
to understand the difference between natural and artifi- 
cial cheapness. 

Suppose we have a community of two men. One of 
them grows wheat, the othier catches fish, and they ex- 
change their produce. 

If the fisherman has a bad catch and gets less fish than 
usual, then’he cannot give so much fish for so much wheat 
as he is wont to do. That is to say, fish is naturally dear. 
If the farmer has ia bad harvest then wheat is naturally 
dear. If the fisherman has a great haul of fish, then he 
can give, perhaps, ten tim’es as many fishes as usual for a 
loaf ,of bread. Fish is naturally “dheap.” That is to say, 
it is justly cheap, ‘because a greater quantity than usual 
has been got nith n,o more labor than usual, and the just 
basis of exchange value consists in the amount of labor 
embodied in the things exch,anged.* 

But now suppose we have a community of three r&n. 
One is a farmer, and claims the land as his. Another is a 
fisherman who owns the only boat. The third is a laborer, 
who owns nothing but his strength. He Fannot grow 
wheat, for the farmer will n.ot let him use the land, nc,r 
catch fish, for thle fisherman will not lend him his boat. 

He goes then to the farmier as a laborer, for wages; 

* Coal is dearer than water because there is more labor in- 
volved in getting it, and because it is not so easy to take from 
place to place. When we buy coal we do not pay for the coal, 
but for the labor used in getting the! coal and bringing it to our 
cellars. 

and th,e farmer gives him, as wages, just as much wheat as 
~411 keep h8m alive. 
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Thte result of this arrangement’ is that as there are now 
two men working on the land there will be twice as much 
wheat. 

The farmer now gets two shares of wheat, but as he - 
only pays the labo,rer half a share, and keeps a share and 
a half for himself,‘he can give more wheat to the fishernlan 
for his fish. Th.at is to say, that wheat is now unjustly 
cheap. It is cheap not because of the bounty of nature, 
but because th< laborer has been swindled out of his 
rights. 

Somethling of the same kind would happen in a com- 
munity consisting of one farmer and two fishermen. The 
two fishermen would want wheat, and would undersell 
each other. So fish would become cheap to the farmer, 
not becausme of the law of supply and demand, but because 
of competition. That is to say, because of the disorgani- 
zation of industry. 

One of the m,ost flagrant instances of blundering on 
this subject was the speech of Mr. Thomas Burt, M. P., 
when he told the D,urham miners they were wrong to 
strike, because “they might as well try to resist the force 
of gravity as try to keep up wages in a falling markot.” 
Mr. Burt does n,ot seem to have tho’ught of such a thing 
as preventing the market from falling. For there must 
be a d’emand for coal. Coal is a necessary article, and the 
consumption is rising yearly. The public want coa!. They 
must h,ave coal. Turn back now to what I said about the 
exchange of corn for spades. The same rule applies to 
the purchase of coal. The public will pay for coal L:P to 

the limit of its value to thlem-if they cannot get it at a 
lower price. ’ 

It was not, therefore, a decrease in the dfemfand for 
coal which caused the falling market. What was it? It 
was competition. 

A few msonths before the Durham strike one of the 
Durham firms took .a contract for 280,000 tons of coal at 
62$ cents a ton below the Yorkshire prices. 
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I said then that the Durham coal owners would try to 
reduce wages, and so they did. 

Th,eir excuse was a “falling market.” The market 
was falling. But it was falling xbecause they, in their 
greedy desire to steal the Yorkshire trade, had lowered 
their prices. 

Take the cas,e of the Cheshire salt trade: There was 
a falling market there. Salt went a begging. The salt 
manufacturers made no profits; the meh got low wages. 
Why? Because one firm kept undercutting another. And 
I suppose Mr. Burt would have said that it would be as 
easy to resist the force of gravity as to keep up the price 
of salt in a falling market; 

But when the salt syndicate was formed the market 
rose. Why? Because all the salt was in the hands of one 
firm, and there was no competition. So the price of salt 
went up, and remaiaed up until private firms were formed 
outside the syndicate ,and competition began. Then, of 
co;u-se, th’e price came down. 

The history of thte Standard Oil Trust in America 
shows the samle thing. 

If all thle coal mines in England belonged to one man, 
we sh,ould hear n,othing about f,alling markets. Coal 
would rise in price. 

Put the mines into’ the hands of two men, and the 
prices would come down because one owner would under,- 
sell the othler. 

The present code of commercial ethics is, in my opin- 
ion, opposed entirely to reason and justice. Nearly all 
our practical economists of to-day put the consumer first, 
an,d th,e producer last. This is wrong. Thmere can be no 
just or sane system which does not first consider the pro,- 
ducer and then wisely and equitably regulate the distribu- 
tion of the things produced. 

And h’ere is an exposition of the reason and justice of 
my position. Th,e community is worked by the division 
of labor. That division of labor ought to be equal and 
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fair. If a collier or a tram-guard is overworked or under- 
paid, he is being unjustly diealt with by the community 
whom he serves. Takte an illustration. Reduce the com- 
plex community to a simple one. 

Thcere are one hundred families in a small state. Ten 
are wood-cutt,ers, ten huntiers, ten shoemakers, ten tailors, 
ten fishermen, and so on. Suppose the w’oo,d-cutter works 
fifteen h,ours a day, and ‘oaly receives half as much food 
aad clothing in return ,as is received bv the res’i of t,he 
communitv, ,who ‘work ten ‘hours a day. Tlhat means 
that fuel is cheap to ninety ,families, but that all other- 
things are dear to ten families. It mseans that ten families 
are suffering for the advantage of ninety families. It 
means that the public of that state sweat and swindle the 
wood-cutters. 

In short, wood is unfairly cheap. 
Take the case of a tram-guard working, say, sixteen 

hours a day for $5 a week. That man is being robbed of 
all the pleasure of his life. His wife and children are be- 
ing deprived of neoessary food and comfort. Now there 
ought to be two guards working eight hours at $10 a 

week. If the tram company makes big dividends the in- 
creased cost should come out of those dividends. If the 
dividend will not pay it, the fares should be raised. If thp_ 
public cannot afford to pay bigger fares they ought to 
walk. At present supposing the dividends to be low, the 
public are riding at the expense of the tram-guard’s wife 
and children. 

CHAPTER X. 
WASTE. 

We saw just now that competition amongst the work- 
ers lowered wages, and that competition amongst the 
middlemen lowered both wages and profits. We a!so saw 
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that both kinds of competi)tion lowered the price of goods 
to the consumer or user. 

This is the one great argutlPent in favor of competi- 
tion-that it red.uces the price of commodities or goods. 

It is quite true, as I explained before, that we can buy 
things mlore cheaply und,er competition than under a 
monopoly, and this is urged as sufficient proof that corn- 
petition is a good thing. “For,” say the defenc!ers of the 
system, “we are all consumers, and what is good for the 
consumer is good for all.” 

Now, I will prove to you beyond .a11 question that the 
one argument advanced in favor of competition is really 
the strong& argument against it. 

I will prove to YOU beyond all question that this much 
praised cheapness & not alwaj-s good for the general con- 
sumer, and is never good for the producer-that is to say, 
for the working class. 

First, allow me to expound to you mv theory of waste. 
I call it my theory because I discovered;t myself, anal !-je- 
cause I don’t I*:noiT- that any other v;riter hns ?ver alluded 
to it, t!lou& I ma\- lx wrong in tlhat latter pa:;icular. 

The tl;cory .c;f waite ~ocs to show that esccssive 
cheapness is pood for no o!le. 

~~%etl a tili:ly; is too cbcap xve xaste it, I give you 
tV70 CO!~l?lIOIl CXTli7:p:C; , Of t!liS: SFlit alId ill2tCheS. 

Many x-ears ago, n-llilst riding- in a train, I n&cc-d a 
drunkenW 1;1xn \\-astitlx mart&es. I had noticed ‘the same 

. thing before. ‘hnt had never thought about it. This time 
I did think about it. 

Th’cre happened just then to be a good deal of talk go- 

ing on about the n-ret&d wages and long hours of the 
match and match-box makers. I began to add things up. 

I saw that at one end ozf the trade we had people work- 
ing long ‘h,ours for low wages to make matches ; and that 
at the otiher end of the trade we had people wasting 
mlatches. 

Tell me, from your own experience, is it not true that 
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of the gross number of matches bought at least me-half 
are wasted? 

I asked myself, firstly, “Why cl0 people waste 
matches?” The answer was ready-“Because matches 
are so cheap.” I asked myself, secondly, “Why are match- 
makers so badly paid?” The answer was longer coming, 
but it came at last, in the same words, “Because matches 
are so cheap.” 

Sow, I saw plainly enough tshbat when I wasted 
matches I was really wastin g the flesh and blood of the 
fellow creatures n-ho made them. But I could not see so 
plainly ho\\- that x\:aste might be avoided. 

“If,” I tlloLlgllt, “the price of match’es was doubled, 
that would pay the mahh-makers good xages, and it 
would not hurt me, for I should cease to n-aste them, and 
so shci~lcl only need one box where I 110~ use t\vo.” 

But thCn came the question, “‘l\~7~o~~ld not that throw 
half the match-makers out of mcrk; and if it did, what 
would become of them?” 

That question p~~zzle~d nie for some time : but at last I 
ansn-ercd it, and then I began to see all the iniquity of our 
commercial system, and to understand the causes of the 
trouble. 

A few L-cars later in an article on the Salt Trade, I said 
that salt xas too cheap and that the proper remedy was 
to regulate the price by wages, and not the lx-ages by the 
price. Thereupon I n-as attacked by the editor of a north- 
ern paper, who denied my statement, and suggested that I 
was an ass. 

This editor said:- 
The suggested method of first fixing a good wage for the 

labor force engaged in production, and afterlvard fixing the price 
for the market of the commodities produced upon the bssis of 
that wage, is chimerical. Take an instance. Blatchford, in his 
paper, the Clarion, a paper devoted to bad economics and music- 
hall twaddle, instances the Cheshire salt trade. He thinks the 
“producers” should have their wages fixed at a decent sum, and 
the price of salt to the public regulated by this item. Suppose 
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it to be attempted, how would it work? It would involve a 
higher price ior salt in the country to begin with. .We could 
dfford that. There would be less salt used, and less called for. 
That would mean there would be fewer men needed to produce 
salt. That is, many men employed in that particular industry 
would be discharged and would betake themselves to some other 
congested branch of industry, to overcrowd the workers there, 
while those that remained would be put on short time! How 
does this solve the problem? 

Now we can draw two inferences from that statement. 
The first is, that the only effect of increasing the price of 
salt would be to throw half the men out of work; the sec- 
ond is, that as those m,en could find no otiher employment 
they had better be left alone. 

We will begin with the second statement, and, I will 
sh,ow you what nonsense the newspapers of this great 
country print for your instruction, my practical, hard- 
headed friend. 

To begin with, you see that tih,ihis editor admits three 
things, any one of which is sufficient to, have shown him 
ttbat there is something very rotten in o,ur present system 
of trade. 

He owns that if the saltworkers were thrown out of 
work they could find no means o,f living, because the 
other branaches of industry are “congested.” That is to 
say, that men able and willing to work cannot find work 
in this best of all possible countries. 

But he does not tell you why this evil exists, nor how 
to cur,e it. 

H’e owns that a gr,eat deal of salt is wasted, and that 
the consumer would, be quite as well off if he paid double 
thse price he n<ow pays. 

Just consider what these adn1ission.s mesa. They 
mean that a useful product of nature is being wasted, and 
th,ey mean that the labor elf a large number of men and 
women is being wasted, and th’ey mean that botlh these 
wastes could be stopped without hurting any one. 

But this intelligent editor will not allow us to) inter- 
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fere, because by stopping the waste we should thr0.w a 
number of men out of work. 

Wth*at -are those men d’oing? They are wasting their 
timle, and thley are wasting salt; but we must let them go 
on. 

Our wise editor acknowledges that the salt they make 
is being wasted, but yet we are to continue to pay them 
wages for wasting it. What do you think elf him? 

His plan is worse than that of employing men to dig 
ho!es and fill them up again. For then they would only 
waste time. But our clever writer makes them waste salt 
as well. So that his plan is as foolish a’s paying men to 
make salt and throw it into the river. tie is one of those 
stupid pelople who think it is all right so long as you find 
thhe men “employment.” It is of no con’sequence whether 
their work is useful work or wasteful work, so long as 
they are kept working. As i%ough ;a man could eat work, 
and drink work, and wear work, and put work in the 
penny bank against a rainy day. 

What the peolple want is foo,d and clothing and shelter 
and leisure, not work. Work is a means, and not an end. 
Men work t’o live, they dlo not live to work. 

And the joke of the thing is that if thes.e salt-boilers 
were out of work, and we suggested that th,e corporation 
of their town should employ thlem to make new roads, or 
drains, to keep them from starving. this misleader of the 
people would be the first t.o sit upon his editorial chair and 
protest against the employment of the people on “unnec- 
essary work.” 

Or suppose some Socialist writer turned our editor’s 
argument agairxst the use of machinerT, and said that no 
ma,chinery ,ought to ‘be introduced, as Its effect would be 
to throw numbers of mien out of employment, and drive 
them to seek work in ,other industries already congested! 
what do you think our edit’or would call that Socialist? 

And now allow me tie add up the sum in two, ways, first 
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as our editor adds it up, and thsen as I add it up, and see 
which answer looks most reasonable. 

THE EDITOR’S WAY. 

Half th,e domestic salt is ;vasted. Double the price 
aed the waste would cease. Then only half as much salt 
would be bought. Therefore only half as much would be 
made. Therefore ‘onlv half t!le handls would be needed. 
Therefore ‘half the ha&s would be o,ut of work. 

MT \\-AY. 
Half the domestic salt is wasted. Double the price, 

atId save half the salt. Then only half as much KOU!~ be 
bought. 

l‘herefore only half as much n-ould be made. There- 
fore’ the salt-mak& who nox 71.ark tx-elve hours a day, 
need only- work six hours a clay. 

How does that strike you, John? Or you might let 
them \vork tTvel\-e hours a da)-, and double their xv-ages. 
In which case half of them can be sent to do other xork. 
Or you can reduce the hour.; to eight, and pap them 50 

per cent. more pages, in which case a quarter of the men 
can find orher work. The a&,-antages of this plan would 
be that- 

I. No salt is xasted; thcrcfore the supp!y of salt will 
last twice as long. 

2. The consumer still gets all the s,alt he ca’n use at the 
price he paid for salt before. 

3. Thme mailuiacturer gets the same price for one toin 
that he used to gtt for two tons. Therefore he saves 
enough in carriage, in wear an&d tear of niachinery, in in- 
terest on capital, in rent and other ways, to leave him a 
handsome profit. 

4. The Ivorker has only half as much work to do; 
therefore h,e secures a six hours’ day, and his wages re- 
main as they were. 

How does that solve &e problem? Thxat, John, is my 
$heory of waste. I call it ,a practical, hard-headed way of 
loloking at things. What do you chink? 
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Just apply the idea to all the trades where labor or ma- 
terial is being wasted, and you will begin to know. a great 
deal m,ore than the average newspaper editor, who gets 
his salary by wasting ink and paper, and perpetuating ! 
follies and lies, will ever find out-unless some sensible 
person comes to help him. 

CHA’PTER XI. 
CHEAPNESS. \ 

Besides the theory of waste, we have anther aspect 
<of cheapness to consider. 

The defenders of competition say that co,mpetition 
lowers the price of commodities to the consumer, and they 
tell us that “as we are all consumers, what is good for the 
consumer is good for ail.” 

This is not true, John Smith; for, though we are all 
consumers, we are not all producers. 
. Remember, John, that t!he consumer is the user. and 

though he is called the “buye;.,” he is more frequentI;; the 
“taker.” 

Ihi the prGcl:tlccr is t!:e il?Z!i?r--the worker. The in- 
terests of these tjx:o c!ssses are nc,t the same. I: is the 
iIltfrCSt Of the !)ll~Cr 311.d the t?.lZei- that the T!I:II~S IKK!~ 

1 . d3 the tVc:i-ker chc;::ld he 5c:ci clic:::~l~- Eut it is to the in- 

tkrest cf the v-orkx 
L i’ 

tiizt tile t!liilgS hi- makes ShGll!d fCtCi1 

a hi,& price, 
The stupid party TViil t2il YOU, JGl!Tl. f!lat since >-OU 

have many things to ~+Ju~- al:d onl>- one thing to sell, It is 
to your interest that all things shoald be c!leap. 

That looks plausible. But. John. wh,at is the one 
thing you h,ave to sell? It is your labor. And with thfe 
m.oney you get for your labor you have to pay for all you 

get. 
Now chczzp goods mean cheap labor, and clheap labor 

means low wages. 
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You have n#othing but your labor to sell, and you are 
told that it will pay you to sell that cheaply. 

Go to a manufacturer and explain to him that it is to 
his interest to sell ,his woolens cheap, and he will call you 
a fool. Tell a greengrocer that it is to his interest to sell 
his cabbages cheap, and he will throw one at you. Why, 
then, my hard-headed friend, do you believe that your in- 
terest lies in selling your labor cheap? 

You don’t believe it. Ko, what you believe is, that it 
is to your interest that the men of other trades should, sell 
their labor cheap. 

But there you may be mistaken. Folr instance, farm 
labor is cheap. .Hence cheap bread. But hence also the 
rush of f,arm-laborers to the towns. Which causes an in- 
crease in rent, a decrease in hhealth, and supplies a large 
bulk of blackleg labor with which the capitalist can defeat 
you when you strike. 

And now let me explain this matter clearly and fully. 
In a country where the users were all makers prices 

would not matter. Suppose you are a weaver, I am a 
farmer. I give so much corn for so much cloth. If I 
raise my price you raise yours. That is to say, we simply 
exchange on equal terms. 

But in a country where some of the users are not mak- 
ers, it is to the interest of the makers that prices should be 
high. Thus :- 

You are a weaver, I am a farmer. But you work for a 
cotton-lord, and I for a lan,dlord. We have now four con- 
sumers, and only two producers. That is to say, that you 
and I have now each only one pers’on to buy from; but we 
have each three people to sell to. 

I buy cloth from you, and I se11 corn to you, to the 
landlord, and to the cotton-lord. 

You buy corn from me, and sell cloth to’ me, to the 
landlord, and the cotton-lord. Thus:- 

Weaver’s Landlord. 

I 

Farmer’s 

i 

Landlord. 

Customers 
Cotton-lord. Cotton-lord. 
Farmer Customers Weaver 
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I produce one-quarter ,of wheat and sell it at $10, of 
which I pay $5 in rent. You make one p&e of cloth and 
sell it at $10, of which your employer takes $5 in profits. 
H,ere is the account:- 

One quarter of wheat.. . . . . . 1 
Rent $5 O” Wages 5 00 $10 00 

One piece of cloth.. . . . . . . . . 1 
“ofit 5 O” ) Wages 5 00 f  $10 00 

Xow when that is sold you will find that each of the 
four persons gets ,one-quarter. Thus :- 

By sale of wheat to Landlord. . . . . . . . . . . . . .$z 50 
to Cotton-lord. . . . . . . . . . . z 50 
to Weaver.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 
to Self.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 

$10 co 

By sale of cloth to Landlord.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2 50 
to Cotton-lord.. . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 
to Farmer.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 
to Self.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 

C 
$10 00 

Now suppose we r,aise the price 50 per cent. and see 
how it works out :- 

One quarter of wheat. . . . . . i 
Rent $ 5 co Wages Io o. $i5 co 

One piece of cloth:. . . . . . . . . j Profit 
1 

5 O”) $15 00 ( Wages 10 00 ( 

. 

And we sell it, as before, each to his three customers 
and himself :- P 

By sale of wheat to Landlord.. , . . . . . . . . . . . .$2 50 
to Cotton-lord.. . . . . . . . . . . . 2 50 
to Weaver.. . , . , . . . . . . . . . 5 00 
to Self.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 00 

$15 oo 
By sale of cloth to Landlord.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2 50 

to Cotton-lord.. . . . . . . . . . 2 50 
to Farmer.. . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 co 
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to Self . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 500 

$15 00 
You will see that the landlord and the cotton-lord 

now only get half as much corn and cloth as we get. How 
is .that? 

It is because the price of the goods has been raised, 
but the rent and interest have not been raised. The two 
idlers have still the same money to spend, but it will not 
buy them as much. Whereas at the low prices we, the 
workers, only got tone-half of our earnings, we now get 
two-thirds of our earnings. Whereas the two idlers got 
one-half our earnings they now only get one-third of our 
earnings. 

This means that we have doubled ‘our wages. It 
means that the value of labor has gone up, and that the 
value of money has gone down. 

Before we can go any further, I must show you my 
method ,of dividing th,e,nation into three classes, instead of 
into twlo classes as is usual. 

You are used to the common division of the people 
into two classes, thus :- 

I. The rich idlers. 
2. The poor workers. 

And you too often suppose that only the idle rich are use- 
less, and that ‘all the workcers are useful. 

This is an error. By this division you get ‘a small 
class of non-producers and a large class of pro,ducers. 

But if you add to the idle rich all the domestic scr- 
vants and other people who wait upon them, you will find 
a large class of non-producers and a larger class of pro- 
ducers. 

But then again you must subdivide this large class of 

producers into two classes:- 
I. Th’e producers of useful things. 
2. The producers of useless things. 

And you will find that a very large number of tlx work- 
* 
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ers are really the servants of the rich, and are working at 
the production of things whitih oaly the rich use, and are 
supported upon the wages which the rich pay them. 

Now the rich pay them with the moaeJl which they, 
the ric:h, get fro,m the class of the producers of necessaries. 

A landlord owns an estalc and employs two men to 
cultivate it. 1%‘e ‘nave here only two \VOSiCCrS; but we 
have three eaters, The W-o men have to keep three. 

Eut if the landlord tab ajvay one of the farmers, and 
employs him to build the landlord a house? KC have then 
only one man producing food, but xx-e heve still three 
ma? eating it. One mar, now has to keep thrx. 

You undc~sta;~tl me, Jchn? E’ery pzson is a con- 
SUnier of 1'*'c lLcess3rie3, a::d hose n-ho produce nic;sal-ies 
hay-e to ;KI~~VL~ neccssari~s fo:. (i.i!. - 

Son t tile Ic-.\-cr the p-1,, ‘c-,3 of lleccs.:~.j-;es +l:;J *?,c~1’” 1lCC- 
essarics do the ric5 2iIci 5s df;pCild?IltS g?t, xii tile ie3s 
do the producers get. 

Cheap l00:i aa3 clrjthing for f! 0 .,lL prcdxers !i:CZ.il cheap 
food a::i clothing for :he zon-~xotl~ccrs. 

The non-producers arc kept by tlio rich upon the 
money taken from the nrodncers. 

The cheaper the f&d and clothing the less do the pro- 
ducers get back from the rich. 

The ch’eaper the food and clothing are the more non- 
producers can the rich feed. 

The more non-producers th.e rich can feed the mclre 
they will withdraw from the work of pro~ductio~n. 

The more they withdraw from the work of product!on 
the fewer there will be to produce food and clothicg for 
all. 

The fewer there are to produce food and clothing for 
all, the harder and the longer must th,ose producers work. 

Thus it is quite plain that under capitalism it is tie the 
interest of the- producer that commosdities should be d-ear. 

But *observe, that ib is ao use the workers forcicg up 
their wages unless at the same time they can prevent the 
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landlord and the capitalist from raising rent and’ interest. 
As I showed you before, a monopoly can raise prices. 

But it is well known that a moaopoly, like the Oi! Trust 
or Salt Syndicate, while raising prices will not raise wages. 

But though ‘a monopoly of capitalists will nut serve a 
useful purpose, it may be possible to find some kind of 
m,onopoly that will serve a useful purpose. 

What we want is a monopoly which will raise wages 
and keep down rent anId interest. That is to, say, a 
mlonopoly cwhich will ensure to the worker the enjoyment 
of all the wealth he prodsuces. 

There is only ,one kind of monopoly which can do this, 
and it is a State monopoly. 

Now, a Stat,e ,monlopoly is Socialism, and I will pro- 
ceed to deal with Socialism in my next chapter. 

But, befofre leaving this question of cheapness, I want 
to anticipate 0n.e objection which may be brought against 
my statement that cheap commtodities mean cheap labor. 

Some stupid parson, preaching upon a lecture of mine 
which he had h,eard, but had not undterstood, declared that 
it was non,sen’se to say that cheap commodities mean: 
cheap labor, for whereas comm,odities are. now universally 
cheaper than they were, wages are universally higher. 

I am nlot so sure that this is strictly true about the 
advance in wlages and fall in prices. Rents are certainly 
higher than they were, and weat is dearer. But whether 
or not it be true that the workers get more money and 
can buy more with it, that ,has nothing at all to do with 
my argument. 

All commlodities are produced by labor, therefore to 
drive commodities down to their cheapest rate must re- 
sult in cheap labor. And you know that as soon as ever 
prices begin to fall the capitalist begins to talk about love- 
ering wages. Aad you know that bsead and coal and 
clothing aad salt and mlatchas and very ,many other things 
are simply cheap because i!he people who produce them 
are not half paild. 
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Matches are so cheap that you can get 800 matches 
for 5 cents. Now, if the retail price of matches is 5 centi 
for 800, what is the wholesale price? Put it at 4 cents. 

If ,the ,manufacturer charges 4 cents for 800 matches 
after allowing for cost of wood, wick, wax, phosphorus, 
printing, paste, advertisements, carriage, and labor, how 
much d,o you suppose the manufacturer pays the women 
and children who rnak’e the matches? I don’t know what 
these women and children get. I do, know that I have 
heard ‘of women and girls working sixteen hours a day 
for seven days making match boxes, and earning about $1 
a ,week by the work. And I ask you, tholw is a woman‘to 
live on $I a week and pay rent? And do, you ever con- 
sider the lives of the people who make these marvelously 
cheap things? And d.o you ever think what kind of ‘homes 
fhey *have, in what kind of districts the lhomes are sit- 
uatied, and what becomes of those people when they are 
too ill, or too old, or too infirm to earn even $I as the 
price of a hundred and twelve hours’ work? 

In my Utopia, when Cain asked, “Am I my brother’s 
keeper,” he would be answered with a stern’ affirmative. 
In my Utopia a thing would be considered cheap or dear 
accor&g to the price it cost, and not according to the 
price that was paid for it. Matches may be dear-from a 
Utopian point. of view-at 5 cents for 890; because, you 
see, it may be necessary to add a few items to’ the cost of 
production which are not charged for in the retail price. 
As thus:- 

Item.--Ioo women done to death by labor before their time. 
Item.-zoo children killed by preventable diseases in the slums. 
Item.-Say, IO boys driven in-to a career of crime by hunger 

and neglect. 
Item.-Say, six girls driven to a life of shame by similar 

causes. 
Item.-The cost of keeping several broken old male and female 

paupers. 
Item.-Pauper graves for the same. 
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Item.-Cost of fat beadle kept to superintend the above old 
wrecks. 

Item.-An increase of rates for police and prison officials. 
Item.-The parish doctor, the dealer in adulterated gin, the 

scripture reader, the coffin maker, and a fraction of the Cabinet 
Minister‘s time spent in prorin g that “you cannot interfere with 
the freedom of contract” nor “tamper with the economic balance 
between sroduccr and consumer.” 

ZiGd all these items on to t%e match bill, Mr. Smith. 
,an#d tell me if you cali those matches cheap. 

Some of tht-m arc, sorry- or proicss to be sorry. that 
there is ,so much <misery in the land; some oi them offer a 
iittle mild charity, some a little fc-eble legislation, but t,here 
is no ‘great radical cure to be heard of except Socialism. 

\Vhat is Socialism? I am going to tell you, and I ask 
yvou to listen patientlv, and to judge fairly. You have 
heard Socialism reviled by speakers and ,writers. You 
know ,tbat :he Pope has denounced it, and that the B&shop 
of Manchester has denounced it. You know that men 
like Herbert Spencer, ChaAes Bradlaugh, and John Mor- 
ley have written and spken against it, and doubtless you 
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have got an idea that it is as unwcxbhy, as unwise, and 
as tmworkable as such men’ say it is. Now I will describe 
it for you and you (shall draw your own conclusions. 

.But before I tell you what Socialism is, I musrt tdl 
you <what Sociahsm is not. For half our time as cham- 
pions of Socialism is wasted in denials of false descriptions 
of Socialism; and to d large extent the an,ger, the riddculc, 
and t’he argument of the opponents of Socialism are hurled 
against a Socialism which has no existence except in their 
own &heated minds. 

Socialism dues .not con,sist in violently seizing upon 
the property of the rich and sharing it out amongst the 
poor. 

Socialists <do not propose by a single Act of Parlia- 
ment, or by a sudrdqen revolution, to put all men on an 
equality, and compel ,them to remain so. Socialism is not 
a wild dream of a happy land where t,he apples wil! drop 
off the trees into our open mouths, the fish come out of 
the niv,ers and fry themselves for dirmer, and the looms 
turn out ready-made suits of velvet with gold buttons 
without the trouble of coaling the engine. Neither is it a 
dream of a nation ‘of (stained-glass angels, who never say 
damn, who always love rheir neighbors better than them- 
selves, and who never need to work unless thev wish to. 

No, Socialism is none of those th,ings. It rs a scientific 
scheme of natiional Government, entirely wise, jusrt, and 
practical. And now let us see. 

For convenience sake, Social&m is generally divided 
into two kinds. These are catled: 

I. Practical Socialis,m. 
2. Ideal Socialism. 

Really t!hey {are only part of one whole; Practical So- 
cialism being a kind of preliminary step towards Ideal 
Socialism, so that ‘we might with ‘more reason call them 
Ellementary an’d Advanced Socialism. 

I am an Ideal Socialist, and desire to have the whole 
Socialistic program carr.ied out. 
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Practical Socia1is.m is so simple that a child may un- 
derstand it. It is a kind of national schelme of co-opera- 
tion, managed by the State. Its ,progmm consists, essen- 
tially, of one d’emand, that bhe land and other instrume,nts 
of *produ,otion shall be (the common property of the peo,ple, 
and shall be used and governed by the people for the 
people. 

~M~ake the land and <all the instruments of production 
State .property ; :put all farms, mines, (mills, ‘ships, railways, 
and shops under State control, as you have already put the 
,postal and &telegraphic services under State control, and 
Practical Socialism is accomplished. 

The postal service is th,e standing proof of the capacity 
of the State to manage the public busmess with economy 
and success. 

That which has been done fwith the poatoffices may be 
done wisth mines, ,trams, railways, and factories. 

Th.e difference between Socialism and the state of 
things now in ex’istenc,e will now be plain to you. 

At present the land does not belong to the people, 
but to a few rich m’en. The mines, mills, ships, shops, 
<canals, railways, h’ouses, docks, harbors, and machinery 
do not belong to the ,people, but CO a few rich men. 

Socialissts say that this arrangement is unjust and un- 
wise, that it entail,s waste as well as misery, and that it 
<would be better for ,all, even for the rich, thalt the land and 
other instruments of production should become the prop- 
erty of ‘rhe State, just as the ‘postoffices have becom,e th,e 
<property of the State. 

.Socialisits demand that the State srhall manage the rail- 
$ways and th,e mines and the mills just as it now manages 
,the fpostoffices. 

Socialists declare that if it its wicked and foolish and 
impossible for (the State to manage the factories, mines, 
,and railways, t,hen it is wicked and foolish and imlpossible 
for the State to manage the postoffrces. 

Socialists declare that as bhe State carries the people’s 
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letters lmor-e cheaply and more efficiemly than they were 
carried .by private enterprise, so it could grow corn and 
weave cloth and work the railway systems more cheaply 
and Imore efficiently than ,they are now worked by private 
enterprises. 

Socialists point out that if all the industries of the 
nation were (put under State control, all the profit, which 
now goes .into the hands of a few idle men, would go into 
+he coffers of (the State-which ‘mseans that the people 
,would enjoy the be,nefrts of all the u-,ealth they create. 

This, then, is the basis of Socialism, that our co,untry 
s,hould ,be owned by our people, and managed for their 
benefit, instead of being owned by a few rich idlers, and 
,mismanaged by thorn for the benefit of t’hemse,lves. 

But .Soci8alism means more than the mere transference 
of the lwealtih of ahe nation to the nsation. 

Socialism would not endure competition. Where it 
found fiwo factories engaged in und,er-cu’tting each other 
at the ‘price of lon,g ‘hours and low wages to the workers, 
.itwould step in and fuse the two concerns into one, save 
an immense sum in cost of working, and finally produce 
more goods and better goods at a lower fiqre than were 
qproduced before. 

But Practical Socialism would do &more than that. It 
,would educate the peopl,e. It would provide ch,eap and 
pure ‘food. It would exte.nd and elevate the means of 
study and amusement. It would foster literature and 
science ian(d art. 
snd industry. 

Ilt would encourage and rewarld genius 
It would abolish sweating and jerry work. 

It -would demdhsh the (slums and erect good and h,and- 
.some dwellings. It would compel all men to do some kind 
,of useful work. It ,would re;create and nourish the crafts: 
,man’s [pride in his craft. It would protect wome,n a,nd 
children. It would rai,se the standard of ,heakh and 
morality; and it woubd take the sting out of pauperism 
by paying .pensions to honest workers no loager able to 
work. 
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W’hy nationahze *he land and instrumen&s of produc- 
tion? To save waste; to save panics; to avert trade de- * 
pressions, famines, strikes, and congestion of industrial 
centers; and to prevent greedy and unscrupulous sharpers 
from enriching themselves at the cost of the national 
health anld prosperity. In short, to replace an,archy and 
war by law and order. To keep the wolves out of the 
fold, to ten,d and fertilize the field of labor instead of allow- 
ing the wheat to be ,atrarrgled by the tares, and to regulate 
!wisely ‘the distribution of the seed-corn -of industry so that 
it might no longer be .scatiered broadcast+some fahing 
on rocks, and some being eaten up by the birds of the air. 

I will now ,give you one example of the diff,erenre 
between Socialism land the existing system. 

You remember,my chapt,er on Salt and Was,te. Under 
existing conditians what was ,tihe state of (the sak trade? 

The mtines and manufacture owned and carried om, by 
.a number of firms, each of which competes against all 
the rest. 

Result: IMost of Ithe small firms ruined; most of the 
large firms on the verge of ruin; salt-boilers, the work- 
men, working twelve hours a day for 75 cen.ts, and the 
public wasting more salt bhlan they use. 

Put ,this trade under State control. They wile1 cease to 
make salt to walste; they twill establish a sixAhour day, aa,d 
they ,will (raise the ,wages of the men to, say, $10 a week. 

To ,pay ‘these extra wages they will ab,olish all the un- 
necessary middlemen and go-bebweens. The whole in- 
dustry lwill be placed under one management. A vast 
aumber of clerks, agents, travelers, canvas’sers, and ‘ad- 
vertisers will be d,ispensed wit,h, the salaries of t,he man- 
agers will be almost enstirely saved, and the cost of dis- 
tribution will be cut down by fully seventy-five per cent. 

The same system would be pursued with other in- 
dustries. 

Tlake the soap <trade. There is one firm which spends 
over $500,cm0 a year in advertisement, and the head of 
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that fitlm makes $@o,ooo a year in profits. Socialism 
would save a11 that adventisement, and ,would pay a man- 
ager a reasonable salary and produce the soap at l,ess than 
its presenit cost, ,whilst payin g the workers good wages for 
shorter hours t,han they now work. 

You will observe that under Practical SociaEsm there 
would be wages paid; and, probably, the wages of man- 
agrrs would be higher than thlc wages of workmen; and 
the wages of artists, doctors, and other clever and highly 
trained men would be higher than those of weavers or 
navvies. 

L’nder Ideal S,ocialism there would be no moacy at 
all, and no wages. T1 ie industry Of the COUilt~J~ nculd be 
o~~galllzed and mrPna~~< cd rl,y the Sta;e, m:~ch as thz pxt- 

office ITOK is; g~otls of ,a!1 ki!;ds would bi: ~;)roc!~r~cd alid 
distributed for use, and not for saie, ‘in such c,ua;ltl:‘ics as 
TTLir-C needc!!, hoLx s of !abor wou!d be fused, and c~ry 
citizen v~~ld take n-hat he or she desired from the com- 
mon stock. Food, clothing, iodging, fuel, traiisif, amuse- 

ments, and all ofher things would bc a3bsolutel:q free, and 
the only difference between a prime mini,ster a,nd a collier 
w!ould be *the difference of rank and o,ccupation. 

I have nom given you a clear idea of what Socialislm is. 
If I wrote another hundred pages I could tell y,ou no 
more. Eat two important tasks retmain for me to do. 

First, to qive you some ,ide.a of the means by which I 
thin!< Social&m could be established. 

Second, to answer the chief arguments com.monly 
used against Socialism by its opponents. 

What ‘we have Ito find out is, can Socialis4m be estab- 
lished, and how? 

And is Socialism just and desirable; and pr&tica,bk 
if we can succeed in getting it? 
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GHAPrI’ER XIII. 
WHAT ARE WE TO DO? 

The question is, how can Socialism be accomplished? 
I confess ,that I approach this questtion with great reluc- 
tance. The establishment and organization of a Socialisttic 
State are ,the two branches of the work to which I h,ave 
given least attention. Hitherto I have dtevoted my efforts 
to teachirxg the principles of SocialisZm, and to disproving 
the argumems brought against it. .But I will do my best, 
merely observmg that I can lay claim to no special knowl- 
edge, #nor to a,ny {special aptit,ude for such a task. I have 
no “system” ready cut and ,dried. I donlt think any 
sensible S~ocialist would offer .such a system. Socialists 
are practical people in these days, and know that coats 
must be cut according to cloth. 

Rut on one point I am quite certain, and that is that 
the first thing to do is to educate t,he people in Socialism. 
Let us ontce get the people to undserstand and desire So- 
cialism, ,and I ‘am sure we may very safely leave them to 
secure it. 

The ,most useful w,ork which Socialists can do at 
present ,is the work of education and organization. 

Socialism will n,ot come by means of a sudden coup. 
It wisll grow up naturally out of our surroundings, and 
wil.1 develop naturally and by degrees. But its growth 
and its devel~opmen~t may be materially hastened. 

It always amuses me to hear the intensely practical 
person demand, How are you going to do it? When will 
you ‘make a start? Where do you propose to leave off? 

My dear Mr. Smith, it is too1 late to ask when w.e are 
going fto begin. We have begun. We, or ra,ther they, 
began long ago. Nearly alil law is more or less Socialistic, 
for n.early all law imphes the r&t of the State to control 
individuals for the benefit of t’he nation. But of late years 
the law (has been steadily becoming ,more.and more So- 
cialistic. I twill ,give you a few examples. 

The abolition of Ml bars and bridge tolls was Socialis- 
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tic action, for it made the roads and bridges common 
property. / 

Most of <the B8uilding A’cts, by virtue of which streets 
must be of a specified lw,idt,h, back-to-ba’ck houses are for- 
bidden, etc., are Socialistic, for ,&hey take away from the 
property owner t,he power ,to do as he likes with his own. 

The Truck Arcts are Socialistic, for Ithey deny the em- 
ployer t.he power to swindle his ,workmen. Tfhe Factory 
Acts are Sociabistic, for they deny the employer the power 
to work women (and children to death. 

The Compulsory and Free Education Acts are Social- 
istic. The Acts which compel the inspection of mines 
and factories, (the <inspection of boilers, (the placing of a 
load-line on .ships, and the granting of relief to paupers, 
are all Socialistic Acts, for they Gall (interfere with the “free- . 
dom of conltract” ,and the “nights of the in’dividual.” 
Finally, the aoquirement of the postal and telegraphic ar- 
rangements by #the State, and #the establishment of cor- 
porate gas and water works are Socialistic measures, for 
they recogaize the Socialistic prinlcilple ,of common owner- 
ship, production, and distribuition. 

You will see, then, ‘that Socialism ‘has begun, so that 
th,at question of ,where to begin is quite superfluous. 

As f,or the question of where we shall leave off, @hat is 
a foolish question, and onsly a fool would try to answer it, 
There ,is no such ?hing as finality. The world will go’ on 
aft’er ‘we are dIead and forgotten. H’ow do I know what 
our grandchildren will do? Should I not be a conceited 
ass to abtempt to lay down laws for @hem? ‘My only duty 
towards posterity, ‘Mr. Smith, is to smooth the road for 
them as much as-possible, an,d so give them a fairer ohance 
thandwe have had to mak,e th,e best of life. 

Socialism will come, of that I feel sure. Aad ii will 
come by paths not seen by mLe, and will deve’iop in ways, 
which I dlo not dream of. My task is to help its arrival. 

Still, I ‘will oiler you, In all modesty, a few ideas on t&e 
subjeat. I ,can at least point out to you some of the things 
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that need to be done, and I may even suggeti what sleem 
to me reasonable ways of doing them. 

What are the things ,to be done? We wani to find 
work for the unemployed. We want to get pensions for 
the aged. We iwant to abolish the poor-laiw system. We 
want to produce or own food so as to be indfependent of 
foreign nations. ,A!Te avant to gelt rid of the slwms and , 
build good houses for the workers. ‘A’le want to abolish 
the sweater and shorten hours Qf ,Isbor and raise I\-ages. 
J1-e Waiit to ge,t rid of the smoke nuisance, ant1 tlie pollu- 
tion of rivers; and we want ,to place the land and all other 
instruments of ,production under the control oif the State. 

Y;eicre we can accomplish any of these reforms, me 
musr have a public ‘in favor of ,them, and a Parlia,ment that 
will giY0 e Kect. to the Popular demands. So <that lthe first 
thing n-c need is educat,ion, and the second thing we need 
is a SocialisL Party. 

I am well aware Itha! you may have a democratic pariia- 
merit and not get Socialistic measures passed. W,e see 
that in America. Eut if the Democratic Parlia(ment has a 
Socialistic Public behind it ‘there need be no fear of 
failure. 

Suppose, then, &at we ,have a Socialistic Public and 
Parliament. R’hat is tto be done? It would be presum,p- 
tion for me to insitruct such ,a Parliament. I am only 
giving you, John Smith, my poor ideas. 

Perhaps we should begin with the iand. Perhaps with 
the unemployed. Perhaps with /the mines and railways. 

Suppose ‘we begin (with the land. Tghe land ml&be 
made tihe property of lt,he nation. Very wtill, what about 
compensation? i 

Personally Iam against comapensatioa, buit I suppose i,t 
would ,have to be given, and ‘my only hope as that ih would 
be kept as low as possib’le. So Iwith the miners and (the 
railways. They could be bought, and the smaller the price 
the better. 
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Then as to the unemployed. They must be registered 
in their various (trades, and set to work. 

I should divide them into t.hree principal classes: 
I. Agricultural laborers; 

2. General laborers ; 
3. Building trades. 

The first I should .send to work cm State farms, the 
second to *work at public improvements, and the third to 
build dwelling-houses for the people. 

I daresay, you may feel rather uneasy at these sugges- 
tions, and imagine that I am going to ruin tlhe nation by 
saddling upon *it the keep of a vast army of spaupers. 

Bat, my practical friend, the worst use you can put a 
man to is to make a tramp of him. All the tramps, bear in 
mind, and all the able-bodied paupers *have to be fed and 
lodged now in some fashion. And althoagh they are badly 
fed, and treated worse than dogs, you must not suppose 
that they cost ‘little. For you tmus~ know that it costs 
about eighte,en cents sto ,give a pauper six cents’ lwortlh of 
food, and when you take into account the large numbers 
of policemen sand other officials who are paid to twatch 
and punish and attend <to the tramps, it will be qui,te clear 
that a tramp is a more costly luxury than he appears to be. 

But besides ,that it is ,much batrter that a tramp should 
be making something than marring himself; and you must 
not suppose that Che State farms would be a burden to 
you. Decently managed, they would soon prove a great 
ben&t. 

For don’t you see +hat all those hands which are now 
idle would then be producing wealth, and when I remind 
you that the best authorities agree that a four hours’ day 
would enable the people to ,produce enough for all, you 

will see that our unemployed could, on those State farms, 
very easily keep ,themselves. 

Each of these farms would be lthe base for the forma- 
tion of a new communal town-one of the Towns of 
M,errie England. To ,6t would be sent all kinds of crafts- 
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men: tailors, slhoemakers, joiners, and the like, so that 
each commune *would be complete in itself. 

Houses upon a new mod.el, to be arranged by a special 
State Board of architects, artists, sanitary engineers, and 
Socialists, would be built for the workers, witih baths, 
libraries, dining-roam,s, theaters, meeting-rooms, gardens, 
and every kind of institution needful for the edjucation, 
health, and pleasure of khe people. 

Understand, further, that these men would not be 
treated as paupers. T,hey would be treated as honorable 
citizens, ‘and after .rent and other charges had been paid 
to the State, they Iwould receive aA the produce of their 
labor. 

Pensions swould be granted to the aged poor, and all 
the workhouses and casual wards would be abolished. 

There Iwould be no such thing as a pauper, or a man 
out of work, or a beggar or a tramp. 

,Meanwhile it would be a wise thing to form a com- 
mission of the cleverest <mechanical engineers and in- 
ventors for the ptrrpose of developing electricity, 6.0 as to 
do away with steam power, with ,gas lighting, and the 
smoke nuisance. 

Then we should very probably establish a univers& 
eight-hour day, and a plan for educating and feeding all 
children free at lthe public schools. 

We shoulrd nationalize the railways, ships, canals, 
dock-yards, mines, and farms, and put all those industries 
under State conttrol. 

We should have an Agricultural Minister just as we 
now have a Postmaster-General. He would be held re- 
sponsible that the department udder him produced bread 
and vegetables, meat and fruit for 36 milliofns of people, 
just as the Poatmast,er-General is now held responsible fosr 
the carriage and dehvery of our letters. 

So by degrees we should get all the land and instru- 
ments ,of production into the hands of t,he State, and so 
by degrees we should get our industry organized. These 
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are (my ,&as. They are very crude, and of course very 
imperfect. But don’t krouble on that score. When your 
Public understands Socialism an,d desires to establish it 
there will be no diff&!ty about plans. Just get a number 
of your cleverest orgaliizers and administrators into com- 
mittee and let them formulate a scheme, Depend upon it 
they will produce a much better scheme than mine, 
though I think even mine is better than none at all, and as 
I said before I only offer it to give you an idea of the possi- 
bilities of the task before us. 

This question of Socialism is the most important and 
imperative question of the age. It will divide, is now 
dividing, society into two camps. In which camp will you 
elect ,to staod? On thte one side there are individualism 
and competition-leadmg to a “great trade” and great 
mixries. On the ot&r side is justice, without which can 
come no good, from which can come no evil. On tfhe one 
<hand, are ranged all the sages, ,a11 the saints, all the 
martyrs, all the noble manhood and pure waanho& ‘of 
the world; on the other hand, are the tyrant, the robber, 
the manslayer, the libertine, the usurer, the slave-driver, 
the drunkard, and the sweater. Choose your party, then, 
my friend, an’d let us get to the fighting. 

CHAPTER XIV. 
THE INCENTIVE OF GAIN. 

We will now proceed to consider some of th,e stock 
argum*ents used against Socialism. 

Non-Socialists are in the habit of saying that Social- 
ism demands a complete change in human nature. They 
say Socialism is very pretty in theory, but that it is wr0n.g 
because human nature is not good enough for Socialism. 
They tell us rhat we S,ocialists are mistaken because we 
have built up a scheme with,out first considering human 
nature. They are entirely mistaken. 
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The fact is that we Socialists have studied human na- 
ture, and ,$hat our opponents only object toI Socialism 
becaus,e they do not understand human nature at all. 

“Soci&.m,” ‘say these &tics, “is imfpossi,ble, because 
it would destroy the incentive of gain.” The incentive of 
gain ! 

And then they quote the dogma of the political econo- 
mist: 

The social affections are accidental and disturbing elements 
in human nature, but avarice and the desire of progress are con- 
stant elements. 

Avarice, they say, is a constant element of human 
nature, anmd they proceed to build up what they foolishly 
call “a science” of human affairs upon this one sing!e ele- 
ment. They ignore the second element, “The desire of 
progress,” and ‘the only conclusion ‘7x-e tail come to, after 
reading their stupid books and shallow ariiclecs, is the 
conclusion tlia’t they recogiiizc avarice, that is love of 
money, as the ruling l;asGcn of mailkind. 

This assumption cf the economists is due to ignorance, 
to the d2nsesC igllnrancc of the l~Ulil~ll n2Zurc Plii<il they 
teli us iye lia*<c fr:iictl ! 7 9:1dx-. 

POlitiCZ! CCOI::2i:!~ is Cl t.Gznce Gi iiUi?l~ll affairs. E:\-C?v 
sclellce ly;:lcll jTi.:jfe,yC5 Li; 1,c pv ;cicl:cc 0:’ li:ll;lall a[[airs, (>’ 

musi Ih !n:ilt- n!mi ai estimate of liw-xxi iiaiure. Jf it is 
built x1x13 ’ ’ 2 I.l.iC COl:C’z~<iO!l 0~ z liLl!ll211 zt;zr~, Cl;e ccieace 
is 3 failin-tf. If it is buiit upon 3 true COliCcptiOll of liu~n3.n 
nature, the science is a succc~s. 

Son- tile political cm~ionii- of o’ur 0pp0lleilts is bui!t 
~lpoll a fa!se c0llccpti0il Oi human nature. In the first 
place, it recogxizes only one motive, wlliCi1 is sheer folly. 
In the second place, it assumes that the strongest motive 
is avarice, which is untrue. 

These flaws are due to the fact that the founders and 
uphold,ers of this system of grab and greed are men who 
,have never pssessed either the capacity or the oppor- 
tunity for studying ,human nature. M,ere bookmen, 
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school-mien, hbusiness-mien, and logic-choppers can never 
he auth,orities on human nature. The great authorities 
on human nature are th,e poets, the novelists, the artists, 
and the men whose lives and labors bring them into daily 
contact with th’eir fellow creatures. 

The only school for the study of human nature is the 
world. The only text-bo801ts are the works of men like 
Shakspcare, Hugo, Cerrantcs , St,erne, and other students 
who learned in that school. 

Eut the effectual study of human nature demands 
from the student a vast fund of love and sympathy. You 
will never get admitted into the heart of a felloiv-creature 
unless ycu go as a friend. 

I remember as a child reading a fairy talc of a prince 
who had given to him a feather of magic properties. \Vhen 
he touched people with that feather they spoke what I\-as 
in their mind. Such a feather with such powers you may 
have any day if you Ix-ill, and the name of it is love. That 
is the magic feai%ei- of Sliakspcare, of Sterne, and of 
Cervantes. If  you n-ould witness the manifestatiotl of its 
poxcr, go to your books and make aquaintanre with 
Sancho Panza and Ulicle Toby, and ivith Rosalind and 
Dfogberry, and Nercutio and Macbeth. 

The study of hunlax nature is a most difficult one. 
Or&b- specially <#ted men can mast,er it; and that with 
much pains. Judge, then. for yourst-If nhether the motley 
mob of read!--writers in the press arc authorities on such 
a subject. Judge for !-ourself whether a man ~110 spends 
all his dar-s in the study of economics and the mathematic 
sciences is qualified to build up a system which d,epcnds 
upon a deep and xide kowledge of the sa11s of men. Go 
now and contrast the Frankenstein monster of the polit- 
ical-economist with Sterne’s ‘Xuleteer,” Eliot’s “Silas 
Marner,” S’hakspe’are’s “Hamlet,“or Rab’elais’ “Panurge,” 
an’d decide for yo,urself as to whet&r or not the study of 
literature is ‘of any use in thme study of Social Science. 

Consider the lady nurse at the seat of war. Gentle, 

l 
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delicate, loving, and lovable, of high intelligence, of great 
beauty, young, refined, and educated, she leaves pleasure 
and home and ease, and all the pomps amd flatteries of 
courts and assetiblies, ‘to labor amid peril and hardship 
and :a11 the sickening and dtreadful sounds and sights of 
the battle-field, the hospital, and the camp. Amid pes- 
tilence and bloo,d, amid death and mutilation, you find 
her, calm and gentle and fearless. Dressing loathsome 
wcunds, soothing fevered heads, hearing the impreca- 
tIons and the groans of delirious and sick men, always 
unselfish, always patient, always kind, with but one mo- 
tive and that charity, without any crown or recompense 
of glory or reward-such is the lady nurse at the seat of 
war. It is a noble picture-is it not? Well, that is human 
nature. 

Csonsider now the outcast Jezebel of the London pave- 
ment. Fierce and cunning, and false and vile. Ghastly 
of visage under her paint and grease. A creature debased 
below the level of the brutes, with the hate of a devil in 
her soul and the fire of Hell in her eyes. Lewd of gesture, 
strident of voice, wanton of gaze; using language so foul 
as to sh.ock ,tlhe pot-house ruffian, and laughter whose 
sound makes the blood run cold. A dreadful spectre, 
shameless, heartless, reckless, and horrible. A creature 
whose touch is contamination, whose words’ burn like a 
liame, whose leers and ogles make the soul sick. A crea- 
ture living in drunkenness and filth. A moral blight. A 
beasi of prey who has cast down many wounded, whose 
victims fill the lunatic ward and the morgue; a thief, a 
liar, a hopeless, lost, degraded wretch, of whom it has 

/ been well said, “Her feet take hold of Hell; her house is 
the wap to the grave, going down to the chamber of 
death.” It is an awful picture-is it not? But that is 
human nature. 

There is the character oif ITon Quixote-that is human 
nature, so is the character of Sancho Panza. The same 
applies to the characters of Sam Weller and Bill Sikes, of 

P 
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H&,&one and Lady Macbeth, of Ancient Pistol and 
Corlolanus, of Corporal Trim and Corporal Brock, of 
John Knox and Charles II., of Voltaire and hlartin 
Luther, of Grace Darling and Carmen, of John Wesley 
and Tom Sayers. 

There is human nature in Raleigh’s spreading of the 
cloak before the Queen; in the wounded Sydney giving 
up the cup of water to the wounded soldier; m Eelson on 
the deck of the “Victory” with his breast ablaze with 
orders; in Napoleon afraid to die at Sedan; in St. Paul’s 
endurance of stripes and contumely; in Judas selling his 
master for thirty pieces of silver. 

Human nature is a complex and an awful thing. It is 
true of man that he is fearfully and wonderfully made. 
But consider all these types of humanity, picture to your- 
self the soldier at his post, the thief at his work, the smith 
at the forge, the factory girl at the loom, the actor on the 
stage, the priest at his prayers, the sot at his can, the 
nlother with her babe, the widow at the husband’s grave, 
the judge in his wig, the Indian in his paint, the farmer 
at the plough, the beggar asleep in the ditch, the peer 
with his betting book, the surgeon with his knife, the 
street arab in the slums, and the young girl dreaming over 
a love tale, and then recall to your mind the bloodless, 
soulless abortion of the political economist, and the “unit” 
of ‘iSociety,” whose purpose in life is to “produce,” and 
whose only motive power is the “desire for gain.” 

The last refuge of Gradgrind, when he is beaten by 
Socialistic argument, is the assertion that human nature 
is incapable of good. But this is not true. Men instinct- 
ively prefer light to darkness, love to hate, and good to 
evil. 

The most selfish ,man would not see a fellow-creature 
die or suffer if he could save him without personal cost 
or risk. 

Only a lunatic would wantonly d,estroy a harvest or 
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poison a well, unless he might thereby reap some personal 
advantage. 

It is clear, therefore, that men will do good for its own 
sake; but they will not do evil except with the hope of 
gain. And this may be said of the lowest and the basest 
types of mankind. But of the highest, even of the inter- 
mediate types of mankind, how much more ma>- be said? 
So much more, indeed, as ma? overthrow Gradgrind and 
his brutal theories, and bury hm and them in the ruins of 
his argx ments of ashes and of his defences of clay. For 
mankind tern to the sun. even to seelAg it through fog 
az:r! storm. They 1x31 obey God’s commandment \x;hetl 
they can hear it, and resist the temptations cf Satan n-ith 
such power as they possess. True are the words of Ten- 
ny5on: 

We needs must love the highest lx-hen we see it, 
Kot Launcelot, nor another. 

“Miserabler theory” -saps Garlyle-“miserabler the- 
ory than that of money on the ledger being the primary 
rcle for empires, or for any higher entity than city OKIS, 
and their mice-catching. camot be propouncled.” 

A!ajor Burke, of the YlY!d \\lest, told xc one day that 
on the prairies the conbol-5 Tvent about fi.;iger on trigger, 
ever on the cp.i vive for aI ambush. If a leaf stirred the) 
fired, if a tn-ig - anapped they fired : and in about five cases 
out of a hul;dred thrv shot 211 Indian. 

This’is the state 11 ix-hich men iive under 2 competi- 
tive commercial system. It is n-ar. The hand of every 
man is against every man’s hand. Men move finger on 
trigger, and fire at the falling of a leaf. But in a Socialistic 
state of society they would no more go armed and in fear 
of their fellow-creatures than did the Wild 1Vest cowboys 
in London. 

Th,en the Church speaks, saying that men are born 
bad. N,ow, I hold that human nature is not innately bad. 
I take the scientisjts’ view th,at man is an undeveloped 
creature. That he is a being risen from lower forms of 
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life, that he is slowly working out his development-in an 
upward direction-and that he is yet a long way from 
the summit. How far he is below the angels, how far 
above the brutes, in his pilgrimage is a matter for dis- 
pute. I believe that he is a great deal better than the 
Church and the economist suppose him to be; and that 
the greater part of what these superior persons call his 
“badness” is due to the conditions under which he lives, 
or in which he and his fathers have been bred. 

It is no use arguing whether or not man is bad by 
nature, and without respect to circumstances. Man is a 
creature of circumstances. You cannot separate him from 
his surroundings, or he ceases to exist. We will waive 
the discussion of what man might be, and concede to our 
opponents the advantage of considering him as he is. We 
v,iil consider man as we see him, and his circumstances 
as Iv-e see them. 

The que,stion a&cd is mhether human nature is bad. 
Tye must ‘bqgin b\- asking under nhat circumstances? 
13,X a 17C”cil tree l;c::r pexche;? Ses. if f-iantcd in good 
soil am: a,yaiLt a -r;nih wal!. TT;iil a rose !rae fiourish 
ii1 1-31:~!2::C1‘: Xct ii J ou set it i:: an ash-heap and exclude 
the !ight 2nd nir. 15 a i-iv.5 a beautiful 2.d a ivii;:!esome 
thing: :1-r.;, 7\-!:?:I it is fed hv the n;o:mt:-:h streams. 
n,ashed b:- tile Diil::!nE FaiilC. allc r1:ns OVCT a pcb1JI:- Led, -1 
bet .3 ‘- II cell g,ass~- :::endol\-s c:c.Lm\c ‘--i--d with water lilies. :‘;ii~~~d 
wltil flon-crinx rusiles, ~h,?.decl bv statel!- trees: lItit not 
n-hen it is poiluted 1,~ cite scn-ers.Ws:aiz?e.d b\- the refuse of 
fil:h>v dve-vats and chen;isal ;vorks: not \<hen its bed is 
slime. its banks aches, and n-hen the light falling upon 
it is the flame of forges. and the shadows those of mills, 
and manure works, and prisons. Is human nature sweet, 
and holy, and fruitful of good things? Yes. JT%en it 
gets, light and air and culture, such as we give to the 
beasts of the farm and to the lilies of the field; but when 
it is poisoned and perverted and defiled, when it is 
crushed, cursed, and spat upon, then human nature be- 
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comes bad. Tell me, then, shall we, in judging rivers, 
take the Irwell; or shall we, in judging men, take the 
slums, or the City Council or the House of Commons, 
or the Bourse, or the Stock Exchange, or any other 
body where vulgarity, and aggression, and rascality, and 
seifish presumption are the elements of success? NO 
thing on this earth can be good under adverse conditions 
-not the river, not the green grass, not the skylark, nor 
the rose; but if a thing can be good under propitious cir- 
cumstances we say of it, “This is good.” We say that of 
all the things of rthe earth except ,man. Of ‘man we say, 
without hesitation and without conditions--“He is bad.” 

We will leave the Mongolian, the Turanian, and other 
inferior races out of our calculation, and take the Cauca- 
sian race as the type of humanity. Then it may be said 
t!lat several intellectual qualities are common to all men. 
The average man, under average conditions, is fond of 
woman, fond of children-especially his own. He is also 
fond of himself. He likes to succeed. He likes to be ad- 
mired. He enjoys his food and drink. He likes excite- 
ment and variety. He likes to laugh. He admires 
beauty, ,and is pleased with music. 

Now consider how these qualities of the body and the 
mind may be acted upon by circumstances. We know 
how the pure passion of love may be debased. We know 
how men may become so brutalized that they will ill-use 
women; tthat they will cease to love and cherish their ohil- 
drew;. We know how a man grows selfish and cruel. We 
know how he sinks to sottishness, to gluttony, to torpid, 
savage boorishness. We know we have with us vast 
numbers of rich and poor, of respectable and disreput- 
able liars and rogues and beasts and dastards. Is that 
the fault of human nature? Or is it the fault of the evil 
irlfluences that choke and poison human nature? 

Gradgrind tells me that greed is the chief motor of 
the human heart. It has been so called by generations 
of shallow cynics and stupid dunces before him; and, as 
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he never thinks for himself, he has never found out the 
error. But let any man look about him and think of what 
he sees, and I believe that he will agree with me that 
what phrenologists call “Love of approbation” is a hun- 
dred-fold a stronger force than greed. What observer of 
life will deny this? Js it not plain to all when the eyes are 
opened t!lat the desire to get praise or admiration is a 
stronger motive tha:i the desire to get money? Nay, this 
desire to get wealth is only one out of a thousand conse- 
quences of the love of approbation. Only a miser loves 
money for its own sake. The great bulk of our graipers and 
grubbers value money for what it will bring. A few and 
to a small extent because it brings them luxury, ease, in- 
dulgence. A larger number, and to a greater extent, be- 
cause it saves them and theirs from the risks of penury 
and degradation. A great preponderance, and to the 
widest cxtent, because it wins them the admiration, the 
wondcl, the envy, and the services of their fellows. 

Greed is not the strongest passion of the human heart. 
A mucl: stronger passion is vanity. Yet I will not say 
that vanity is the chief motor of human action. Is it too 
harsh a word-“vanitv?” Perhaps it is-in some cases. 
Or perhaps it only soukds too harsh because often enough 
vanity is intertwined n-ith other and nobler feelings. One 
wol;ld not call Nelson vain. He had a strong desire to 
win the love and admiration of his countrymen, no doubt. 
Eut twisted in with the threads of that feeling were the 
golden strands of patriotism, of courage, of duty. We - 
cannot say how much of a hero’s life.is prompted by his 
wish to be loved by his countrymen, and how much by 
htis awn love for ‘his countrymen. I am inclined to think 
that wherever the desire for approbation can b,e disentan- 
gled from other feelings, it may be fairly written down as 
vanity. 

And how far-stretched this vanlity is-this love of ap- 
probation. From the Prime Minister, airing his elo- 
quence on the integrity of the Empire, or polishing up 
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his flimsy epigrams in his study, down through a11 the 
steps of the social ladder-the ambassador in his garter, 
the general in his plumed hat, the actor in his best part, 
and the costermonger. with pearl buttons on his trousers 
-all are tinged with vanity, all have in them the desire, 
the yearning, to be thought well of. This desire is 
stronger than the thirst for pelf. Men who would scorn 
to be paid will not scorn to be applauded. It is so strong 
that no man nor woman is free from its influence. ,In- 
deed it muxst be of this importance, for divested of the love , 
and respect of all our fellow creatures, life would cease 
to be ensdurable. But life is quite endurable without 
wealth. And there are many people who do not desire 
wealth. 

Do you think the whole of the prosperous and wealthy 
classes would resolutely oppose Socialism if they under- 
stood it? I don’t know about that. Do m,en seek or hold 
wealth for its own sake, or for what it will buy? For 
what it will buy. And the things they suppose they can 
buy with wealth, what are they? -Admiration and enjoy- 
ment. Now if you could convince men that admiration 
and enjoyment could not be bought with wealth, but 
could be got without wealth, is it not possible that Mam- 
mon would lose his worshipers? 

As society is at present constituted nearly every man 
gets as much money as he can. 1Vhat are the ordinary 
motives for this conduct? Plutocrat says, “I can make a 
fortune out of the cotton trade, and why should I not? If 
I don’t make it seine other man &; and perhaps the 
other man will be a rogue.” You see, men cannot trust 
each other. Under the operation of unfettered individual 
enterprise, life is a scramble. A m,an knows he could live 
on less than ten thousand a year, and he knows that mul- 
titudes are hungry. But if he foregoes the making of a 
fortune it will not benefit the poor. Some otlher man will 
seize on what he relinquishes, and the scramble will go 
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on. So men amass wealth because they think they might 
as well do it as let another do it in their stead. 

There is another thing. Plutocrat will tell you he has 
a wife and family to provide for. He knows the world 
too well tb leave a widow and children to the tender mer- 
cies of his brother graspers. It is every man for himself 
and the weak,est to the wall. So he will grind other people 
to make money to prevent other people from grinding his 
children. He is right in a great measure. It is his duty 
to provide for his wife and children. And under our 
present system of robbery and murder by individual en- 
terprise the widow and the orphan will find none to pity 
and defend them-unless they can pay for value received. 

Again, in a commercial era and in a commercial na- 
tion, wealth is the reward of merit, ,the crown of honor 
and the sign of virtue. Every man dreads failure. 
Wealth stamps him with the hall-mark of success, and 
truly that hall-mark is borne by some very spurious 
metals; some most evident Brummagem jewels. 

It seems, then, that to deprive money grubbing of its1 
power to mislead we must make great social changes. 
We must assure men that in no case should their children 
want. We must assure men that the possession of wealth 
will not bring them honor. We must assure men that 
justice will win them respect and not contempt, and that 
the good man who forbears to fill his coffer at the public 
expense need not fear to see some rascal render his gen- 
erosity abortive. 

The Gradgrind supposes greed to be the ruling pas- 
sion because in the Society he knows most men strive to 
get money. But why do they strive to get money? There 
are two chief motives. One the desire to provide for or 
confer happiness upoli children or friends; the other the 
desire to purchase applause. But in the first case the 
motive is not greed, but love ; and in the second case it is 
not greed, but vanity. Only a miser covets money for 
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its own sake. Both love and vanity are stronger passions 
than greed. Ic 

Will the desire of gain make progress? Suppose a 
man to have a thirst for money and success, but no 
genius. Can he for a prize of ten thousand pounds invent 
a printing press? NO. For though the impetus is there 
the genius is absent. But suppose he has the genius and 
no prize is offered! Can he then invent the machine? 
Yes. Because he has the genius to do it. We see, then, 
that greed cannot invent machines, but genius can. 

Now, if a prize be offered for a new machine, will a 
man of no genius make it? No. He will try for the sake 
of tihe prize; but he will fail for lack of brains. But no 
prize being offered, will the man of genius, seeing a use 
for a new machine, invent it? He will. History proves 
that he will invent and does invent it, not only without 
hope of gain, but even at risk of life and liberty. 

It seems, then, that genius without mercenary incen- 
tives will serve the world; but that mercenary motives 
without genius will not. 

In proof of which argument look back upon the lives 
of such men as Galileo, Bruno, Newton, and indeed the 
bulk of the explorers, scientists, philosophers, and mar- 
tyrs. Love of truth, love of knowledge, love of art, love 
of fame, are all stronger motives than the love of gain, 
which is the only human motive recognized by a system 
of political economy supposed to be founded on human 
nature. 

It is the mistake of a blockhead to suppose that because 
sometimes genius can make money therefore money can 
always make genius. 

For the sake of love, for the sake of duty, for the sake 
of pity, for the sake of religion, and for the sake of truth, 
men and women have resigned their bodies to the flames, 
have laid their heads upon t!ie block, have suffered im- 
prisonment, disgrace, and torture, atld starvation. Who 
will do as much for money? 
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Money never had a martyr. Ip Mammon’s bible the 
text of the Christian Bible is altered. It reads, “What 
shall it profit a man if he gain t,he whole world and lose 
his own life?” Men will fight for money; but they will 

. not die for it. Now millions have died for honor’, for 
love, for religion, for duty, for country, for fame. And 
how then can any sensible person stand by the base and 
brutish dogma that greed is the chief motor of the human 
heart? 

It seems an amazing thing to me, this persistence in 
the belief that greed is the motive power of humanity. 
The refutation of that error is forever under our noses. 
You see how men strive at cricket; you see the intense 
effort and the fierce zeal which they display at football; 
you see men nearly kill themselves in boat races, on 
cycling tracks and running grounds; you know that these 
men do all this without the hope of a single penny of 
gaih, and yet you tell me in the face of the powerful foot- 
ball combmations, and rowing clubs, and cricket clubs, 
and with a quarter of a million of volunteers among you, 
and with the records of Inkermsn, and Lucknow, and 
Marston Moor on your shelves, and with the walls of the 
hospitals, and the lifeboats of the Royal Humane Society, 
and the spires of your churches, and the convents of,the 
Sisters of Charity, and the statues of your Cromwells, 
and Wellingtons, and Nelsons, and Cobdens, all ready 
for you to knock your stupid heads against, that the only 
reliable human motive is-the desire for gain. 

CHAPTER XV. 
A HOUSE DIVIDED AGAINST ITSELF -. ? 

Of all the many senseless and brutal theories which 
practical men support, the most fatuous and bestial is 
the theory of competition. 
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I use the word theor,y advisedly. You practical men 
are fond of scoffing at all humane systems of thought or 
government as mere “theories.” It is one of the vainest 
of your vanities to believe that you have no theories at 
all. 

Why, John, you practical men have as many the- 
ories as any Socialist. But the distinctive marks of all 
your theories are their falsity, their fiolly, and their utter 
impracticability. 

For instance, your practical man swears by political 
economy. But it is by the political economy of the older 
writers. It is the science of the men who were only 
blundering over the construction of a rude and untried 
theory. The later and wiser political economy you prac- 
tical men either do ,not *know or will not accept. You 
resemble a railway director who should insist upon hav- 
ing his locomotives m,ade to the exact pattern of Ste- 
phenson’s “Rlocket.” Your economy isn’t up to date, 

?CY. 
You cannot grasp a new idea-you are so prac- 

c 

&e ‘of the Iaws of your practica1 school is the law 
that “Society flourishes by the antagonism of its in- 
dividuals.” 

That is the theory of competition. It means ‘that 
war is better than peace, that a nation where every man 
tries to get the better of his neighbor will be happier and 
wealthier, more prosperous and more enlightened than a 
nation where every man tries to help his neighbor. 

Practical men are not usually blessed with nimble wits. 
‘ANow me ‘to offer you hew readings of a few old proverbs 
for use in competitive society. 

Union is weakness. There’s a nice terse motto for 
you. I,t means just what is meant by the imbecile axiom 
that “Society flourishes by the antagonism of its indi- 
viduals.” 

A house divided against itself shall stand. How does 
that suit your practical mind? It is the same idea-the 
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idea upon which.all opposition to Socialism is built up. 
It is better to make one enemy than, a hundfred friends. 
The greatest good of the smallest number. 
Waste not have not. 
Seest thou a man diligent in his business, he shall give 

his wealth to princes, 
Only a practical, hard-headed people could listen to 

such propositions without laughing. 
You are not good at theories, my practical friend. 

T.his compaitive theory is rank blockheadism. Allow 
me to show you. I will test it first by theory, and then’ 
we will se.e how it comes out in practice. 

Suppose two men had to get a cart up a hill. Would 
they get it up sooner if one tried to push it up while the 
other tried to push it down; or if both men tried to pull 
it up? 

Suppose two men had to catch a colt. Wlhich would 
be the wiser plan, for each man to try to prevent the other 
from catching it, or for each man to help the other to 
catch it? 

Suppose a captain had to bring a ship from New York 
to Liverpool., Would he allow half a dozen men to fight 
for the post of helmsman, or the whole crew to scramble 
for the job of setting sail? 

No, he would set his crew in order, and send each man 
to his proper post. 

When there is a fire-panic in a theater, how do people 
lose their lives? Is it not by all scrambling and fighting 
to get through ,the narrow doors? And the result of such 
a scramble. Is it not the blocking of the exit? But YOU 
must know very we!1 that if the people kept cool, and 
went out quickly, and in an orderly way, they would all 
escape. 

, John, if.a hundred men bad a hundred loaves of bread, 
and if they piled them in a heap and fought for them, s’o 
that some got more than they could eat, and some got 
none, and some were trampled to death in the brutal 
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scuffle, that would be competition. W&e it not for com- 
petition the hundred men would be all fed. 

That, John, is the theory of competition. What do 
you think of it? 

And now let us be practical. You have fallen into the 
stupid error of supposing that competition is better than 
co-operati,on, partly because you have never seen any- 
thing but competition in practice, and partly because you 
have not very clear sight, nor very clear brains. 

You know that when a railway company, or a salt 
company, or a coal company, has a monopoljr,the public 
gets lvcrse served than when there are several companies 
in competition with each other.- 

And you suppose that because competition beats mo- 
nopoly therefore competition is better than co-operation. 

But if you .were not rather slow, John, you might have 
noticed that co-operation and monopoly are not the same 
things. Co-operation is the mutual helpfulness of all; 
monopoly is the plundering of the many by the few. 

Give ,one man a monopoly of the coal mines and coals 
would go up in price; but miners’ wages would not. 

But there is a ,great difference between making the 
collieries the property of one man, and making them the 
property of the whole people. 

Kow the Socialists propose to make them the property 
of the whole people. And they say that if that were done 
the price of coals would be the natural price. That is to 
say, it would be the price of the proper keep of the 
co%ers. 

Or, for you’ll possibly understand this better, being a 
practical man, they say that the State could work the coal 
mines better and more cheaply-with less waste of labor 
-than could a private firm, or a number of firms in com- 
petition. 

This is because a great deal of the time and energy of 
the private firms under competition is spent, not in the 
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production and distributing of coals, but in the effort to 
undersell and ,overreach each other. 

And fortunately, we have one actual example of this 
existing &the postal and telegraphic department of the 
State. For it is a fact which no one attempts to den)- that 
the postoffice manages this branch of the national busi- 
ness ,a great deal better than it ever was or ever could be 
managed by a number of small firms in competition with 
each other. 

In an earlier chapter I gave you some idea of the waste 
entailed by competition. 

“Elihu,” in his excellent penny pamphlet, “Milk and 
Postage Stamps,” deals very fully with this matter. He 
says: 

Taking soap as an example, it requires a purchaser of this 
commodity to expend a shilling in obtaining sixpennyworth of 
it, the additional sixpence being requisite to corer the cost of 
advertising, traveling, etc.; it requires him to expend IS. I%d. 
to obtain two pennyworth of pills for the same reason. For a 
sewing m,achine he must, if spending $7 on it, part with f4 of 
this amount on account of unnecessary cost; and so on in the 
case of all widely advertised articles. In the price of less adver- 
tised commodities there is in like manner included as unneces- 
sary cost a long string of middlemen’s profits and expenses. It 
may be necessary to treat of these later, but for the present suffice 
it to say that in the price of goods as sold by retail the margin 
of unnecessary cost ranges from 3d. to Iod. in the s,hilling, and 
taking an average of one thi;g with another it may be safely 
stated that one-half of the price paid is rendered necessary simply 
through the foolish and inconvenient manner in which the busi- 
ness is carried on. 

And then he goes on to show that whereas the soap 
manufacturers are all for competition in the sale of the 
soap, they will have no competition in the making of soap. 
As thus: 

Outside his works competition appears quite natural, but in- 
side he will have no divided effort. If YOU were to suggest that 
he would supply himself better and mo;e cheaply withoxes by 
having three joiners’ shops working independently of each other 
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and under separate managements, !he would tell YOU that YOU 

were an ass, John, and would not be far wrong. 

Mr. C. Hart, in a twopenny pamphlet, one of the best 
I have seen, called “C80nstitutional Socialism,” goes into 
the’ same question. He says: 

(a) A and B are two builders, living ten miles apart. A gets 
a job close to B’s house, and B a job close to A’s house. All the 
transport of their ladders and planks is useless work, which, 
together with that of other builders, necessitates the construc- 
tion of many useless carts. This reasoning applies to most mer- 
chants, canvassers, and shopkeepers (not all of them) who cross 
each other in every town, and from one town and country to an- 
other, uselessly. How many useless ships we have to build on 
this account! 

(b) A country requires industrial and agricultural produce, 
inland and foreign. Instead of consulting the statistics of con- 
sumption, and of writing a few letters to ask for the required 
number of tons, which would be sent to a central depot for 
distribution to the shops, we have thousands of merchants and 
brokers who each order many separate parcels large and small, 
a small parcel requiring as much correspondence, bookkeeping, 
and drafts as a large one. Now, as we could, under Socialism, 
order a hundred big parcels at once, and thus issue one big draft 
instead of a thousand small tones, and do a hundred times less 
correspondence and bookkeeping than these merchants, it follows 
that nearly all their work is useless, as well as that of their 
countless dependents, direct and indirect, viz., those who do the 
useless correspondence and bookkeeping, who build the useless 
offices, who manufacture the useless office furniture and station- 
ery, who construct and drive the useless carts for this furniture 
and for all these small parcels, who build the useless banks for 
those small drafts, who do more useless bookkeeping there, who 
carry the useless business letters through the post, who act as 
useless porters, etc., etc. Socialism does not wish to abolish all 
these middlemen, but only the useless ones. 

Frank Fairman, in- his “Socialism MGade Plain,” says: 
The immense extension of the telegraph system since it has 

been managed by the State, and no longer dependent upon the 
expectation of immediate profit to capitalists, is only an instance 
of what might be done with regard to telephones, the electric 
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light, railway communications, and many other things; for some 
of which the public, under the existing system, are called upon 
to pay, in the shape of interest .on capital absolutely wasted in 
jobbery, promotion money, Parliamentary conflicts, and what is 
called insurance against risk of loss, as much as it would have 
cost to do the entire work themselves. 

Nor are this increase of cost and waste of labor the 
only evils of the competitive system. There is also the 
enormous amount of profit made by the private firms to 
be considered. 

Tlhis profit comes out of the pockets of the workers 
and goes into the pockets of the idlers. And by the idlers 
it is wasted, as I will show you in a future chapter. 

But there is anther very serious evil due to competi- 
tion. Please to read the following extract from Mr. H. M. 
Hyndman’s penny pamphlet, “Socialism and Slavery”: 

To take a single but very important instance of the way in 
which our present system works ruin all round. Industrial 
crises occur more and more frequenmtly in each successive genera- 
tion. The increasing powers of machinery, the greater facility 
of transport and communication, do but serve to make matters 
worse for the mass of the workers in all countries, insomuch 
that the uncertainty of employment is greatly increased by these 
recurring crises, apart from the danger of the workers being 
driven out on to the streets by the introduction of new labor- 
saving machines. But these crises arise from the very nature of 
our capitalist system of production. Thus, when a period of 
depression comes to an end, orders flow in from home and 
foreign customers; each manufacturer is anxious to take advan- 
tage of the rising tide of prosperity, and produces as much as he 
can, without any consultation. with his fellows or any regard for 
the future; there is a great demand for laborers in the factories, 
workshops, shipyards and mines; prices rise all along the !ine, 
speculation is rampant; new machines are introduced to econo- 
mize labor and increase production. All the work is being done 
by the most thorough social organization and for manifestly 
social purposes; the workers are, as it were, dovetailed into one 
another by that social and mechanical division of labor, as well 
as by the increasing scale of factory industry. But they have no 
control whatever over their products when finished. The ex- 
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change is carried on solely for the profit of the employing class, 
who themselves are compelled to compete against one another at 
high pressure in order to keep their places. Thus a glut follows, 
and then a depression of trade, when millions of men are out of 
work all over the world, though ready to give their useful labor 
in return for food; and the capitalists are unable to employ them 
because the glut which they themselves have created prevents 
production at a profit. 

Competition, it thus appears, raises the price of com- 
mcdities, lowers the rate of wages, and throws vast num- 
bers of men out of work. \ 

Another evil of the competitive system is the milking 
of new ideas by the capitalist. Undxer competition a new 
invention is a “trade secret,” and is worked for the benefit 
of one firm. 

Brown gets ,hold of a new method of cutting screws 
which enables him to dispens’e with half the labor. He 
conceals this from Jones and Robinson and uses it to 
undersell them. Let us trace the action of such an inven- 
ticn under competition and under Socialism. 

Suppose that labor equals 50 per cent. of the cost of 
making the screws, and that the new process’ saves half 
the labor. That gives Brown a profit of 25 per cent. more 
than Jones and Robinson. Now, Brown first of all dis- 
charges half his men, and then lowers the price of his 
screws IO per cent. The results of these operations are: 

I. The public get their screws IO per cent. cheaper. 
2. Brohvn makes 15 per cent. more profit. 
3. Jones and Robinson lose their trade. 
4. H’alf of Brown’s men are out of employment. 
5. If Brown can ruin Jones and Robinson and take 

all their trade, then he will throw half of their men out of 
employment, and may even raise the price of screR?Is again, 
and SOI take all the advantage ‘of the invention. 

And very likely Brown has bought this invention from 
some poor man for a couple of ten pound notes. 

But now consider the result of our new screw-cuxting 
process under Socialism. 
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A workman invents a new process. He is rewarded 
by a med,al and the naming of the process after itsin- 
ventor, and the invention becomes the property of the 
State. 

What are the effects? Screws can be made 25 per 
cent. more cheaply. W>ho gets the advantage of that? 

Tlhe people get the advantage of it. You may 
I. Reduce the hours of labor in the screw trade by 

one-half, or 
2. Send half the screw-cutters to some other work, as 

fanminlg. 
But in either case the people will reap the benefit. For ’ 

either hours of work will be shorter, or more wealth will 
be poured into the common store as a consequence of 
every new invention. 

> Doubtless some of your political, hard-headed, prac- 
tical friends will affect to be shocked at the idea that the 
inventor of our new process gets “no more substantial 
,reward”‘than a medal and a name. But remember one 
or two things. 

I. The inventor has, already, as much of all substan- 
tial thinlgs as he requires. 

2. That he could not spend money if he got it. 
3. That he is under no obligation to think of the 

future, as he and his wife and children are sure of the care 
of ith,e State. 

Besides, you may remind your practical friends that 
the.h’er,oes of the life-boats, the hospitals, the coal mines, 
and ,the battbe-field seldom get so much as a medal or a 
name. 

The heroes, who defended Rorke’s Drift were re- 
warded by a grant to each man of a pair of eight shilling 
trousers; the heroes of the glorious oharge at Balaclava 
have many of them died in the workhouse. 

One other instance of the bad effects of competition, 
and I thave done with the subject. 

- . 
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On the 17th of June, 1893, the Clarion quoted from 
The New Nation the following paragraph: 

“As soon as I get up a good thing, say in chocolate,” says a 
merchant, “some rival will imitate it in quality and sell it at a 
lower rate. To hold my oxn I’ve to cut his price; but as I can’t 
do that and make a profit, I must adulterate the article a little. 
He knows the dodge, and he will do fihe same thing. So we go, 
cutting at each other, until both of our articles are so cheap and 
poor that nobody will buy them. Then I start the pure goods 
again under another name, and the whole circus has to be gone 
over again.” 

Every man who knows anything of trade knows how 
general is ,the knavish practice of adulteration. As a 
Lancashire man you will need no lecture on the evils of 
calico-sizing. Now, all adulteration is directly due to 
competition. Do Lou doubt it? Allow me to prove my 
statemer;t by quotmg from a speech by John Bright. 
John Bright was a great apostle of grad-grindery. He 
was a champion of competition, an opponent of the Fac- 
tory Acts and trade unionism; and in the speech-to which 
I allude he intended to excuse ad’ulteration, and he said: 

“Adulteration is only another form of competition.” 
Could anything be clearer? Could any irony, or any 

argument, or any invective of a Socialist, wound compe- 
tition se deeply as does this maladroit chance-blow of 
its champion, John Bright? 

I notice, Mr. Smith, that there is a statue of John 
Bright in the Town HIall Square of Manchester. That 
statute is well placed. .John Bright was the natural hero 
of the cotton age. In our Merrie England we shall most 
likely prefer to put up memorials to men like John Ruskin 
and Thomas CarlyIe. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 
THE SUkVlVAL OF THE FITTEST. 

One of th,e favoritme arguments of the Gradgrinds in 
support of competition is the theory of the Survival of 
the Fittest. 

They say that those who fail, fail because they are not 
fitted to succeed. Thiey say that those who succeed, SUC- 

teed because they are “fit.” They say it is the law of na- 
ture that the weakest shall go to the w-all, and to the wall 
wi,th them-and no quarter. 

The slumites live in the slums because they are unfit 
to live anywhere else. The Duke of Marlborough lived 
in a palace because the intellectual and moral superiority 
of such a man naturally forced him into a palace. 

Burns was a ploughman; Bunyan was a tinker; Lord 
Chesterfield was a peer. The composer of the popular 
waltz, “The Masher’s Dream,” makes ten thousand a 
year, and li ves in a mansion. Richard Jefferies and James 
Thomson died ,poor and neglected. 

Jay Gould had boundless wealth and tremendous 
power. Walt W?hitman had a modest competence, and no 
power at all. Or, as the most vivid example I can give 
you of th.e greart law of the survival of the fittest, let me 
remind y-ou that Brigham Young was a prophet and a 
ruler, wealthy and horrored; and that Christ lived a mendi- 
cant preacher, and died the death of a felon. 

And all these things are justified by the glorious law 
that thle ‘fittest shall survive. 

But let me give you my own explanation of the law as 
to the survival of the fittest. Of two plants or animals, 
that one will survive which is fittest to endure the condi- 
tions in which both exist. The question of which man 
shall survive depends upon the conditions under which 
The men shlall strugglce for survival. 

According $0 the law of nature the man who is best 
suited by the -conditions of the country and the society 
he lives in will be best fitted to succeed. 
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In a nation of marauders, then, who live by spoliakion 
and the sword, the fittest to survive would be a different 
type of man from him who gets first place in a nation of 
traders, where fierceness and strength of arm are less 
called for than tenacity and clearness of head. 

It thus appears that when we say our poor are poor 
because they are not fitted to gain wealth, we mean that 
they are not “fit” to gain wealth under the conditions of 
life now existing. But under different conditions of life. 
they might succeed. 

If, then, the present conditions of life are right, the- 
poor are wrong; but if the present conditions of life are 
Tlot right, the poor are wronged. 

Therefore, it seems that this theory of the Survival of 
the Fittest is no an’swer to our indictment against So- 
ciety. It proves nothing except that if the poor are un- 
worthy they are unworthy. The question are they un- 
worthy, or is it the arrangement of Society -that is unwor- 
thy, has still to be answered. 

One condition of Society enables one kind of man to 
succeed. Another condition of Society enables another 
kind of rn,an to succeed. Kow would you say that was 
the best condition of society that gave to the lowest type 
of humanity the pre-eminence? Or would you say that 
was the best condition of society that gave the highest 
type of humanity the pre-eminence? 

Granting that the n,oblest is really the most proper to 
survive, is it not desirable that the conditions of society 
should be so moulded and arranged, that noble qualities 
shall have full play and base qualities be kept in check? 
I think that is clear enough, and I now ask you to con- 
sider whether society, as it is at present constituted, en- 
ables rhe law of the Survival of the Fittest to work for evil 
or for good. 

For hundreds of ages we have been imprisoning, mur- 
dering, prosecuting, and starving our Brunos, our Pa&, 
our Socrateses, our Raleighs, our Joans of Arc, and have 
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he.aped rewards and honors on our Alexand,ers, our Bona- 
partes, ,our Jay Goulds, our Rothschilds. Are we to go 
on forever in the worship of usury anld slaughtter and in- 
trigue? Are we still to make the ,basest the fittest to sur- 
live? To bless power above benevolen.ce? Shall we 
never have done admiring and obeying our Brigham 
Youngs, nor crucifying our Christs, nor scorning those 
who follow Him, and such as He? 

No sensible man w-ould attempt to oppose a law of 
nature. All natural laws are right. Ko natural law can 
be resisted. But before we give to any lam implicit obe- 
dience we shall be wise to examine its credentials. Nat- 
ural laws we must obey. But don’t let us mistake the 
hasty deductions of erring men for the unchanging and 
triumphant laws of Nature. Let us begin, in this case, by 
asking lvhether the law of prey, which seems to be a nat- 
ural and inevitable st.atutie among the brutes, has any right 
of jurisdiction in the courts ,of humanity. Is there any 
difference between man and the brutes? If there is a dif- 
ference, in what d,oes it consist? 

We need not get into a subtle investigation on this 
matter. It is sufficient to use common terms, and say that 
man has inltellect; animals only instinct. C’onsider the 
consequences of this difference. \;lie have spoken spd 
written language, which beasts ,have no,t. U7e have im- 
agination, which beasts have not. We have memory, his- 
t.ory, sciences, religions, which beasts have not. And we 
h,ave intellectual progress, which beasts have not. I might 
go a great deal deeper into this matter, but I want to keep 
to plain speech and simple issues. Man has reason; beasts 
have not. 

Now reason is a natural thinlg in man. Nature gave 
him reason, because reason is necessary to the working 
out of his dsevelopment, and I mean to say that by reason 
we are to be guidmed, and not by the law of prey, which is 
a natural check and balance put upon unreasoning crea- 
tures. By blow much a man’s reason exc,els a brute’s in- 
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stincts is ,thae man better than the brute. By how much 
one man’s reason excels that of his fellows is he better 
than they. By how much any policy of human affairs is 
more reasonable than another policy is it fitted to sur- 
vive. 

It seems, th.en, that the law of the Survival of the Fit- 
t’est does a.pply to mankind; but it work,s with them in a 
manner d3feren.t to that in which it works with the brutes. 
W’ell, I say that our Gradgrinds apply a natural law in an 
unnatural manner. That they would rule mankind by 
brutal methods. 

Before we go any further with this theory of the Sur- 
vival of the Fittest, let me, <ask you one question. Will 
you tell me, Mr. Smith, who are the-fittest to survive? A 
great deal depends upon our answer to that question. All 
wealth is got by plunder. If instead of making laws to 
stop the depredations of the sweater we repealed the laws 
for the repression of the garrotter, we should soon fall into 
an.archy&hat is, into a state of savagery, such as is unr 
derst,ood by thle word anarchy. Thee race to the swift. The 
battle to the strong. The weak to the wall. The van- 
quished to the sword. A perfect realization of the Sur- 
vival of thee Fittest. Then the mlan with the most strength 
and feiocitv would tabe by force of arms the goods of the 
weak and timid-and their lives. Which all of us would 
call sheer plunder. But commercialism is just a war of 
wits-a gambling or fighting with weapons of parchment 
and th%e like, and really plunder by force of cunning in- 
stead of by force of arms. And both these forms of plun- 
der are forms in which the baser intellect and the more 
brutal physique will always be successful. In personal 
conflict, Socrates would be no match for J. L. Sullivan; in 
commerce, Jesus Christ would be exploited by Jay Gould 
-as he was, in fact, by Judas. 

For the Gradgrinds to invoke the laws of Nature is 
add. Our “Survival-of-the-Fittest” men declare their de- _ 
pendence on the laws of Nature, and when anyone sug- 
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gests a change in laws and customs for the sake of the 
poor and heavy-Ialden, th’ese barbarian ranters answer, 
“Oh, no. You must not meddle with rhe laws of Nature. 
Nature’s processes are inevitable, and cannot be altered’ 
by acts of Parli,amenit.” But we have laws, and these 
wiseacres would keep those laws. If we suggested that 
no laws should be, they would call us anarchists. But 
what shall we call them who cry out that natural law is 
the only law, and yet insist upon thfe necessity for human 
laws as well? 

Is there any natural obstac!e to the establishment. of a 
community on just terms? Is there any known law of 
nature that denies bread to the in.dustrious and fo,rces 
wealth upon the idle? If a na,tural law mak,es waste and 
want imperative, what is that law? Tell me, that I may 
kn,ow it? Natural law as far as I do know it is against this 
unjust distribution. Natural law punishes gluttony, and 
as ruthlessly punishes privation. Nature racks the gour- 
mand and sluggard with gout, or disfigures him wit,h 
dropsy, and the starvelin:g and unresting drudge she visits 
with consumption and witlh pestilence. She strikes the 
miser with (a Midas curse-turning his bowels to gold, 
and she bran,ds the drunkard, t!h,e libertine, and the brawler 
with the mark of the beast. Nature everywhere o,rdains 
temperance. How, then, can wealth or indulgences be 
justified in her name? How can we say that the millions . 
‘of poor slain by unnatural conditions of life are the vic- 
tims of nature’s laws? 

To whose interest is it th,at the poor should suffer ? Do 
their sorrow and travail confer an atojm of benefit on any 
of God’s creatures? Injustice is a thing accursed. It 
dtoes not. never d’id, andhever will confer a benefit on any 
man. The man who does an injustice suffers for it in his 
moral nature. He gain,s nothing, though he mak,es 
wealth. For n.o man can use more thanhe needs, and Jus- 
tice would give all men that. The men to whom an in- 
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justice is done suffer, and be they many or few, Society 
suffers because of their suff,ering. 

Th,e Survival of the Fitt,est is a question of conditions. 
It can ,have no great pow,er to-day. The Survival of the 
Fittest is another name for Anarchy. Our Society is one 
bound by law. The unfettered “right o,f individual en- 
terprise” is anarchy. And it is bad. It is bad because 
in a state of social warfare, warfare to extermination point, 
the basest and t,he vilest have the advantage, for the vile 
man and the base will fight with less ruth and fewer 
scruples. 

So much for the survival of the fittest. So much for 
Laissez Faire. The man who accepts the Laissez Faire 
doctrine would allow his garden to run wild, so that the 
roses might fight it ‘out with the weeds and the fittest 
might survive. c 

CHAPTER XVII. 
SOCIALISM AND PROGRESS. 

Anoth,er stock argument against Socialism is the as- 
sertion that it would destroy all intellectual progress. 
Here is a quotation from an article by the late Charles 
Bradlaugh :- 

1 object to Socialism because it would destroy the incentives 
which hare produced, among other things, the “clever” men 
who serve society in various fashions, as doctors, engineers, 
architects, and teachers. I am inclined to doubt whether, if the 
enormous army of Socialist officials were rewarded at the like 
rate with the scavenger and the ploughman, the temptation on 
them might not be very great to helfl themselves to extra recom- 
pense from the national stores. 

The first sentence in this palssage displays a. singular 
misconception of ‘human njature; the second a grotesque . 
misconception of Socialism. 

We will dispose of the second sentence first. You will 
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observe that Mr. Bradlaugh spoke of “th,e en,ormous army 
of Socialist officials.” He seems to have supposed, as so 
many suppose, ‘that under Socialism we should be over- 
run with officials. You will find the same comical blun- 
der in Richter’s book. 

Now the fact is that under Socialism there would be 
as few officials, and as many workers, as possible. I don’t 
think you will find the officials in. the postoffice more 
numerous than in any ordinary business house. But the 
surprising part of it is that a really shrewd m(an iike Mr. 
Bradlaugh should have failed to notice the enormous 
number of officials, the useless officials, too, who burden 
every department of trade under competition. 

For what are all the clerks, travelers, agents, canv,ass- 
trs, salesmen, managers, capitalists, and other costly and 
needless people but an “enormtous army” of o.fficials? Just 
glan.ce back .at the chapter on Competition, and then con- 
sider wlleth,er Socialism, however badly managed, could 
possibly ad’d to thee number of overpaid and unnecessary 
non-producers. 

Then Mr. Bradlaugh was terribly shocked by the idea 
that a doctor should be paid at th,e s,ame rate as a scaven- 
ger. This is chiefly due to two misconceptions of Mr. 
Bradlaugh’s. First of all, hle had been so, used to the 
recognized money standard of honor that he didn’t seem 
able to realize that a man might, under Socialism, be hon- 
ored more for what he was, or ‘for what he did, than for 
u hat he got. Secondly, hte was so used to seeing such 
men as scaqlengers overworked, underpaid, and generally 
despised that it did not occur to him as possible that un- 
der Soci4alism every worker would be treated justly and 
respscted as a man. But turn thme idea the other way 
round, and you can reply to Mr. Bradlaugh’s objection 
that it will be a decidedly good society for the average 
man where the scavenger ‘or ploughman is as well paid 
as the doctor or the engmeer. Holvever, I shall have 
more to say about our friend the scavenger in a future 
chapter. 
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Another amusing blunder of Mr. Bradlaugh’s is the 
idea that if an .official got no more pay than a scavenger 
he would turn thief and rob the public stores. 

That seems to imply that the “clever” men, the men 
who Mr. Bradlaugh evidently regarded as the salt of the 
earth, are not, in his opinion, very honest. If an under- 
paid clerk, in these times, robs his employer he is sent to 
prison-as a rogue. We hear nothing about the injustice 
of society or thse folly of competition in paying him no 
more than a scavenger. 

But, observe, once more, that it could o.nly be under 
Ideal Socialism that the official and the scavenger would 
be equally paid. Therefore, there would be nothing for 
the official to steal but folod ‘or clothing, and as every man 
would have as much of those as he needed for the asking, 
I don’t see what an official would gain by stealing more. 

Ko. The error arises, once more, from a misconcep- 
tion of Socialism. The fact is our critics will keep sup- 
posing that under Socialism the workers ,would bse as bad- 
ly treated and as badly rewarded as they are now. 

Let us turn, then, to Mr. Bradlaugh’s first sentence. 
Socialism, he says, “would destroy the incentives which 
have produced the clever men who serve society.” This 
is the old story about the incentive of gain. It comes 
very curiously from the mouth of Mr. Bradlaugh. Very 
curiously, indeed. 

hIIr. Eradlaugh was a clever man, and he had worked 
very hard. Was gain his iaceruive? NOI one who knows 
anything of his life will suppose so for a moment. It is a 
marvelous thing. Here we had a man who had fought a 
bitter, a t,errible, and uphill battle all his life long for prin- 
ciple, a man who was faithful unto death, aad who died 
poor and embarrassed, and we find him objecting to So- 
cialism because it would remove the in’centtive 04 gain. 

But there is the statement, and it is a common one. 
Mr. Morley repeats it. Mr. Morley is convinced that if 
existence were no longer a sordid struggle for mon,ey the 
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genius of the people would die out, and we shfould sink 
into barbarism, and retain nothing bust the bare neces- 
saries, of life. 

Well, this is what I call comic. Mr. Morley seems 
satisfied with things as they are. What do his words as- 
sume? They assume:- 

I. That the greatest and noblest of the race are ac- 
tuated by avarice. Which is not true. 

2. That the greatest and n.oblcst of the race secure the 
most wealth. Which is sot true. 

3. That the people are at present in the e,njoyment of 
more than the necessaries of life. W!hiclh is not true. 

4, That the people are at present in the enjoyment of 
civilization and refinement. Wh,ich is not true. 

5. That Socialism would discourage genius and pa- 
triotism. WI&h is not true. 

6. That Socialism would< encourage idleness. Which 
is not true. 

I will take these six errors in @heir order, and refute 
them. 

The first is the assertion that if a clever man were not 
paid ‘higher wages than a manual laborer, he would refuse 
to devote his talents, to th,e service of society. 

Now, Jrohn, out of their own mouths shall these men 
be condemned. 

Have you ever read any of the speeches and articles 
on the Paym’ent of Members of Parliament? You have. 
What is the stock argument used against the payment of 
members? 

It is the argument that to pay members would be to 
lower ‘the tone and impair the quality of the House of 
Commons. It is the argument that men of talent wilI 
serve the nation better for honor than for money! 

I think that there I have them on the hip. This argu- 
ment is used by the same men who tell us that Socialism 
would degrade the nation by abolishing the incentive of 
gain. 
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With hiow little wisdom is the world governed. What 
do yo’u think of the morality, what do you think of the 
intelligence, whait do you think of the knowledge of these 
“practical s.tatesmen,” these men you cheer and vote for? 

They tell you one day that unless you pay clever 
men big wages, they kli cease t,o work. 

They tell you another day that if you pay clever men 
at all, they will ceas,e to work. 

They declare first of all that it is only the lust after 
money that makes men great. 

They declare next that money .is such a vile thing that 
if you pay members of Parliament you will ruin the coun- 
try, because- only- greedy advenlturers will work for money. 

Is the swinish lust for wealth the one motive power of 
all clever men, except our members of Parliament? 

What think you is the chief food of genius? Does the 
prospect of wealth inspire Hamlets or Laocolons, and 
steam-engines, and printing-presses? The true artist, the 
man to whom all creative work is due, is mainly inspired, 
sustainxed, and rewarded by a love of ,his art. Milton 
wrote “Paradise Lost” for $40. Can greed produce a 
poem like it? Many improvements in, machinery. are 
made by workmen. Often they get no profit. Sometunes 
the m,aster patents the improvement, pays the drudge a 
few shillings a week for his ideas, and makes thousands. 
Shall we measure men’s brains like corn, or gauge the 
pressure and the power of fiery passions and quenchless 
faiths by the horse-power? All the forces of all the kings 
of the earth cannot make one brave man turn on his heel; 
all the wealth of the nation,s cannot buy olne pure soul : all 
the fools in a big city cannot conquer one strong brain; 
all the drilled and crammed dunces that political econcmy 
and hide-bound school systems can band together cannot 
advance the cause of kntowledge or liberty one inch. 

Was it greed made Socrates expound philosophy, or 
Shakspeare write plays ?^ Was it competition made Watt 
invent th.e steam-engine, or Davy the safety-lamp, or 
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Wheatstone the telegraph? Was it greed that abolished 
slavery? Was it greed made Darn-in devote his life to 
science? Was it greed that unfolded the secrets of astron- 
omy, of geology, and of othmer important facts of nature? 
Or did greed give us musical notation, the printing press, 
the pictures of Turner and Raphael, the poems of Spen- 
ser, and the liberties of the English Constitution? 

The tirue artist: he to whom all creative work i’s due, 
is mainly inspired, sustained, and rewarded by a love of his 
art. He will take mo,nle)-, for he must live. He will take 
money, for money is the badge of victo?. But with or 
wit!hout money, an,d witlh or without praise, he will wor- 
ship the beloved mistress, art. He calls his wealthy pa- 
trons Philistines, and in his soul despises them. 

This paltry plea about pay! k-et, even if we Admit that 
“pay” is the one prize and the one incentive of life; it 
would see as though the men.of “ability” are not the 
men who get the most of it. It may seem a sad thing that 
Darwin should get no more “pay” than the “clod” who 
breaks stones. But there are “clods” w-ho break backs and 
bearts inst,ead of stones, who get paid more than tlhe men 
of ability in question. For instance, Jay Gould, the 
“financier,” got more “pay” and held more wealth than 
Gladstone, and Carlyle, and Darwin, an’d Koch, and Gal- 
ileo, and Columbus, an,d Cromwell, and Caxt’on, and 
Stephenson, and Washington, and Raphael, and Mozart, 
and Shakspeare, and Socrates, and Jesus Christ ever got 
amongst them. So perfect is the present system 04 “pay.” 

Are the best m.en of to-day the best paid? Are the 
most useful men the best paid? Are the most industrious 
men the wealthiest? Do the noblest and th,e cleverest men 
work for,gain? Do th,ey get rich? Do the great mass of 
the !aboring classes work for gain? Dfo they get rich? 
Did the love of gain tver make a hero or a martvr? Did 
it ever win a battle? Will a man do most for l&e or for 
money, for )hono8r or for montey, for duty or for money? 
Having no mo,ney, does a genius become a fool? Having 

b 
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much money does a fool become a genius? Did any na- 
tion, loving money, ever become great; or, gaining riches 
an,d luxury, ever remain great? It has been - written 
that :- 

Romans in Rome’s quarrel 
Spared neither land nor gold, 

Nor child, nor wife, nor limb, nor life, 
In the good days of old. 

But it has never been written fio.r said nor known of 
any but t‘he vilest and meaneat ,savages, that they would . 
sell their count‘+y or their wives or their children or their 
faiths for money. 

Is there any community as united and as effective as 
a family? Th,e family is the soundest, the strongest, and 
thxe happiest kind of society, and next to that is the tribe 
of.families. And why? Because all the relations of fam- 
ily life are carried on in &rect opposition to the principles 
of political economy and the survival of the fit,test. A fam- 
ily is bound by ties of love and mutual helpfulness. The 
weaklv child is not destroyed,; it is cherished with ex- 
treme& tensderness and care. The ru!e is vested in the 
parents, and not knocked down to the highest bidder. 
The brothers do not undersell each other. The women 
are better treated than the men, not worse, as in the fac- 
tories, and each member of the farnily.receives an equal 
sh,are of the common walth. .’ 

But let us return to the article of Mr. Bradlaugh. Here 
is antother statement :- 

To me, I avow, it does seem that Sir James Paget or the 
editor of a newspaper is more valuable than the street-sweeper, 
that the effort necessary to become a clever doctor or successful 
journalist is greater than that necessary for an average stone- 
breaker. Sir Charles Russell, Mr. Burne-Jones, or Mr. Wm. 
Black may, it appears to me, have each been required to devote 
years of preliminary study and ardent application which are not 
required from the omnibus conductor or letter-carrier. 

Here is the same idea, that services and labor can be 
recompensed by “pay.” The same idea that because one 
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‘man can die more or better than anoth,er hte sh,ould have 
more mloney; ‘the same unaccountable inability to. see 
that all monjey the earth contains can never buy a man 
more than fihe necessaries of life, for a man has but one 
body to clojthe, but one stomach to feed, but one head to 
rest upon a pillow. 

Kow, if every man bad enough, would, it not be a piti- 
ful spectacle to see the salt of the eanth-the men of 
knowledge ad ability-whining f,or more? 

W!hy should a clever man want more than an average 
worker? If the wo,rkmlan’s pay is enough for his wants- 
and tthat “ought” to be-why should an artist have more? 
The wwrkmaa hiaving enlough, s’llould the artist have more 
rthan enough? He does not need it. He cannot use it. 
;We is already more blessed than the wolrkman, fotr his 
talent is a boundless source of ple$asure to him, and his 
work is a gratification and not a tiask. X really great-soul- 
ed man would spurn such a guerdon for his victory. In 
a healthy state of human feelin,g, to offer a hero, inaney 
and vain titles would ,affrcmt *him as surely as offering a 
man a sugar-stick to eat or a baby’s rattle to’ plav with. 
Virtue is its own reward. The artist’s reward is 6is suc- 
cess; his honor is his works. The true hero asks for ser- 
vice, not for pay. “Ich Dien” is the real Prince’s motto 
all the world over. 1’11 have to look up a list of biogra- 
phies, so that Smith & Co. may know m-hat a hero is. They 
are rather scarce now. And it is curious th,at at a time 
when the demand for a hero is very pressing, the supply 
has failed. That nlow, when ,heroes cold have more gold 
anid more pramlotion than were ever showered on them 
before, they do seem strangely 10th to show themselves. 
I cannolt explain this, unless by supposing that heroes are 
not ruled by the law of supplv and demand, and do not 
much 8c,ovet riches or places in the House of Peers. 

But let us take some ‘homely illustrations of my con- 
tention that merit does not dlepend upon pay. ’ 

You know something about cricket. Take the Notts 
m 
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team. You will find that all the professionals are paid at 
the same rate. But you will not find them all equally 
good. Shrewsbury is the best bat in the team. He gets 
no more pay than a less expert man. Bu,t does that fact 
prevent any one of ,us from, recognizing his superior 
power? Do you n,ot see that it is the same in all profes- 
sions? I dare say Mr. Sims makes more money than 
Sbakspeare would make now. Rut we never made a mis- 
take as to which of the two stands at the head of his art. 
John L. Sullivan, the boxer, got, I am told, $2,500 a week 
for acting. But even if that be m&e than Mr. Irving 
would get, it does not follow than any man can believe 
Sullivan to be the better actor. 

Homely illustration No. 2: That a man will do, his best - 
even when he gets no more pay than another of his trade 
less clever than himself. Here again we take Shrewsbury 
as ‘an example. Put him into the Players’ eleven. He 
will get no more monev than any other batsman. Yet he 
is the best batsman. But will he, therefore, not try to 
score? Ask him. See him. Yes; I know what you will 
say. If he does not do his best ,hle frill be throvcn out, and 
then he will get no money. But Mr. Stoddart- tries as 
hard as Shrewsbury, and he gets no money. =\nd you 
will find in the Gentlemen and Players’ matches that th,e 
Gentlemen are as keen and as anxious to win as are the 
Players. And you will always find that the man who . 
works or fights for love, or honor, or duty, or fame, will 
work ,harder and fight more fiercely and bravely than the 
man who fights for pay. Because the former has his 
heart in the work and the latter has not. 

And n.otice another very curious thin’g asbout Mr. 
Eradlaugh’s paragraph. 

He tells us that Sir Charles Russell and Mr. William 
Black have been required to devote years of preliminary 
study to their trades. He suggests, therefore, that now 
they shall be paid extra wages. Why? 

Is not all wealth created by la.bor? How did Messrs. 
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Black and Russell live during their period of education? 
Who kept them? 

They were kept by the workers, and are, therefore, in 
debt to the workers, and n,ot the workers to them. But 
of ‘this mlore anon. 

\i’e may now go back to hIr. Morley. Of his six er- 
rors, I have answered, three. We will take Nos. 3 and 4 
together. They imply th,at the people are at present in 
the enjoyment of the necessaries of life. 

What about the uaempl,oyed? Whist about pauper- 
ism? LVhat about sweating? 1Vhat about the payment 
of unskilled labor? 1Vhat about female labor? What 
albout the railway workers, the canal workers, the chemi- 
cal workers, the costermongers, ‘the dockers, the chain 
and nail makers, the agricultural laborers? What about 
the slums? Does Mr. Morley ever read any Blue Books? 
Does he know anything about the coadition of &is coun- 
try? If ‘he does; he makes very bad use of the kn~owledge. 
Talk about a barbarous society in which men should have 
but the necessaries of life. Just cast your eye over this 
brief extract from Dr. Russell’s pamphlet onI life on one 
room :- 

Of the inhabitants of Glasgow, 25 per cent. live in houses of 
one apartment. * * * No less than 1-1 per cent. of the one- 
roomed houses, and 27 per cent. of the two-roomed houses, 
contain lodgers-strange men and women, mixed up with hus- 
bands, and wives. and ch’ld 1 ren, within the four walls of small 
rooms. * * * There are thousands of these houses which con- 
tain five. six, and seven inmates, and hundreds which are inhab- 
ited by from eight to thirteen. Of all the children who die in 
Glasgow before they complete their fifth year, 32 per cent. die 
in houses of one apartment, and not 2 per cent. in houses of five 
apartments and upward. * * * From beginning to rapid 
ending, the lives of these children are short parts in a wretched 
tragedy. * * * I can only venture to lift a corner of the 
curtain which veils the life which is lived in these houses. It is 
impossible to show you more. 

That is official testimony, and Mr. Mjorley talks ab,out 
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“necessaries” of .life. Do you count fresh air, health, 
decency, and cleanliness as necessaries? If you d,o, what 
say you to the barbarism of Glasgow, of Liverpool, of 
London, and of Manchester? Come, will you tell me how 
Socialism is going to ruin. Ancoats, or lower the moral 
standard of Whitechapel, or debase the ideal of Black 
Country life? It will be time enough for our statesmen 
to despise thee “necessaries of life” when they have made 
it possible for the people to get them. 

Error No. 6, that Socialism would encourage laziness, 
I shall deal with in a future chapter. 

CHAPTER XVIII. 
SOCIALISM AND SLAVERY.. 

The c,ommon misconceptions of Socialism are most 
perverse and foolish. Mr. Herbert Spencer wrote an ar- 
ticle called “The C.oming Slavery.” I think he is respon- 
sible for <the much-quoted opinion that Socialism would 
result in a more odious form of slavery than’ any the world 
has yet known. 

Cl,early ,there are two things which, Mr. Herbert Spen- 
cer, like most of our critics, has failed to understand. One 
of these things is Socialism; the other is the condition 04 
existing society. 

I deny &at Socialism would result in any form of sla- 
very at all; and I assert that a m,ost odious form of slavery 
exists at present in this so-called free country. Let us see. 

First as to Socialism. Mr. Spencer’s idea appears to 
be that under Socialism thle State would compel men to 
work against their will, or to work at occupations uncon- 
genial to them. 

This is a mist$ke. The State w.ould not compel any 
man to work. It would only enabl’e all men tot work, and 
to live in peace and comfort by their labor. 
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If a man did not choose to work he would not be 
coerced. He could either do his fair share of the work of 
the community in return for his fair share of the wealth, 
or he could decline to work. 

But if he declined to work he would certainly have to 
starve, or to leave the State. 

Now I want to point out to you, before I go any fur- 
ther, that as things are at present some men live luxurious- 
ly and do no work, many men do a great d’elal of work 
and live wretchedlv, and nearly three-quarters of a million 
of men who are willing to work can get no, work to do. 

To hear people talk about slavery under Socialism, 
you would suppose we had freedom now. Rob,ert Inger- 
soll says:- 

Some of the best and purest of our race have advocated what 
is known as Socialism. * * * Socialism seems to me to be 
one of the worst possible forms of slavery. * * * Nothing 
would so utterly paralyze all the forces, all the splendid ambi- 
tions and aspirations that tend now to the civilization of man. 
Socialism destroys the family and sacrifices the liberties of all. 
* * * If the Government is to provide work it must decide for 
the worker what he must do, etc. Is it possible to conceive of a 
despotism beyond this? The human race cannot afford to ex- 
change its liberty for any possible comfort. 

The human race cannot afford to exchange its liberty 
for any possible comfort! But the human race has not got 
any liberty to exchange. The human race, at least the 
great majority, are slaves. 

But ,ask yourself, what liberty of choice is left to you. 
Suppose you are out of work, can you ‘have work for 

the asking? No. But under Socialism you could always 
%ave work. Is that a proof of slavery? Suppose under 
Socialism you were told that you must work or starve? 
W,ould that be any more despotic treatment than the 
treatmlent you get nhow? Tell your present employers that 
you do not wish to work, and see what the alternative will 
be. You must work or starve now. The difference be- 
tween present conditions, and -.thle conditioas of Social- 
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ism, are that you now work long hrours for a bare exist- 
ence, whereas, in a Socialistic State you would work short 
hours for a life of honor and comf,ort. 

The Socialistic St.&e would noit compel any man to 
lvork; it would prevent him frolm living on the work of 
&hers. It would organize the industries, production and 
distribution of tihe community, and would then say to the 
citizen, “If you would enjoy rhe benefits and share the 
wealth of this cammomnwealth you must also obey the 
lan-s and share the labor.” Surely that is just. But in 
no case can it be twiseed to mean slavery, for the man 
who did not like rhe conditions could refuse them, just 
as he can now. 

, 

But note that other statement of Mr. Ingersoll’s :- 
If the Government is to provide work it must decide for the 

worker what lhe must do. 
Must it? \Vhy? 
At presen,t the capitalist finds work, but he does not 

dlecide what we must do. He cannmot dfecide, or he would. 
So when the State found work it would not decide 

what each man must do. 
You will ask me how a Socialist St,ate would apportion 

the work. I ask you how the work is apportioned now. 
You have a son, say a lad of fourteen, and wish to put 

him to a trade. You ask ,him his choice. He says he 
would like to be a cabinet-maker. You apply at th,e shops 
in your own town and find that trade is bad, or that the 
allowed number of apprentices is made up. So you get 
the boy ivork ‘as an engineer or a painter. 

That is to say, your boy can choose his tr,ad,e subject 
to the dlemand for labor of certain kinds. If all the boys 
wanted ,to be engineers they could not all get work at 
that trade. 

These conditions would exist under Socialism. The 
State or the municipality would need a cerstain number of 
plumbers and a certain number of painters. If more boys 
asked tie be painters than.the State needed to do its paint- 
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ing, some of th,ose boys would have to take other work. 
Where does the slavery come in? 

Robert Ingersoll is considered a very able man, and 
13erbert Spencer enjoys the reputation of being a great 
thinker. 

Wshat heave these famous men b,een doing with thleir 
eyes? How h’ave tihey contrived to commit the egregious 
blunder of supposing that men have free choice orF occupa- 
tion, now? How many men d,o you know, John Smith, 
who are working at the trade of their cho,ice or living 
wh’ere and how th:ey please? 

Let us return to yoar boy of fourteen. Suppose, in- 
stead of choosing to be a ca’binet-maker, he said, “I want 
to be a daolctor!” You would laugh at him. Why? 

Because it is absurd for a, weaver’s son to ask to be a 
doctor. Why? 

Because it c,osts a lot of money to become a doctor. 
And. once more, whv? B,ecause a doctor has a great deal 
to learn, and education is dear. 

So, though your son wishes to be a doctor, though he 
mdght possess great talent for the work, he must go and 
be a candlestick-maker instead, for you are too poor to 
give h,im his choice. 

P,ut under Socialism education would be free. It 
would be free to all. Therefore the c,ompetition for dloc- 
torships would be equal. It would not be what it is ntow- 
a close thing for rhe privileged classes. So your boy 
would hlave as good a chan,ce as zny other. 

“Ah,” Ibut you will say, “under Socialism all the boys 
would wanit to be do,ctors and artists and’writers.” 
likelv. 

Very 
And a,t present all the boys want to be “gentle- 

men;” but very few of them qet their wish, and many of 
them have to be beggars or t&eves. 

Under Socialism any boy who ,had the industry and 
talent might qualifv himself to get a diploma. Of course, 
when he had got it, be might not get an app&ntmen,t as 
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one of the medical men for his town. 
But I understand that there are at present a good 

many doctors with no practice. 
There is no greater blunder possible than the blunder 

of supposing that in this counttry at the present time every 
man may follow the work of his choice. It is a ridiculous 
error. 

To read Mr. Bradlaugh, Mr. Ingersoll, and Mr. Spen- 
cer, you would think that things are SQ well ordlered now 
that all kinds of work must fall to the men best fitted to 
do it. 

Writers and painters have to write and paint what they 
can sell; provided they can get a chance to write and paint 
at all. 

Take my own case. Deere I am, after being forty-two 
years a free man, in a free country, obliged to confess that 
I have never yet succeeded in doing tlhe kind of work I 
,have wanted to do. 

Turn your eyes to trade. There are two carpet fac- 
tories in a town. Another man sets up in that trade. 
What happens? He mlay be a good man and a clever 
mban; and he may make better carpets than the o’ther 
firms, but unless he is very rich they will ruin him by sell- 
ing below cost in order to retain the trade in &heir own 
hands. 

Or suppose there are two papers in a town and a rival 
paper is started. What will happen? 

Thae new paper may be a much better paper than the 
old ones, but unless its proprietor is a rich man it cannot 
live. Why? 

Because there is such a thing as a boycott. The pro- 
prietors of the established papers will send around to the 
news-agents and say, “If you sell the Comet I will take 
away the agency for the Fog Horn,” and “If you sell the 
Comet I shall get fresh agents for the Welsher.” 

Now suppose the agent is poor, as nrost agents are, 
and suppose he is selling both those papers and clearing 

P 
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ten dollars a week on the sale. Is it likely that he will risk 
the ten dollars for the sake of selling a good paper which 
may not pay him one dollar, or may not live a month? 

Do you call that agent a free agen’t? Do you mean to 
say that the would-be proprietor of the Comet is a free 
man, or that he can do what work he pleases? 

Undeer presen,t conditions, rascality and money can al- 
ways overreach honesty and brains. 

I am not talking fin,e-spun theory now, like that of 
Robert IngersollI. I am8 telling you facts and arguing 
from experien’ce. 

Talk about slavery! Freedom of contract! Under 
your m’udh-glorified freedom 04 contract, how many con- 
tracts are freely made? Under your vaunted liberty of 
the Individual, how many. individuals have any liberty at 
all? At this pr:esent day m this fine count,ry the bulk of 
the people are slaves. They are slaves not to a wise, 
beneficent, and popular Govertiment, but to a ring of 
greedy, grasping fools; a co’terie of rich barbarian’+-who 
would boil dcown t!he last nightingale if ‘they thought his 
hones would serve to dye yarn; who would choke up the . 
!asr well if they had no place handy in xihich to shoot their 
alkali dust, and would cover the last rood of sward with 
ashes, if thev thought there was no ,hope of grinding the 
said as’hes v&h sewer slime to make mortar folr the peo- 
pie’s houses. “Can any one imagine a despotism more 
terrible” than the regulation of work by Government!? 
I think so. I think I could find it. But I h&ve no need to 
look. See; it is here, ready to my hand. 

It is here, in a letter, long kept by me, a sample of 
many I constantly receive:- 

I f  you can see your way to give us poor devils of silk dyers a 
word or two I am sure it would do us good. We work longer 
hours than any otiers in the trade in England, get less wages, 
rind, for our lives, or rather our situations, dare not openly 
belong to a union. If  we strike-as we did last summer-pres- 
sure is brought upon us by our wives and children (nearly all of 
whom have to work) being dismissed from their situations. If 
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we write to the Leek Times-the best friend we poor dyers ever 
had-we are afraid to sign our names; and if we have a meeting 
it has to be kept a dead secret. In fact, it is not worth living to 
work under such circumstances, and as far as I can see the olily 
union we shall ever get will be the union workhouse, and many 
of us are half way there now. Give us a word to strengthen the 
fearful and encourage the weak. Somebody must help us. We 
cannot help ok--selves. We have been down so long that we 
don’t know ho\v to get up. 

P S.-For God’s sake do not mention my name. 
For God?s sake, do not mention my name. What? It 

is no crime to write to a pressman and say, “I am not 
.happj-,” or “I am ill-paid.” It is not against the laud to 
isay, “We have no union.” If a man trembl’es to hear his 
own name given ,with his own true statements, ,what be- 
comes of the sacred “liberty of the individual?” Is this 
your liberty, then? Is this the li,berty we “cannot sacrifice 
for any comfort?” Are these tfhe noble aspirations and 
glorious ambitions that Soccialism would trample out of 
‘life? Is this free En&and’s free choice? When a free 
man fears ,to speak his own name? Surely there is some 

’ despotism even now extant. 
But Mr. Ingersoll says, “The human race cannot 

afford to sell its liberty for any po,ssible comfort.” I 
have, I think, said enough to satisfy you that the human 
race have no liberty to sell, but I don’t want you to sup- 
pose ‘that Sociailism is nothing nobler t’han a desire for 
‘comfort. We Iwant better things than comfort. WC want 
freedom and’justice, and honor and education. Your 
individualist and uCl#itarian are the dilsciples of comfort. 
To abheir comfort and to their luxury all that is best and 
sweetest in the lives of the poor is sacrificed. They 
imagine that so loag as the worker has enough to eat and 
drink he has all that Ihe requires. The comfort they wot 
of is the comfort of the hog-an overfed stomach, a bed 
of straw, and a close and filth)- stye. We Socialists ask 
tiat the people shall be held as something better than 
hogs. We ask that they shall be treated as men and 
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women-and to men and ,wo.rneen comfort 5 not the fulfil- 
merit )of life. 

The people need more than wages. They need leisure. 
They need culture. They need ‘humane and rational 
amusement. They need the chance to exercise th,ose 
“splendid a,mbitions and alspirations” about which our 
critic is ,eloquent. 

I want to-know why the collier and the weaver and 
the railway drudge and the silk dyer should be doomed 
to a dull and brutish round of labor-1 will not call it 
work-and greasy stew, and bad beer, and straw mat- 
tress, and filthy slum? I want to know lwhy the yahoo 
yelping of the free and easy should be considered recrea- 
tion; ,and why ahe promotion to a head shuntership at 
$5.00 should be coumed as high enough ambition? Tell 
me, why should not the best that art, and science and 
literature, and music, and poetry, and the drama can do 
be placed at the disposal of the humblest workers? Why 
should’ not the factory girl ,be. an educated lady? Why 
should the collier not be a cultured gentleman? 

The answer is “Capitalism!” The exigencies of capi- 
talism grind these people d’own, rob them of rest, of 
energy, of health, of food, of time-so that they have 
neither aheart nor mdnd nor olpportunity to become aught 
but drudges. 
tions!” 

Talk about “splendid ambitio,ns and aspira- 
Such >things now are for the folrtunate few; but 

we want them for the many. 

\ . 

CHAPTER XIX. 
IXDUSTRY. 

When Socialists complain of the misery of the poor 
they are often told by Piressmen, Parsons, and Politician,s, 
that all the sufferings of the poor are due to their own 
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vices and fJolly.* T,hus, a short time ago, the Manchester 
Examiner and Times, in reviewing a little book of mine, 
;\?Tenlt out of ‘its ‘way to offer me a lesson in political econ- 
omy, and announced that the misery of Ihe masses was 
due “to sin, <hereditary and acquired.” 

The Examiner implied, of course, that the misery of 
the peopl,e was due t,o t’heir own sin. 

This isthe very reverse of the truth. The-misery of the 
people lis due (to the sins, negligences, and ignorances of 
thase who rob t,hem of their ea?-nings, and grow rich upon 
their m,oral ruin and pihlysical destruction. Is it true that 
poverty is the result of idlenests, of improvidence, and of 
vice ? 

Ilf it were, th&n we should always find that the idle, 
the vicious, and the improvident were poor; and that the 
industrious, the t,hrifty, and the temperate were well off. 
But it ,is ,a fact that many idle, vicious, and improvid,ent 
people are rich, and it is a fact tihat tihe poorest people in 
the world are the most iadustrious. and sober, and thrifty. 

NCYW, I ,want to contvin’ce you of two Ithings. Firstly, 
that .the wices of lthe poor are due to their surroundings, 
instead of the surroundings being due to the vices; and, 
secondly, thtit universal industry, and thrift, and temper- 
ance amongst the poor would tend to make them poorer 
than they now are. b 

The ‘sins laid to &he charge of ,ehe poor are three: 
I. Idleness. 
2. Improvidence. 
3. Drunkenness. 

The first charge is a false libel. So far from the poor 
being criminally idle, they are criminally industrious. 

The second charge is a misnomer. The improvide.nce 
of lth,e poor is so clearly d,ue to ignorance that it should 
be called by that name. 

The third charge, that of drunkenness, has a greater 
foundation of truth, although I believe from my personal 
observation, which has been extensive, that the poor are 
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much more temperate than ‘many of their critics would 
have LLS believe. 

First of all, let us considler this word industry. You 
often hear industry praised as a virtue. I think the thing ’ 
is not a virtue in itself. The virtue lies in tlhe moltive and 
method of-its use. There is no’virtue in a plough. It is 
an instrument for good or evil acording as it is used for 
preparing lthe field for a crop, or for tearing up the gar- 
den of an enemy. So with industry. We read of those 
whose hanids are cunning to devise an evil thing, and 
whose feet are swiht to do iniquity. .We should not praise 
a burglar for his industry though ‘he might ro,b a dozen 
villas in a week. If mere doing is to get us praise, what 
laudable and industrious men ‘were Alexander and Bona- 
parte! They were always ,working, but the seed they 
sowed was evil. 

Industry is only expedient and valuable for the nation 
when it produces good fruits. It-is only laudable in the 
individual *when inspired by ,noble motives. You must 
not suppose that the nations wbi,ch do the (most work are 
the greatest aations. You must not fall into tihe error of 
the economist, and suppose that the people who “produce 
mast” are&he greatest or rhe worthiesIt people. Before 
praising a .nation for its productiven&s and industry, we 
should ,inquire if the things they produce are noble or 
worthless Ithings, and if the labor of their hands is the labor 
of slaves or of freemen-of arti,sts or of Philistines. 

The kind of industry ,wo.rthy of praise is the kind 
which is useful in its endIs and unselfish in its objects. If, 
in a colony, Ithere ,were a scarcity of corn, if a few men 
owned the land and the rest had to tild it for their food; 
if the landllords gave only a pound of mmeal for a day’s ser- 
vice, and se’t the day’s service at fourteen hours, the ser- 
vants .wou!d have to work hard. They ,wouBd h,ave to work 
like beasts of burden; or starve, or fight. If they toiled 
and suffered would you call Itheir slavery industry? Would 
you praise and hon,or them as noble and diligent men? 
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I should say @hey are cjowlards and fools to endure this. 
I should say their lives are laborious, but not incltitirious, 
and t,hzt Itheir efforts are no more worthy in them or cred- 
itable to the,m than those of the tram-horse who fags in 
the shafts at11 day-for dread of the whip-thong in his 
driver’s hand. E,ut that is the com.monest form of industry 
to-day, and that i.s *he kind of indust,ry the peer and 
pressman, tlhe <bishop and the capitalist, have in their 
minds when th,ey extol ,t’h,e dignity of labor and the virtue 
of ‘industry, and when they impress upon the minds of the 
work,i.ng-clas audiences the glory of “honest toil.” 

Suppose Yhe case changed wi$h our Colony. The land 
is in the hands of the people, but its yield is meagre and 
bread is scarce. The working day iIs fixed at ten houns, 
that being the time essential to the production of the 
smallest yield ca,pable of supporting life. M;ould -you call 
the man who ,worked his ten hour5 faithfully day after 
day-and no more-an industrious man? Would you say 
he was Ia man to *praise and admire? I sjhould say no. 
This lman doss his dutv and n.o more; and it is not a 
virtue for a man to do h-is duty, for it would be a sin if he 
did not do his duty. This man bears the same relation 
to an industrious man that an honest man bears to a 
generous one. The honest ,man pays what ,is due. That is 
all his duty-as he understands it-demands. If he did 
lesshe,would be a rogue. But the generous man not only 
pays what is claimed-he gives what is wanted. 

Again, #suppose one man to be left ho sulpport hEmself. 
Thouglh he *worked ‘tiweaty hours a day to get food or 
luxuries for himself, you ,would not call that laudable. 
because the motive is purely a selfish one, and all the 
labor is for his own gratification. But this is a form of 
industry mluch belauded by our pastors an#d masters. This 
lonely &fish glutton is a man made of the stuff of which 
very many heroes have b,een made. He is painfully like 
the men held up to us as examples to copy and as idols to 
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-worship. Hse is the kind of man who “gets on.” 
Return again to our Colony. The land is the peopl#e’s. 

The fixed working hours are ten a day; but the fields a.re 
sot enoulgh til,led and the harvests are {still poor. Nolw 
suptpose .so,me mlan seeing ahis goes and works five (hours 
extra daily for the common good; he is an ipdusltrious 
man. He is made #of the stuff of which real heroes ‘are 
spun. Or suppose he sees thabt pick and spade and muscle, 
and bone are overmatched in the struggle to win bread 
from the obstinate soil, and seeing this gives all his 
thought and time, sacrifices all his pleasures and desiies, 
to the one task of designing and constructing a plough or 
other engine to relieve and feed the weary and famished 
people-well, I say, that is an industrious man; that is a 
noble man. His work is “honest toil;” he is a hero. 

Or suppose another case-the case of a man who loves 
work for its own .sake. Here is an artist, say, or a mu- 
sician. H,e loves art or qmusic. He lab,ors at his chosen 
art with all the powW he has, with all the thought, and 
love, and courage, and patience of Ahis ngature. 145th a dae- 
votion that Ino rebuff can *shake, z&h an affection that no 
;triu.mph can weaken, he stands at his easel or sits at his 
piano content laboriously and o&cm-ely to create beauti- 
ful things for their own sake. Then, I say, that man is 
an industrious man. He is a man most valuable to his 
fellow-creatures, but he is not so exalted a hero as the 
man described just now. T’here is a great differenlce be- 
tween work and toil, between task work and work of 
Nc’hoice; and lthlifs difference-palpable as it is to a man 
,like (me, ‘who has tried both forms of labor-is t,oo often 
lost sight of by morali.sts who make it their business to 
lprea’ch to the mas,ses. 

.Between the n.avvy whee’ling interminable barrows of 
‘clay over endless miles of planks at a fixed pittance, and 
the strqggling aulthor or painter living on dry bread and 
dreams in a garret, there is this immense difference, that 
whereas the navvy’s work is a dull, monotonous, uninter- 
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es&g .task, with Ino motive but that of winning an animal 
subsistance, no exercise except for the physical powers, 
and no ho’pe beyond a doubtful promotion to the post of 
ganger, the Iwork of the painter of the writer, howsoever 
poor and obscure he be, is a labor of love; a labolr that is 
in ,itself a pleasure, a recreation, and an education. A 
work that employs and trains the highest faculties; that 
inspires the heart and brain w&h the brightest hopes; that 
hdlds out to th,e ,poorest and most insignificant oC its 
drudges at kast,a chance, a lntle prami(se, however remote, 
of the highest honors and the moslt magnificent rewards. 

It is all very well for the busmess man, Ithe parson, the 
author, the endneer, the Imember of Parliament, to abuse 
+he sworkman as idlIe, th.riftless, and drunken; but let us 
do the workman justice. Let us remember that his work 
is neither exciting, pleasing, ennobling, nor remunera- 
tive. Often I have heard Iprofessional men say, “Talk about 
the wolrking class! *what do they know of work? They 
never work as hard as I do. They h2ve not the ,worry and 
strain that mental ,work involves. I am a manufacturer- 
a doct’or-a lawyer-my work *is never d,one.” All1 this 

9 is true. The doctor’s work or the author’s work its never 
done. But qrelmemtber that he loves tilt so ‘much that he 
would not wish it ever done. H,e is so wrapped up in it, 
so wedded to it, that if it were done, if he were obliged to 
take off the ‘harness and to go to grass in the prrme of 
life, he ,would actually break his heart. 

It is very nice for professional men to boast of their 
industry and love of .work. They are doing the work of 
their choice. But take them away from the th,eater or 
the desk, the pubpit, or the quarter-de,ck, and ‘set them to 
carrying bricks up a ladder, .&itching slop clothinfg, or 
scribbling out invoices, and see how they will enjoy that, 
and how industrious they will be. 

It is easy to tell a workman tfo be industrious and com- 
tented in that w,alk of life Ito Lvhich Providence has called 

’ hitm. !But it would be neither easy nor pleasant to take 
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his place andtshow him how it should be dlone; and I tell 
you frankly I believe that if Provid.ence called a Prime 
Minister or a Bishop to dig coals or puddle iron, Provi- 
dence would have to use a long trumpet or the gentlemen 
would not hear. 

Ask any man of taste and sense which he would pre- 
fer-a pitcher witih a stencil pattern printed on it, a bad 
copy multiplied a thousand times of some original de- 
sign, (or the same .pitcher moulded in a form peculiar 
to it&l.f, and ‘onnamented with (the original desi,gn itseJf 
hand-painted, and not repeated on any other piece of 
pottery extant. ,H,e will ,tell you he prefers the original 
work. 

Now, ask any man of taste and sense whether he would 
rather .ten’d a machine which should turn <out pitchers by 
the thousand all of one form and color, or himself turr 
and !mould the clay upon ithe wheel and under his own 
hand. Ask any man who knows men and life and under- 
standIs human nature and ‘human work, whether a number 
of (men or *women would rather stamp tlhe same design ten 
thousand tim.es ‘upon ta piece of plaster, or set t,o work 
w&h gouge anid chisel and carve out leaves and flowers 
to their own fancy and diesign. 

IIn ipraportion as you c,an make men’s work artistic 
will iIt become pleasam and e1evatin.g and productive of 
contentment. In proportion as the work becomes more 
plea&g, ,more interestmg an’d more noble will the people 
grow to love it; and the more, the people come 1t0 loye their 
work, the more industrious and contented will they be.~ 
That is one of ‘the practical values of art. 

But, again, there is a .negative as well1 as a positive 
value in art. If a man’s work is irksome, brutish, cheer- 
less, and w%hout hope or Iinterest, the man grows jaded 
and dissatisfied. Getting no hope, no variety, no joy nor 
excitement out of the I,abor of his hands and brain, he 
seeks for change and relaxation elsewhere. He mu,st 
RaJve change and rest and pleasure. The duLler and 
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harder the task, the more h,is thirst for excitement and for 
ease. Just think of these facts. Remember that by mak- 
ing a man a drudge, you make him contract a debt to 
nature; and nature ,wil! be paid. If you will or musit have 
drudges, you must and shall provide thorn an antidote to 
the bane, or they must and will provide the antidote thtm- 
selves. You see tha+., do you not? WeU, tihcre are the 
drudges clrudging all around ;-ou. Hmave vou provided 
them abtindance of lmre and inncbccnt recreation for their 
leisure and refreshment? Y&I *have aot. But you grant 
a (great (many ,pulilc-house licenses I notice. You, set 
them an example on the Stock Exchange and in the 
counting-house and on the racecourse which they may 
follanv. .4nd the result-? 

(GHAFTER XX. 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Let us now consider how far drunkenness is re- 
sponsible for the poverty of the masses. First of all, ler 
me say a few words on drink and drinking. It would be 
a mistake to suppose that the man who is oftenest drunk 
is the heaviest drinker. YMany a highly respectable mid- 
dle-class gentleman spent& more money on drink in one 
day ,than a laborer earns in a week, yet ,withal is accounted 
a steady man. I have seen a jlournalist, and one very 
severe upon the vices of the poor, .drink $2 worth of 
whisky and soda in an evenmg, and do his work correctly. 
I have known a sailor to sit up all night playing at cards, 
and consume about a pint of rum and a gallon of stout in 
the process, and then go out at eight In the morning and 
score nine consecutive bull’s-eyes at zoo y&s. But the 
average poor laborer of the slums would be mad on a 
quarter of the liquor. Why? 

There are three principal reasons:-I. The laborer is 
often in a low state of health. 2. The laborer does noit 
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drink with any caution or m&hod. 3. The laborer does 
not get pure liquor. 

N,ow I must in justice say for the poor tlhat they have 
great excuse for drinking, and that they are often blamed 
for being drunk when they are simply poisoned. 

Drunkenness is a disease. It is just as much a diseas,e 
as typhus fever or ch,olera, and often anises from very 
similar causes. Any medical man will tell you that the 
craving for alcoholic stimulants is frequently found 
amongst men whose nervous system is low. 

But there are, I think, three chief causes of drunken7 
ness. A man ‘may crave for drink ,when his syste!m is*out 
of order. And this may resuh, and generally does result, 
from overwork, from worry, from dulness of life, inducing 

* depression, from lack of rest,.or from living or working 
amid unhealthy surroundings. Hence you will find1 
many professional men give way to drink from sheer 
mental over-strain, and you will find ,many dwellers in 
the slums give way to drink fro,m loss of sleep, from over- 
work, from Ill-health or from the effects of foul air. 

Or a man may become a drunkard from the habit 06 
taking drink. Doubtless there are many thousands of 
men working in the caal mines, or ironworks, or as coal 
dischargers, or as 4~001 staplers, or masons, or chemical 
laborers, \%qho from the intense heat, or severe exertion, or 
choking dust, amongst vwhich theylabor, are compelle,d to 
drink freely, and so acquire the morbid taste for liquor. 

Or a <man Imay lead a dull and cheerless life, and live 
amid squalid and gloomy surroundings, and so may con- 
tract the habit of going to the public-h&se for company 
and change and for excite.ment, and’s0 may acquire the 
habit ,of drinking by those means. 

Or a man may have inherited the dtisease from drunken 
parents; ,parents who acquired it from one of the causes 
above named. 

Noaw, MT. Smith. you know that many of the poor 
work at unheahhy ,trades and live in unhealthy places; 
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and you know that they ,work too hard and too long, and 
that ,their lives are dull and anxious, and I ask you is ilt 
surprisingthat such people take to drink? Moreover, those 
purists ,tiho bear so hardly upon the workers for this 
faulrt, have seldom a w’ord to say against the men who 
drive them to drink. (But the real culprits, the people 
actually responsible for nearly all the drun,kenness of the 
poor, are the grasping employers, the ,polluters of the 
rivers and the air, the jerry-builders, the slum-lords, and 
the detestable knaves who grow rich by the sale of pois- 
one and adulterated liquor. 

ii! ive rhe pe’ople .healthy homes, human hves, due 
leisure and amusement, and ‘pure meat and drink, and 
drunkenness will soon disappear. While there are slums, 
while men have no pure pleasure, while they are over- 
worked, and untaught, and while *he wealthy brewer can 
open h,is poison dens at every street corner, it (will be use- 
less to preach temperance. The late Dean of Manchester 
spoke like a man of sense when h,e said that if he lived in 
the slums he too woultd take to drink. 

Do you doubt Ime when I say that it is the surround- 
ings ‘that .make the vices of the people? 

Putt a Inumber of ‘well-disposed .peopIe into bad sur- 
roundings .and compel the,m to stop there. In a century 
you will have the l&d of people now to be found in the 
slums. Take, now, a Isot of people from the slums and 
put jhem in a new country where they must work to live, 
where they can live by work, where fresh air and freedom 
and hope can come to them, and in a generation you will 
have a prosperous and creditable colony. Do you not 
know this to be (true? Has it not happened both ways? 

\ Do not Dr. Barnardo’s outcast children turn out well? 
Then whatsis the reason? Men are made by their environ- 
ment. 

It has,been ,said that dirt is matter in th,e wrong place. 
I often tibiak .trhatt ne’er-do-wells are examples of energy 
in the wrong place. Emerson says “There is no moral 
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deformity but is a good passion out of place.” Some 
natures cannot thrive without a great deal of excitement. 
They have in them susch desire of act,ivity, such hurtget 
for adventure, that they are incapable of settling down to 
the dull qhum-drum life of respectability and profit-making. 
Sir Walter Raleigh was a bold explvorer and a grand 
admiral, but I cannot imagine him a success as a Lanca- 
shire weaver, ,witch $5 a week and two Iholidays a year. 
Turn these restless spirits 1,oose in a congenial sphere, and 
they will do much good work, as, indeed, much good work 
has been done by such. But dulness and monotony, task 
work and tracts, are not food hot enough for their palates. 
And so they seek such ,ohange and such excitement as lie 
in their way. And the dealer in doctored gin and trhe re- 
tailer of racing “morals” find their profit in the,m; but 
they might have been fine fafctors in the sum of human 
progress. 

To tell, these people .that they shall have help and love 
when they quit their vices is like telling a sick man @hat 
he shall be sent to the seaside as soon as (he recovers his 
health. 

Sow some wsheat on sterile land, and it will give a poor 
harvest. Would you say, “while there are poor harvests 
there must be ateriEe land.s?” Put a fish into a small and 
dirty globe, and he will sicken. Would you say tthat while 
there are sick fishes there must be small globes and im- 
pure water? Yet you say while there are vice and im- 
providence there mtlst be .pover?y. 

Why do the middle and upper classes take so much 
trouble with the nursiag and education of their children? 
Wlhy do ,they instil into their young minds principles of 
honesty, of industry, of virtue, of culture? W’hy do they 
send their sons and daughters to school and to college? 
W’hy do dhey teach them cleanliness and sobriety? Why 
d.o <they so jealously watch over their morals? Why do 
they take such trouble and incur such expense in tie 
effort to shield bhem from all that is vicious, and indecent, 
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and wnhealthy? Is it not to entsure bheir moral and 
mental aad physiscal welfare? You will say, “Of course.” 

It seems, then, that even she children of educated, 
honest, and virtuous parents need to be carefully trained 
and guarded to prevent them falling into idleness and 
vice. For if chi!dren (would grow up good without 
watchfulness and cu!tivation, it would be mere folly and 
waste of tiime and ,nrans to trouble about teaching them. 
Now if al! this cart; is necessary to ensure moral excel- 
lence, it follows tliat wibhout such care moral excellence 
could not be ensured. That is to say, that in our col!eges, 
in our Sunday sclroo!s, in our home lessons, in the tender 
and earnest solicitude of good parents, we find an acknowl- 
edgement of the fact (that a child is what he is taught to be. 

Now suppose a child is deprived of this education. 
Suppose it is born in a poor hovel, in a poor slum. Sup- 
pose its home surroundings are such that cleanliness and 
modesty are well-nigh *impossible. Suppose the gutter is 
its play-ground; the ginshop its nursery; the factory its 
college; the drunkard its exemplar; the ruffian and the 
thief its instructors! Suppose bad nursing, bad air, bad 
water, bad food, dirt, hunger, ill-usage, foul language and 
‘hard work are its daily portion. Suppose it has inherited 
poor blood, dull spirits, enfeebled wit, and stunted stature, 
from its ill-fed, untaught, overworked, miserable, ignor- 
ant, and unhealthy parents, can you expect that child to 
be clever, and moral, and thrifty, and clean, and sober? 

Again. What n,ext to their education and surround- 
ings makes well-bred and well-taught children happy and 
good ,and inldustrious? Simply their good and pleasant 
environment. Life is to them worth living. They have 
comfort and love and knowledlge and-hope. Bait the 
child of “the great unwashed” has none of these things. 
His lot is labor .and poverty, his pleasure is in drunken- 
ness and gamblin’g, his future is gloomier than his horrible 
present. You talk about the social viritnes! These poor 
creatures have not even food, or rest, or air, or light 1 
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Now, I say, give them food and air, and light and leisure; 
give them education, and give them hope, and they will 
cease ,to be vicbous and improvident. 

The poor! The poor! The poor! The thriftlessness 
of the poor! The intemperance of the poor! The idle- 
ness of the poor! How lon,g yet have we to listen to this 
cackle? How long have we to hear men prate about the 
poor and about the working classes who never knew what 
poverty is, ,who never knew Svv’hat hunger means, who 
never did a stroke <of manual work, and whose knowledge 
of “the poor” is got from the poems and the novels and 
the essays of university “swells,” or from furtive and un- 
charitab1.e glances at the public-house steps or the pawn- 
shq door as thelir excellencies’ carriages are hurrying 
them #through the outskirts of the slums! 

There ,is a common belief to the effect that if she poor 
were all industrious, sober, and thrifty they would&ease 
to be #poor. This error arises from confusioa of thought. 

Iit is quite true that a sober man will succeed better 
than a drunken man; but it is not true that if all the peopIe 
were sober their ‘wages would increase. 

Suppose ‘there are ten clerks in an office, nine of whom 
are unsteady and one steady. The steady man will very 
likely become head clerk. But this is not because he is 
steady, but because the #others are not steady. For you 
will observe that no one thinks of promoting a clerk be- 
causehe is honest, for very few clerks being dishonest the 
honest clerk is .not singular. 

You !mrust not suppose that because a sober and in- 
dustrious man ,wil~l succeed-in some trades-betster than 
a drunken and a lazy man, that therefore the whole trade 
would succeed better by becoming abstainers and hard 
workers. 

You are fond of “facts.” What are the facts with re- 
gard to thrift and industry amongst the workers? 

The HCndoos are amongst the ,most abstemious and in-- 
dustrious ‘people ; and they are about the worst-paid people 
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in tlhe ,world. The imrngrant Jews in the tailoring and 
slipper ztrades are wonderfully thrifty, sober, and indus- 
trious, and ‘they work terribly long hours for tshamefully 
low wages. 

Under competition the .workers do not gain any ad- 
vantage by being sober and industrious. They gain a 
lower depth of serfdom and a harder task of slavery. If 
the ,Englishman will work for fifteen hours and live on, 
bread and cheese, the foreigner will have to work for eigh- 
teen hours and eat grass, and that is w,h& your cajpitalists 
mean when they tell you that Englishmen are being 
pushed out of the market by foreigners, because foreigners 
will,work harder and take less pay. 

But allow me to quote the statemem of this case given 
by me in my reply to the Bishop of Manchester: 

“In all foreign nations where the standard of living is 
low& ,than in Enjgland, your lordship will find that the 
wages are lower also. 

“Has not your lordship heard our manufacturers tell 
the English workers that if they would emulate the thrift 
and sobriety of th,e foreigner they might successfully com- 
pete ,against foreign competition in the foreign markets? 

My lord, what d,oes that mean, but t’hja,t thrift would ena- 
ble our people to live on less, and so to accept less wages? 

“Your lordship knows that our shirtma!<ers here in 
Manchester are miserably paid. 

“This is because capitalism always keeps the wages 
down to the lowest standard of subsistence whic!l the peo- 
ple will accept. 

“So long as our English women will consent to work 
long hours, and live on tea and bread, the ‘law of supply 
and demand’ will maintain the present condition of sweat- 
ing in t!he shirt tradte. 

“If all our women became firmly convinced that they 
could not exist witihout chops and bottled stout the wages 
must go up to a price to pay for those things. 

“Because there would be no, women offering to live on 
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tea and bread; and shirts must be had. 
“But what, my lord, is the result of the abstinence of 

these poor sisters of ours? Low wages for themselves, 
and, for others-? 

“A young merchant wants a dozen shirts. He pays 
$2.50 each for them. He meets a friend who only gave 
$2.00 for ‘his. He goes to tihe $2.00 shop and saves $6.00. 
This is clear profit, anld he spends it in cigars, or cham- 
pagne, or in some other luxury; and the poor seamstress 
lives on toast and tea.” 

?&any shallow thinkers assert ‘that if a man is deter- 
mined to succeed ‘he will succeed. This is not true, but 
if it were true it would not prove t,hat the qualities of en- 
ergy, talent, and self-denial which enable one man.to im- 
prove his condition would enable all men to improve their 
conditions. For the one man only succeeds because of 
his superior strength and skill; but if all men displayed 
strength and skill equal to ‘his he could not rise. 

There is a panic in a theater and a fight for egress. A 
big strong man will force his way out over tmhe bodies of 
the weak. 

Now don’t you see how foolish it is for that man to 
tell the weak t!hat if they were as strong as he they could 
get out? If they were as strong as he he could not get out 
himself. 

,4 s’hort tim,e ago a certain writer, much esteemed for 
his graceful style of saying silly things, informed us that 
the poor remain poorer because they show no efficient de- 
sire to be anything else. Is thlat true? Are only the idle 
poor? Come with me and I will show you where men 
and women work from morning till night, from week to 
week, from year to year, at the full stretch oC their pow- 
ers, in dim and foetid dens, and yet are poor-ay, desti- 
tute-have for their wages a crust of bread, and rags. I 
wil! show you where men work in dmirt and heat, using the 
strength of brutes, for a dlozen hours a day and sleep at 
night in styes, until brain and muscle are exhausted and 
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fresh slaves are yoked $0 the golden car of colmzmerce, 
and the broken drudges filter through the union. or the 
prison to a felon’s or a pauper’s grave! And I will show 
you how men and women thus work and suffer and faint 
an,d die, generation after generation; and, I will show you 
how the longer and the chardler $hese wretches toil the 
worse their lot becomes; and I will show you the graves, 
and finld witnesses to the histories of brave arid noble and 
industrious poor men whose lives were lives of toil, and 
poverty, and whose d,ea@hs were tragedies. 

And all these things are due to sin-but it is to the sin 
of t’he smug ‘hypocrites who grow rich upoa the robbery 
and the ruin, of their fellow-creatures. 

CHlAPTER XXI. 
THE RIGHTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL. 

You have, very likely, heard of the thing called Indi- 
vidualism. You may have read articles or heaad speeches 
in which Socialism has been assailed as an interference 
with the righIts of ‘the in,dividual. You may have wonder- 
ed why among the rights of the individual, no place was 
given to th,e right to live; or that the apostles of Individ- 
ualism should be so strangely blind to tihe da’nger o,f leav- 
ing private enterprise uncurbed. *But you need not won- 
der about these things, for Individualism is a relic of sav- 
agery and its ,ap&gists would be agitating for the return 
of thte good old individual right of ca*rryinlg a stone club 
and living by promiscu.ous robbery afid murder, were 
they not convinced that tihc law of supply and demand, al- 
th,ough a more coward’ly and brutal weapon than! the can- 
nibal’s club, is infinitely more deadly and effective. 

Society consists of individuals-so Herbert Spencer 
.says. And that d’ogma, if it means anything, means that 
society is a concourse of inidependent atoms and not a 
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united whole. But you know that statement is not in ac- 
cord with fact or reason-not to speak of morality. You 
know that society consists of a number of more or less an- 
tagonistic parties, united amongst thjemselves -for pur- 
poses of social warf,are, and that where an independerrt 
individual-is found he is always’ either a good man, t.rying 
to persuade the combatants to reason and righteousness; 
or a bad man, trying to fleece them tihat his own nest may 
be warm. 

How, ind#eed, can society be a multitude o,f unconb 
netted units? I look in my dictionary, and I find the 
word “society” defined as “a union of persons in one in- 
terest; fellowship.” And clearly, society means a num- 
ber of men joined by interest or affection. For how can 
that be a society which ‘has no social connections? A 
mlob of antagonistic individuals is a chaos, not a society. 

And with regard to that claim that men should be left 
free to figbt each for ‘his awn hand-is that civiliza- 
tion or anarchy? And will it result in peace or war, in 
prosperity or in disaster? Not civilization, but savagery; 
not Christianity, but cannibalism, is the spirit of this doc- 
trine of selfishness and folly. An,d I ask you again in this 
case, as I did in the case of the gospel of “avarice:” Is not 
love stronger than hate? And will not a society founded 
on love an,d justice certainly flourish, as the society found- 
ed on hate and strife will certain~ly perish? 

Before you answer look around you at the state of 
England to-day, and cast back in your mind for tlhe lcs- 
s&s of .the nations that are gone. What is the apex of 
the gospel of avarice and of thte law of supply and de- 
mand? Sweating ! What is the result of the liberty of the 
individual? To cqzen the strong and destroy the weak for 
the sake of useless gain or worthless power. Does not 
one man wax rich by making many poor--one man dwells 
in a palace by keeping many in hoveIs? And are not the 
people crushed with taxation, which the impotent and 
lazy squander and misuse? 
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One Individualist, Mr. Levy, in an article written by 
;him against Socialism a few years ago, says t’hat- 

The Individualist denies to A and B the right of prescribing 
for C what will do him good, and forcing it down his throat by 
the aid of the policeman’s truncheon. He denies that A and B 
have any right whatever to coerce C, except to prevent him in- 
vading the rights of-others, and to exact from him his share in the 
maintenance of the common liberties. 

On this point we are agreed. Our difference is as to 
what constitutes an “Invasion of the rights of others.” I, 
say, why punish the kind of thief we call a burglar, and not 
the kind of thief we call a sweater? Why hang the mur- 
derer who kills in the heat of passion and from motives of 
jezlausy or revenge, and not the murderer who slays 
wholesale by the death-trap of the slums, and slays in coU 
blood, and from the bestial motive of gain? 

Mr. Levy says of Individualism:- 
It would strive to make the law such that, in the words of 

Kant-“Every one may seek his happiness in the way that seems 
good to himself, provided that he infringe not such freedom 
of others to strive after a similar end as is consistent with the 
freedom of all.” 

This is the same idea expressed in different words. 
Where are we to draw th’e line as to the “infringement of 
the freedom of others?“’ Are we to let +hse sweater and 
thbe retailer of diseased meat “seek their own happiness in 
a way that seems good to themselves?” Are we to stop 
the men who infringe the freedom of others by aid of the 
machinery of capibalist monopoly? Or are we only to 
stop th’e other rogues and ruffians who infringe our free- 
dom with the bludgeon and ahe bullet? We agree that 
it is right for society t,o protect itself against some scoun- 
drels. W,e differ as to wh’ich scoundrels are to be re- 
strained. 

Mr. Auberon H,erbert says:- 
Government has no moral right to compel men for their own 

good, but only to restrain them from such aggressions upon each 
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other as involve physical force, or such direct fraud as is the 
equivalent of physical force, from &he point of view of the consent 
to transaction of tihe defrauded person. 

AnId another tract of his is headled by the following 
quotation from Mr. Herbert Spencer :- 

The liberty of each, limited alone by the like liberty of all. 
Xow, you will observe that Gowrnment is here grant- 

ed the power to restrain on,e man from injuring another 
by physical violence or from injuring him by “direct 

. fraud,” but is not to have power to restrain tihe opera- 
tions of indirect fraud. But why should Government be 
allowed to prevent violence? Why should Government be 
allowed to paevent murder or highway robbery? I don’t 
know what reason the Individualist has for his belief that 
Government should d.efend the subject from the burglar 
and the forger. Because, if it is best to let the more 
criminal an.d more dangerous sweater rob and slay, I 
cannot understand why it is necessary to interfere witlh 
thse footpad and tihe scuttler. The reason I have for sup- 
porting the Governmenlt in its protection of the subject is 
easily given. But I’d rather use th,e word Society than 
thle word Government. 

Society, according to my philosophy, is a union of 
people for mutual advantage. Every member of a so- 
ciety must give up some small fraction of his own will and 
advantage in return for the advantages ,he gains from as- 
sociation with his fellows. One of th,e advantages he de- 
rives from association with his fellows is protection from 
injuq. The chief fuhction of Government--which is the 
executive power .of the society’s will-is to protect Phe 
subject. Against whom is the subject to be protected? 
I should say against foreign ,enemies, against injury by 
his fellow-subjects, and again’& calamities caused by his 
own ignorance. We will lay by +!he first and third propo- 
sitions, and consimder @he second. 

The subject is to be protected by tihe Government 
from injury by his fellow-subjects. Ike I traverse the 
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position of the Individualists. They will restrain the as- 
sassin and the passer of base coin, but they will not suffer 
any interierence with the sacred liberty of the slum land- 
lord or the sweater. And I fail to see tiheir reason. 

Th’ere is no reason visible to my mind for empower- 
ing the Government, or society, to ,hang tlhe man who 
steals a watch an,d murders thme owner, except the reason 
I hlave given-th,at it is for the general advantage that so- 
ciety should be allowed to protect one of its members from 
injury by an&her. If that is the real reason why Gov- 
ernment mfay ‘bang a Ch,arles Peace or send an ‘*-Artful 
Doldger” t,o gaol, then it is also a sufficient reason kvhy 
Government protection should, be extended beyond the 
limi,ts laid down in Mr. H,er’be&s tracts. Because, the 
sweater and the rack-renter, and the respectable dealer in 
adult,erated goods are not only morally worse than the 
footpad and the area-sneak, but they are also guilty of 
greater and more deadly injury to their fellow-subjects. 

True, sweating a’nd land-grabbing and othler forms 
of the basest villain,y are not illegal; and I would not have 
them illegally medldled with. But I would altier tlhe law 
SO fiha$ they should be illegal. This, I presume, Mr. Her- 
bert would not do. Hse will only defend us from the gar- 
rott,er and the confiden,oe-trick man. But I think it is as 
bad for a railway company to work a man a hundred and 
eight hours for $4.25, or for .a landlord to charge rent for 
a death ‘trap, or for a *tailor to grind! his hands do\vn to a 
slavery thti takes up ail1 their waking hours and gives’ 
them in return a diet of bread an’d coffee, as for a thief to 
eowe and steal your false teeth. Nay, tlhe sweater is alto- 
gether a more hateful, dangerous, d’eadly, and cowardly 
scoundrel than the pickpocket. 

Of course, tihe sweater’s slave and the railway porter 
are the “free” parties ‘to the bargain. They need not ac- 
cept the bloodsu.cker’s terms unless they choose. They 
have ,an alternative-they can starve. But ,I presume that 
,even the mlost confirmed Individualist would stop a man 
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from jumping ,diown a pr,ecipice, or throwing himself 
.under a train. That would be physical injury, against 
which it is right to protect each other. But the poor girl 
who takes her suicide in the form of shirt-making is not 
to be interfered with. You must respect free contract and 
the liberty of the individual. 

Individual liberty is what we-all desire-so far as it is 
possible to have it. But it is nsot possible to’ have it in 
its complete form, whilst we live in communities. By liv- 
ing in communities, men get many advantages. It is n,ot 
good for,man to be alone. For the advantages that so- 
ciety gives us, we must make sowe sacrifice. We might 
well have much more individual liberty than we now 
have. We might easily have too much. JVe have too 
much-and too little-as things stand. A state of Social- 
ism would give us all as much. liberty as we need. A 
state of Individualism-of anarchy-would give some of 
us mure liberty thran it is wise and beneiicial we should 
have. 

Most men are hon,est, most men love justice. For the 
great mass of the people the law is almost a dead letter. 
Honest men need no laws-except to defend them from 
rascals. Have you ever asked yourselves, my friends, 
what price our rascals cost us? For them is all the costly 
machinery of Government, of armies, of fleets, of law 
courts, of prisons, police, workhouses, and the like main- 
tained. Honest men dto not need watching, for they 
lvould niot steal ; dlo not need repelling, for they would not 
invade. Consider the cost of a11 our police in its various 
forms, and then say what do our rascals cost us. 

If it ihad not been for interference with the liberty of 
the individual and the freedom of contract in the past the 
lot of the workers would have been unbearable. 

I quite understand Mr. Herbert’s desire for “Liberty.” 
Butt w,e cannot have liberty while we ha,ve rascals. Lib- 
erty is another of t&he things we have to pay for the pleas- 
ure of ,thce rascal’s company. Now I think Individualism 
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strengthens the hands of the rogue in his fight with tihe 
true man; and I think .%cialism would fortify the true men 
against the rascals. I grant you that State Socialism 
would imply some interference with ‘the liberty of the 
individual. But which individual? The scounldrel. Im- 
agine a dozen ‘men at sea in a boat with only two days’ 
provisions? W,ould it be wise to consider the liberty of 
the individual? If the strontgest man took all the food and 
left the others to starve would it be right or wrong for the 
eleven men to combine to bind him and divide all fairly? 
To let the strong or the cunning rob the weak or honest 
is Lndividual~ism. To prevent the raxal from taking wh* 
is not his own is Socialism. 

GHAPTER XXII. 
LUXURY. 

In ‘this ‘chapter I .s’hall deal ‘with the subjecjt of luxury, 
and shall endeavor .to mak,e clear to you the fact that the 
luxury of the rich is a direct cause of the misery of the 
poor. 

It is very important that you should understand this 
matter, for it has been of,ten and grossly confused by the 
statements of foolish or dishonest men. 

1.t was held f,or a lon,g time that the rich man in spend- 
inglhis ,money conferred a benefit upon the poor. 

This error h,as long since been abandoned even by 
most political economists, and is now only uttered by very 
illinformed or unintelligent people. 

Amongstithesse is His Grace the Duke of Argyll, who, 
in a letter to Mr. John Qgilvey, coolly says : 

But there are at least some things to be seen which are in the 
nature of facts and not at all in the nature of speculation or mere 
opinion. Among these some become clear from the mere clear- 
ing up of the meaning of words such as “the unemployed.” 
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Employment in this sense is the hiring of manual labor for the 
supply of human wants. The more these wants are stimulated 
and multiplied the more widespread will be the inducement to 
hire. Therefore, all outcries and prejudices against the progress 
of wealth and of what is called “luxury” are nothing but out- 
cries of prejudices against the very sources and fountains of all 
employment. This conclusion is absolutely certain. 

The Duke seems to suppose that the people can only 
lrve by hiring each other out to labor. H,e reminds me of 
Edward Carpenter’s Island, “Whlere the inhabitants eked 
out a precarious living by ,taking in each other’s wash- 
+:” The Duke is quite right,in saying that the more the 
wants of the rich are stimsulated the more employment 
there will be for the ‘people. But as that can only mean 
that the more the rich devour and waste the harder the 
people will ‘have ato ,work, I fail ti see th,at the “interests” 
of the *people lie in stimulating the idlers to greater glut- 
tony and extravagance. The fact is His Grace has omitted 
to explain how the rich get their money, and from whom 
they get it. 

Rut ,the Duke of Argyll is not alone in his ignorance. 
The Press we have always with us and from Pressmen, 
writing for large daily papers, I quote three statements, 
all false and all foolish. 

The first is that “luxury of the rich finds useful employ- 
ment for the poor.” 

The second that “the expenditure of the rich confers 
upon thelpoorlthe;two great blessings of work and wages.” 

The tphird that “a rich m,an cannot spend his money 
without finding employment for vast numlbers 0% people 
who without ,hi,rn must starve.” 

These statemems, you will see all amount to the same 
thing. The ititelligenlt Pressmen who uttered them sup- 
posed that the rich man spent his awn money, whereas he 
really spends the money of other people’; that he found 
usefu,l work for a number of omen, whereas it is im.possible 
to finld a man useful work in making useless things; and 
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that the men employed by tihe rich must starve were it not 
for his help, whereas if it were not for his hindrance they 
would ,a11 be dtoing useful instead of. useless work. 

All *the ,things made or used by man may be divided 
into two classes, under the heads of necessaries and 
luxuries. 

I shaulld include under the head of necessaries all those 
th,iags whioh are necessary to the highest form of human 
life. 

All those thin’gs which are not necessary to the hi!ghest 
form of human life I slhould call luxuries, or superfluities. 

For instance, I should call food, clothing, houses, futel, 
books, pictures, and musical (instruments necessaries; and 
I should call diamond ear-rings, race-horses, and 
broughams luxuries. 

Now, it is eviden.t that all those thiings, whether 
luxuries or necessaries, are made by labor. Diamond 
rings, 1,oaves of bread, grand pianos and flat irons, do not 
grow on trees. They must be made by the labor of the 
people, and it is very clear that fthe more luxuries a people 
produce the Jfawer necessaries they wild produce. 

If a com~munity cansists of ten thousand people, and if 
mne thousand people are making bread and one thou- 
sand are making jewelry, it is evident tlhat there wirll be 
more bread than jejwelry. 

If in the same co8mmunity nine thousand ma#ke jew- 
elery and oaly one thousand1 make brejad, there will be 
mo.re jewelry than bread. 

In the first case there will be food enough for all, 
though jewels ,be scarce. In the second case the people 
must starve, although ithey wear diamond rings on all 
their fingers. 

In a well-ordered state noluxuries would be produced 
until (there were enough necesaries for all. 

Robinson Crusoe’s first care was to secure food and 
shelter. Had he ‘neglected his goa@s arrd his raisins and 
spent his time in making shell-boxes he would have 
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starved. Under those circumstances he would have beea 
a fool. But what are we #to call the delicate and refined 
ladies wiho wear satin and pearls, ,while the people who 
earn them lack bread? 

Take a community of (two men. They work upon a 
plot of land and grow grain for food. By each working 
six hours a day tthey produce enough food for both. 

Now take one of ‘those men ,away from the cultivation 
of bhe land and set him to work for six hours a day at bhe 
making of bead necklaces. What ‘happens? 

This happens-that the man who is left upon the land 
must now ,work <bwelve hours a day. W,hy? Because, 
although ‘his companion has ceased to grow grain he has 
not ceased to eat bread. Therefore, the inan who grows 
the gain must Dow grow grain enough for MO. That is to 
say, that the more men are set to the making of luxuries, 
the heavier will be the burden of the men who produce 
necesari&. 

But in this case, you see, the farmer does get some 
return for this extra labor. That is to say, he gets half 
the necklaces’in exohange for half his g-rain; for there is no 
rich man. 

Suppose ncxct a community of three-one o,f whom is a 
lanqord, ,while the other t\vo are farmers. 

The lan’dlord takes haEf the produce of the lantd in 
rent, but does no ,work. What happens? 

\ILe sa’w just now that tihe two workers could produce 
enough grain in six hours t’o feed two men for one day. 
Of this tihe landlord takes half. Therefore, the two men 
must now ,produoe four men’s food in one day, of which 
the laadlord will take two, leaving the workers each one. 
\&Jell, if it takes a man six hours to produce a day’s keep 
for one, ,i#t wi!l take him twelve ‘hours to produce a day’s 
keep for two. So that our bwo farmers must now work 
twioe as long as before. 

But now the landlord ‘has gat twice as much grain as 
he can eat. [He therefore pr0ceed.s to spend it, and iln 
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spending it he “finds usefu\ employment” for one of the 
farmers. That ,is to say, ,he takes away one of rhe farmers 
off the land and sets him ito building a hou’se for the land- 
lord. What is ‘the effect of t,his? 

The effect of it is that the one man left upon the land 
h,as now to find food for all three, and in return gets 
nothing. 

Consider this carefully. All men <must eat, and here 
.are two ,men who <do not produce food. To produce food 
for one man takes one man six hours. To <produce food 
for three men takes one man eighteen hours. The one 
man left on ‘the land has, therefore, to work three times as 
long, or tihree times as hard as he did at first. In the case 
of Ithe two men we saw that the .farmer did get his share 
of the bead necklaces, but fin the case of the three men the 
farmer gets nothing. The luxuries produced by the man 
taken from tlhe land are enjoyed by the rich man. 

The landl,ord (takes from the farmer two-third,s of his 
produce, and employs another man to help him to spend it. 

We have here three classes: 
I. The landlord )wcho does no work. 
2. The landlord’s servant who does work for the 

.benefit of ,the landlord. 
3. The farmer who produces food for himself an4 the 

other two: 
Now, all the peoples of Europe, if not of the world, are 

divided ,into those three classes. 
?Ve will use a diagram representing a community of 

ten men supporting a figure representing ten men’s food. 
‘Thus : 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
: TEN MEN’S FOOD. : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

********** 

AEI the men represented here by stars are employed in 
makin’g necessaries, and the figure tlhey support is the 
amourrt of )their labor. 

Now ,what I want you .to clearly understand is that 
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although you t#ake away one of those ten men and s& him 
to other work you do not take rhim away from the con- 
sumption of food. He has still to be fed, and he must be 
fed by the men *who produce food. Suppose, then, that 
we tak’e away seven of our ten men; that we make one of 
t,hem a Chief, and six of them the Chief’s servants, the 
figure will be left t’hus: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
: TEN MEN’S FOOD. : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

*** 

The burden is the same, cten men’s food; but the 
bearers are fewer. 

C is a jeweler, and sets diamonds fur B. Where does 
B get the m,oney to pay :him? H’e gets the money from 
A. It is clear, th,en, that A is keeping both B and C. 

Now we are told upon the authority of Mulhall and 
Giffen that th,e division of the national earnings is as fol- 
lows :- 

Millions. 
Rent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200 
Interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 250 
Salaries and profits of middle-class.. . . . . . . . . . . 350 
Wages of workers.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 450 

1,250 
The population is about 36 millions. The annual inh 

come about 1,250 m,illion pounds. One-third of the pea+ 
ple take two-t!hirds of the wealth, and the other two-thirds 
of ,the people take one-third of the wealth. 

That is to say, that 24 millions of workers produce 
1,250 millions of wealth antd give 800 millions of it to 12 
millioas of idlers and non-producers. 

This means that each worker works one-third of his 
time for himself, and two+hirds of his time for otther peo- 
ple. 

This looks bad enough, but it is not the worst. 
Amongst the 24 millions of the working-classes there are 
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rast numbers of non-producers. There are millions of 
children! and of women, wba prcs&oe nothin(g, anld tiheTe 
must be millions of male “workers” who are en,gaged in 
producing superfluities. C8anon Girdleston~e, in his 
pamphlet, “Society Classified,” says :- 

It has been shown (by Alexander Wylie, in his “Labor 
Leisure, and Luxury”) that, even if we give a liberal extension 
of meaning to the terms “necess8aries” and “comforts” of life, SO 

large a proportion as four-elevenths of the entire working popu- 
lation of this country are engaged in producing what, in contra- 
distinction to the above, must properly be classified as “luxuries,” 
i. e., commodities, etc., such as to healthy minds in healthy b’odies 
are the merest superfluities. And if, as probably is the case, 
most of these embodiments of the “services” (or, as Dr. Thring 
ra!ls them, “the stored-up life”) of others are purchased by “non- 
workers,” and paid for in “money” only, the bad effect of the 
transaction taken as a whole cannot be trifling or contemptible! 

I should very much like to see society classified. If it 
were classified, and the number producing necessaries 
and the number producing luxuries were clearly shown, I 
thinik we should find th’at every adult male now engaged 
in producing necessaries is supporting about twenty peo- 
ple. 

Afy Lady Dedlock “finds useful employm!ent” for Cris- 
pin, the shoemaker. She emplsoys him tot make Court 
slippers for her. Let us examin? this transaction. 

First, wher,e doles my lady get her money? She gets it 
from ‘her husrbanid, Sir Lelcester Dedlmk, who gets it 
from his tenant farmer, \\+ho gets it from the agricultural 
laborer, Hodge. 

Then she employs Crispin t’o make Corurt slippers, and 
pays him with Hodge’s money. 

But if Crispin were not employed making shoes for 
my Lady he would be making boots for Hlodge, or for 
the children of Hodge. 

has 
!Vherea,s, nolv, Hodge cannot buy boots because he 
no money, and he has no money because my Lady 

Dedlock ha,s ‘taken it. 

Or my lady orders a silk ball dress from Mrs. Mantil- 
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ini. For t’his also she pays with money earned by Hedge, 
and meanwhile what kiod of an old rag is worn by Mrs. 
H,odge? 

Let us try ‘to get an id’ea of *he cost of some of those 
luxuries which ‘the Duke o,f A.rgyll defends. 

A couple of years back a lady was summ,oned to the 
County Court for refusing to pay $450, a year’s rent to a 
furrier for the storage of her furs. The furls were valued 
at $30,000. 

To provide those furs a numb,er of workers, including 
trappers, hunters, curers, sailors, merc’hlants, and shiop- 
men had been “employed.” 

Supposing that each of these people was paid at the 
rate of $10 a week, that means: 

The labor of one man at $10 a week for 3,000 weeks. 
Which mjeans that sixty years of working life had been 
spent on the furs. Now, taking twenty years as the aver- 
age duration of a man’s working life, we find that an 
amount of <time equal to the working lives of three mien 
&ad been lost to the nation for the sake of an idle woman’s 
vanity. 

\Ve read, quite commonly, that at Lady Smalltork’s 
reception the cut flowers used, for decoration cost $5,000. 

Estimabe the average wages of all the people engaged 
in grow\-ing and carrying the flowers at $5 a week, we 
find tihat the s;un reaches a thousand weeks, or twenty 
?;ears, that is the equivalenlt of the wh’ole labor of a man’s 
life spent in finding flowers \vi?h which to decorate an 
idle woman’s room for one ni&t. 

Take a larger instance. There are mansions which, 
in building and decoration, have cost a quarter of a mill- 
ion. 

Average the ITages of all the men engaged in thle erec- 
tion and fitting of such a house at $10 a week. We shall 
find that the mansion has “found employment” for 160 
men for 20 years. Now while those men mere engaged 
on that mansion they pro’duced no n’ecessaries for them- 
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selves. But they consumed necessaries, and those neces- 
saries were produced by the same people who found the 
mcmey for the Duke to spend. That is to say, that the 
builders were kept by ,the producers of necessaries, and 
the producers of necessaries were paid for the builders’ 
keep with monrey which they, the producers of necessaries, 
had earned for the Duke. 

Th,e conclusion of this sum bemg that the producers 
of necessaries had been compelled to support one hun- 
dred and sixty men, and their wives and children, for 
twenty years, and for what? 

That they might build one ‘house for the occupation 
of one idle man. 

Th,ere was once a wise man who said the happiness o,f 
a people consists sot in the abundance of their riches, 
but in the fewness of their wants. 

His Grace of Argyll has found us a new reading. The 
happiness of a people consists in the multitude o,f their 
wants. 

I should advise the people to devote all their labor to 
satisfying their own wants; not to stimulating the wants 
‘of others. Men cannot exist upon wants; they exist upon 
food. And it is simple enough, even for a Duke to see, 
that the m’ore wants a people have the harder will they 
have to work to supply them. And when one class culti- 
vates the wants and the other class labors to satisfy tlhem, 
why-? 

What a lot of foggy thinkers there are in the world to 
be sure. Just look for a moment at this pamphlet. It is 
called “The Functions of W,ealth,” and is by W. H. Mal- 
lock. Here is a pretty sentence:- 

That wealth, whic’h is envied by so many, and which is looked 
upon doubtfully by so many more, so far from being the cause of 
want among thousands, is at this moment tihe cause of the non- 
starvation of millions. 

Which means that it is the rich idlers who keep the 
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working poor, <and n,ot the working poor who keep the 
idle rich. 

Mr. Mallock, in another place-he is, explaining that 
it is an error to think one man’s wealth is another’s want 
-say5 :- 

Let us take, for instance, a large and beautiful cabinet, for 
which a rich man of taste pays two thousand pounds. The 
cabinet is of value to him, for reasons which we will consider 
presently; as possessed by him it constitutes a portion of his 
wealth. But ,how could such a piece of wealth be distributed? 
Not only is it incapable of physical partition and distribution, but, 
if taken from the rich man and given to the poor man, the latter 
is not the least enriched by it. Put a priceless buhl cabinet into 
an Irish laborer’s cottage, and it will probably only add to his 
discomforts; or, if he finds it useful, it will only be because 
he keeps his pigs in it. A picture by Titian, again, may be worth 
thousands, but it is worth thousands only to the man who can 
enjoy it. 

Now, isn’t that a precious piece of nonsense? There 
are two rhings to be said about that rich man’s cabinet. 
The first is that it was made bv some workman who, if he 
had not been so employed, might have been producing 
what would be useful to the poor. So’ that t.he cabinet has 
cost the poor something. The second is that a priceless 
buhl cabinet can be divided. Of course, it would be folly 
IO ‘hack it into shavings and serve them out amongst the 
mob; but if that cabinet is a thing of beauty and worth 
the seeing, it ought to be taken frorm the rich benefactor, 
whose benefaction consists in his having plundered it 
from the poor, and it ought to) be put into a public mu- 
seum where thousands could see it, and where t!he rich 
man could see it also if he chose. This, indeed, is the 
proper way to deal tiith all works of art, and this is one of 
the rich man’s greatest crimes-that he keeps hoarding 
up in ,his house a number of things that ought to be the 
common hteritlage of the people. 

Every article of luxury has tot be paid for not in money, 
but in labor. Every glass of wine drunk by my lord, and 
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every diamond star worn’ by my lady, has to be paid for 
wit’h the sweat and thme tears of the poorest of our people. 
1 believe it is a literal fact that many of thse artificial flow- 
ers worn at court, are actually stained with’ thle t,ears of 
the famished and eihausted girls who, makle them. 

It is often asserted that tihe Capitalist is as necessary 
to the Laborer as the Laborer is’ to the Capitalist, and we 
are asked, therefore, 

How are we goingto do wibhout th’e Ca’pitalist? 
This question is based upon, a confusion of thought as 

to the meanings of the two term’s, Capital an,d Capitalist. 
There is a vast difference betwe’ens capital and the capi- 

talist. Capital is necessary; but capitalists are not neces- 
sary. 

FVhat do we mean by the word capital? There are 
many definitions of tihe word. But it will suffice for us to 
say rhat capital means the material used in the produc- 
tion and distribution of wealth. That is to say, under the 
$erm capital we include land, factories, canals, railways, 
machinery, and money. 

But .the capita!ist is not capital. He is the person who 
owns capital. He is the person who lend’s capital. He is 
the person who charges interest for thie use of capital. 

This “capital” which he len,ds at usury! He did not 
produce it. He does n’ot use it. He only charges for it. 

Who did produce the capital? All capital is produced 
by labor. M%o does use the capit,al? Capital cannolt be 
used except by labor. 

To say that we could not work without capital is as 
‘true as to say that we could not mow without a scvthse. To 
say that we could not ,\vork wibho,ut a capitalist is as false 
as to say that we could not rn’ow a meadow unless all the 
scythes belonged to one man. Nay, it is as false as to say 
that we could not mow unless all the scythes belonged to 
one man and ,he took a third of the harvest as payment 
for the loan of them. 

Instances. There is valuablesapital in the British Tel- 
egraphs; ,but thlere is nso capitalist. The telegraph is a So- 
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cialistic institzltian. The State draws the revenues from 
the people, and the State administers the work. In our 
State D,epartments, the Municipal Departments, th,ere is 
much capital, but theae xe no capitalists. The manager 
of a mine is necessary, the owner of a mine is no’t ne’ces- 
sary; the captain of a ship is useful, the owner of a slhip is 
useless. 

These are undeniable proofs, as are *he roads we walk 
on. and the lamps that light our lx-ay, that “capital” and 
“capitalist” are not convertible terms. 

Mr. Hart, in his pamphlet of Constitutional Socialism, 
puts the case against thle capitalist very clearly. He 
says :- 

The practicability of Socialism can nevertheless be demon- 
strated by the present practical working of huge institutions in 
commerce, industry, and agriculture, w!lich are gradually ruining 
many smaller ones. These enterprises dorire their capital either 
from a gigantic capitalist or frcm a lot of shareholders, who know 
nothing about the business themselves, and who simply pay 
managers and clerks or manual workers to do the work for them. 
N,ow, whether there are 8.000 of these shareholders in a country, 
or 80,000, or S,OOO,OOO. that does not affect the question, which 
is: Can shareholders find managers to produce, transport, and 
sell wealth for them? Answer: Yes, as it is being done at 
present. 

Moreover, if it is practical for these makagers and their de- 
pendents to conduct business in a state of competition, with the 
risk of being ruined by the into igues or inventions of their rivals, 
a fortiori would it be practical for such managers and dependents 
to conduct business when this risk no longer existed, and when 
they had simply to produce a certain number of goods, according 
to the demand, and then to transport these goods to shops or 
stores for sale? 

And so much for the question of how can Labor dis- 
pense with Capitalists. 

One more question, and I may conclud,e this chap- 
ter:- 

Will n,ot &e spread of Socialistic ideas tend to alarm 
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the capitalist, and so cause him to take his capital out of 
the country? 

Tak.e his capital out of the country? He might take 
himself out of the country, aad he would doubtless take 
all the portable property he could carry. But thle country 
c.ould bear the loss. Let me quote once more from John 
Stuart Mill :- 

When men talk of the ancient wealth of a country, of riches 
inherited from ancestors, and simi1a.r expressions, rhe idea sug- 
gested is, that the riches so transmitted were produced long 
ago, at the time when they are said to have been first acquired, 
and that no portion of the capital of a country was produced this 
year except so much as may have been this year added to the 
total amount. The fact is far otherwise. 

The greater part in value of the wealtih now existing in En- 
gland has been produced by human hands within the last twelve 
months. A very small pfoportion indeed of that large aggregate 
was in existence ten years ago; of the present productive capital 
of the country scarcely any part, except farm houses and fac- 
tories, and a few ships and machines, and even these would not 
in most cases have survived so long, if fresh labor had not been 
employed within that period in putting them into repair. 

The land subsists, ,and the land is almost the only thing that 
subsists. Everything which is produced perishes, and most 
things very quickly. 

Capital is kept in existence from age to age, not by preserva- 
tion, but by perpetual reproduction. 

This threat about the capitalist taking his capital (4~4 

of the country is a common one. It is always used when 
workmen strike against a reduction of wages. 

Now just fancy the mill-owners and the coal-o,wncrs 
taking their capit,al out of the country. They might take 
some of ,their machinery; they could not take their mills, 
nor their min.es. The threat is nonsense. 

Imagine the landlords and capitalists, the sharehdd- 
ers and dividaend-mongers, marching off with the farms, 
and fields, and streets ; the mills and mines; the railways 
and quarries an’d canals. 

No; let the capitalist go when he will; he must leave 
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England and the English behind him, and they will suf- 
fice for each other. It is the capitalist who, keeps them 
apart, paralyzing both, and helping neither. 

A more idiotic assumption was never made than this 
assumption that the wasting of wealth by the idle rich is 
a good thing for the laboring poor. Follow it out to its 
iogical conclusion, John Smith, and assure vourself that 
the drunkard is a benefactor to the workers because he 
finds much “useful employmeat” for the coopers, hop- 
growers, malsters aad others who are doomed to waste 
their time in the production of the drink which slakes his 
swinish thirst. 

~GHAPTER XXIII. 
MINOR QUESTIONS. . . 

In this chapter I propose to answer a few of those ques- 
ti,ons which are so often put to Socialist writers and lec- 
turers. 

I. Under Socialism: 
loafem? 

What will you do with your 

Before I answer this question allow me to offer a few 
hints to young Sociahsts. The opponents of Socialism 
appear to suppose that ‘if they can suggest any difficu&y, 
however trivial, whioh may arise in the working o.f our 
system, they have dispose,d of the whole matter. Very 
many ardent but inexperienced young Socialists fall into 
the error of tryinlgto,prove that Socialism and Heaven are 
the same thing. 

Both si,des should remember that Socialism is not 
offered as a #perfect system of life, but only as very great 
improvement upon the system undier which we now live. 

The question, then, is not whether Socia’lism is the 
best thing man can conceive, but whether Socialism is 
better than our presem method of *life. 

Therefore, when a critic asks a young Socialist 
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whether a certai,n evil twill exist under Socialism, let the 
Socialist immediately ask his critic whe&her +he same evil 
exists now. 

So .in the case of the loafer. Many over-confident, but 
not very profound, critics, demand triumtphantly, “What 
will you #do with your loafers?” 

To them I say, “lVhat do you do with your loafers?” 
The word ‘loafer, I take it, means one who loafs. or 

sponges upon cthe earnings of other people. 
A loafer, txhen, may be an idle tramp without a shirt 

to h6s back, or #he .may be an idle peer with a rent-roll of 
half a (million a ,year. 

It is stated in one of the Fabian tracts-“Facts for 
Socialists”-that there are something like a million of 
adult *males in receipt of large incomes who never do any 
kind of lvork a,t all. 

Under Socialism these men might continue idle; but 
they would certainly not continue rich, nor would they 
continue to be known as “gentlemen.” 

But besides the millions of well-paid an’d well-fed 
loafers who are at present Isupported upon the earnings 
of the ,poor, *there are now in this country immense num- 
bers of paupers, beggars, tramps, and criminals, as well 
as a large army of unemployed workers. 

Kow before I $tell you what would be d,one wibh all 
these people under Socialism, I must tell you what is done 
with them now. 

Do you suppose that society does not support these 
loafers? But they live; and what do they live on? 

All weabth is won by labor, is it not? Then all the 
tramps, (thieves, paupers, and beggars live upon poor- 
rates, plunder, alms, or prison allowances, and ald these 
means of support are earned by the labor of tthe working 
poor. 

But under your present system you not only feed and 
house these Loafers, but you go to the expense of masters, 
matrons, doctors, wardens, and police, dl of whom have 
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to be fed and paid ,to wait upon or atitend to the loafers. 
Next, with regard to the unemployed. These people 

exist; and they exist in enforced idleness, and at the 
expense of those who work. 

Note one or two facts. These people do nothing for 
their ,own support, and many .of them, through warn and 
shame, and forced idleness, become criminals or tramps. 

Tshis is <not only a waste ,of wealth? and a waste of 
power, it is also a most wicked and disgraceful waste of 
human souls. 

N’aw, let us see how things would work out under 
Socialism. We will divide our loafers into two c!asses. 
Those who could work and will not, and those who would 
work and cannot. 

So long as it is 8possible for a willing worker to be 
forced into idleness, so long will there exis.t a reason for 
the givimng of alms. 

JVhy dso we relieve Ia tramp on the road, or a beggar in 
the street? It is because we are never sure that the man 
is a loafer; because we always fear that his penury -may be 
d,ue to misfortune, and not to idleness. But under So- 
cialism this doubt would disappear. Under Socialism 
there cwould be work for all. Therefore, unde.r Socialism 
every man who was able to work wo8ulcd be able to live. 
This fact being tmiversally known, no able-bodied man 
could exist without work. A beggar or a tramp would 
be inevibably a loafer, and not a hand would be held out to 
‘help him. 

The answer to the able-bodied beggar would be “If 
you are hungry go and work.” If the man refused to 
work he must starve. 

The answer, then, to the question of what Socialists 
would do ~wibh t’he loafers is, that under Socialism we 
should oblige the loafer to work or perish; whereas, under 
present conditi,ons, we Neither make him into a “gentle- 
man” ,or a paulper, or a beggar, or a thief; in any one of 
which capacities he is allowed to live in ,idleness upon the 
labor of other ‘men. 
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Tell me, is it not &true to-day that the idlest are the 
richest, and the most industrious the poorest amongst the 
people? Well, I want you to remind your critics of these 
things when ,they ask you what Socialists will do with 
their loafers. 

Let us ,take another question. 
2. Under Socialism: Who swsill do the disagreeable 

‘work? Wlho will d,o t,he scavenging? 
’ This question is an old friend of mine, and I have 

come to entertain for it a tender affection. I have seldom 
heard an argument or read an adverse letter or speech 
against the claims of justice in social matters, but our 
friend lthe scavenger played a prominent part therein. 
Truly, .tbis soavenger is a most important person. Yet 
one would not suppose that the whole cosmic scheme re- 
volved on him as on an axis; one would not imagine him 
to be the keystone of society-at least his appearance and 
his wages would n,ot justify such an assumption. But I 
begin to believe that the fear of the scavenger is really the 
source and fountain’head, the life and blood and breath of 
all conservatism. Good old scavenger. His ash-pan is the 
bulwark of capitalism, and his besom the standard around 
which rally the pride and the culture and the opulence of 
society. And he ‘never knew it; he does not know it now. 
If ‘he did *hewould strike for another penny a day. 

We have heard a good deal of ,more or less clumsy 
ridicule at the expense of the Socialists. We have heard 
learned and practical men laugh them to scorn; we have 
seen their claims and their desires and their theories held 
up to derision. But can any man imagine a.sight more 
contemptible or more Ipreposterous than that of a civilized 
and wealthy n&on coming to a halt in its march of 
progress for fear of disturbing the minds of the ecav- 
engers? 

Shades of Cromwell, of Langton, of Washington and 
of Hampden! Imagine the noble lord at the head of the 
British Government aweing a truculent and Radical Par- 
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liament ‘into silence by thundering out the terrible menace, 
“Touoh #the d.ustman, and you destroy the Empire.” Yet, 
when the noble,lond talks about “ta,mpering with the laws 
of spolitical econ’omy,” and “opening th,e floodgates of 
anarchy,” it is really the scavenger that is in his mind, 
although the noble lord may not think so himself, noble 
lords not being allways veryclear in their reasonings. For 
just as Mrs. Piartington sought to drive back the ocean 
with a mop, so does the Conservative ,hope to drive back 
the sea of progress with,the scavenger’s broom. 

For an answer to this question 1 must refer you back 
to my chapter on Socialism and Slavery. But the whole 
subject has, I find, been very clearly and ably dealt with 
by Mrs. Besant in her excellent paper on “The Organiza- 
tion of Society” in the Fabian Essays. Mrs. Besant says: 

There are unpleasant and indispensable forms of labor which, 
one would ‘imagine, can attract none-mining, sewer-cleaning, 
etc. These might be rendered attractive by making the hours of 
labor in them much shorter than the normal working day of 
pleasanter occupations. * * * 

Further, much of the most disagreeable and laborious work 
might be done by machinery, as it would be now Sit were not 
cheater to exoloit a helot class, When it became illegal to send 
smafi boys up chimneys, chimneys did not cease to be swept; a 
machine was invented for sweeping them. 

The same idea is expressed in Bellamy’s “Looking 
Backward.” 

In the army the various dulties are taken in turns. 
Guard duty, picket duty, and the numerous laborious or 
unpleasant tasks known as “fatigue” are done by parties 
of men told off for the ‘purpose, and no one can escape his 
share. 

And how is this work done {to-day? Clearly we all 
recognize that s,cavenging is unpleasant work. Clearly 
we all agree that no man would d,o it from choice. But 
some men do it, and the inference is that they do it on 
compulsion. They do it,sand are ,made to work long hours 
for low wages, and are despised for ,their pains, 
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This is gross tyranny and gross injustice, but it is only 
another example of the meanness, the selfishness, and the 
dishonesty of .those whom we falsely call the refined and 
superior classes. It is amusing to hear that a man is “too 
muoh of a gentleman” to em#pty his own ashpit, when the 
truth i#s that he is not enough of a genrleman to refuse to 
allow his fellow-citizen to empty it for him. Under Social- 
ism snobbery will sperish. And when snobbery is dead, 
grentility will be ready for burial. 

Another comlmon question is : 
3. Under Socialism: llVould the frugal workman lose 

his house and sabings? 
First, as to (the savings. M. Richter, in his foolish 

pamphlet, “Pictures of the Future,” makes the people re- 
volt because a Socialistic Government :has nationalized 
their savings. 

Sow, we will assume that such a thing happened, and 
that the deposits in the banks were nationalized. Would 
{the frugal workman lose by that? I say he would not. 

It IS true that at present the frugal workman only gets 
{about one-half of his earnings. Under Socia1is.m ,he would 
.get all his earnings. 

Bult why ,d,oes the frugal cworkman save? He saves 
against a “rainy day;.” *Bsecause if he fall iB, or live to be 
old and infirm, he will have ,to go to the workhouse unless 
he has saved.” 

Bvt under Socialism he need have no fear. No man 
would be left destitute or lhellpless in his old age. The sick 
nvould be cared for, (the .widows and orphans would be 
cherisheld an’d defended. 

YOU know that many men nom ‘pay high premiums to 
insurance companies. This is to provide for their widows 
and children. Under Socialism the State would provide 
for the widows and children. 

That is Ito ,say that Socialism is the finest scheme of liife 
insurance ever yet devised. 

Suppose you had by dint of great care succeeded in 
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saving two or three lhund,red pounds. Would you not 
cheerfully pay (that for a State promise of support for 
yoursel#f ‘when old -of ample and honorable support-and . 
of support and education for your children after your 
death? 

But I don’t .thin,k ,it is at all likely that a Socialist State 
woul,d take the worker’s Isavings. 

An#d atgain I ask you to turn your attention to the 
,present system, under which every worker is robbed of 
two-thirds of all he earns. 

Then as <to the ‘worker’s cottage. Assuming that he 
has bought it iwith ‘his savings, and assuming that the 
State nationalized it. 14’hat then? A ,workman nojw buys 
a house that he and his children map be sure of a ho’me. 

Under Socialism every man would be sure of a holme. 
Once more consider our present system. A few men 

own ttheir own houses. B’ut the great bulk of the people 
cannot own a foot of land. 

Nlhen I was in Ireland I visited some “estates” upon 
the Galtee Hil’ls. I saw farms which had been masde by 
the “tenants.” I saw places vvhere the peasanits had gone 
up int,o the bleak hills, where the limestone blocks lay 
thiick and only a thin layer of sandy turf covered the rock, 
and had spent twenty ‘years in making the land. They re- 
moved the boulders, they dug soil in the valleys, and 
carried it up the steeps in baskets; they bought manure 
and lime and they built their own <hovels out of mud and 
stones. 

And then the #estate and houses were the property of 
the landflord, and he raised ‘their rents fro’m 200 to 500 

per cent. 
And we are asked nlhether Sociahsm would rob the 

frugal worker of his home! 
It is strange that men should attach importance to 

suoh trivial ,points as these; but yet I believe that these 
small errors are a ,great hin,drance -to the spread of So- 
cialism. 
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Haere is another droll .questi.on: 
4. Under Socialism: Who would get the salmon, and 

who would get gtlhe red’herrings? - 
Let us follow #the system I suggested, and reverse the 

question. Wiho gets athe salmon and who gets the red- 
herrings now? 

Ls it not tru,e that the salmon and all other delicacies 
are mon’opolized by the idle, while the c0ars.e food falls to 
the lot of the worker? 

Perhaps undter Socialism the salmon might be e&n 
by those who catch it. At presenlt it is not. 

Or perhaps the dainties would be reserved for invalids 
and old people, or for delicate women an,d children. 

But c,ertainly we should nlot see a lot of big, fat, strong 
aldermen gorging turtle and champagne while frail girls 
worked sixteen <hours a d,ay on a diet of crusts and coffee. 

It is quite possible that even un,d,er Socialism there 
might nlat be enough salmon anld pineapple for all. But 
it is quite certain that there would be enough bread and 
beef and ‘bea for all, which tihere certainly is not now. 

CHAPTER XXIV. 
PAID AGITATORS. 

Th,e capitalist Press, proba,bly because they cannot 
controvert the thelory of Socialism, are in the habit of 
abusing Socialists. Socialist ,writers and Socialist spe-ak- 
ers, and very often Trade Union leaders, are commonly 
d,escribed as ‘Paid Agitators;” and our Labor papers are 
charged with “pandering t,o the worst passions of the 
mob,” and awith “battening on the earnings of ignorant 
dupes.” 

This is pretty much the same kind of language as that 
which thle Press employed agamst John Bright, Ernest 
Jones, C. S. Parnell, Charles Bradlaugh, and other ad- 
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vanced reformers. It is the kind of 
formers expect from the Press, and 

language which re; 
also, I am sorry ta _ _ 

say, from the Church. It is thee natural language of shal- 
low, or timid, or interested people, who are startled by 
the dreadful ,apparition of a new idea. 

The agitator is not a nice man. Hle disturbs the gen- 
eral calm; hue shakes old and rotten institutions with a 
rudie ‘hand; he drags into the light of day some loathsome 
and dangerous abuse which respectable rascality or CQW- 
ardly conservatism has carefully covered up and concealed 
under a film of humbug. Hle tramples upon venerable- 
shams; he injures old-established reputations; he bawls 
out shameful truths from the house-tops; he is fierce and 
noisy; uses strong laaguage, and very often in his rage 
against wrong or in the theat of his grief over, unmerited 
suffering, he mixes his own truth with error, and carries 
his righteous denunciations to thee point of injustice. The 
privileged classes hate him; the oppressed classes do not 
understand him; the lazy classes shun him as a pest. He 
finds himself standing, like Ishmael, with every man’s 
hand against him. 

But though t!he agitator is not a nice mean, he is a use- 
ful man. Your pleasant, cultured, courteous, easy gen- 
tleman is a nice man, but he is the unconscious upholder 
of all that is bad, as well as of a little that is good. 

There was ,a time when women were tortured for 
.witchcraft; when prisoners were tortured into the con- 
fession of crimes of whlich they were innocent; when good 
men and women were burnt alive for being unable to be- 
lieve tihe clogmias of &her men’s religion; when authors 
had their ears cut off for telling the truth; when children 
were worked to de&h in the factories; tihen starving 
workmlen were Ihanged for stealing a little food; when 
boards of capitalists end landlords fixed the workers’ 
wages; ti.en Trade Unioaism was a conspiracy, and only 
rich mien had votes. Those days are gone; those crimes 
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are impossible; those wrongs are abolished. And for 
these changes we have to thank the agitators. 

The agitators, from Christ downwards, have been the 
salt of the earth. It is only such as they who save society 
from dry rot and putrefaction. 

Then, again, there is the practizal, hard-headsed man 
who always comes f,orward to prov-e every new thing im- 
possible. We have done many impossible things. Was 
2 not demonstrated to the general satisfaction of the hard- 
headed on,es that Stephenson could n,ot make a train go 
twelve miles an hour? R’as it not proved tlhat railways 
would exterminate horses? Was it not proved that the 
Atlantic cable could not be laid? Was it not made mani- 
fest that the Catholic Emancipation Acts, the Ballot Act! 
the Factory Acts, and the Repeal of the Corn Laws would 
plunge the na,tion into Popery, and anarchy, and ruin? 
Yet all these reforms were accomplislhed by little bands of 
agitators, in th.e face of tremenldlous opposition, and in 
spite of yells of execration, and virulent charges of “bat- 
tening” an4d “incendiarism.” To return to our own titnte. 
There were never any men more virulently assailed than 
are the present leaders of the Labor m,ovement.. The 
favorite lie is the charge ,of chmarlatlanism. The man who 
conducts a strike or organizes a trade union is alluded to 
by the Press as a “paid agitator;” the Labor paper is ac- 
cused of “battening on th,e earnings” of ignor,ant dupes.” 

When a paper calls a man a paid agitato,r, what does 
the charge imply? It implies that he is a liar and a rogue, 
who is preaching what he knows to be false and preach- 
ing it for the sake of making money. So when a writer is 
accused of battening on thse earnings of ignorant dupes, 
he is accused of wilfully gulling poor men for the sake of I 
profit. 

Such charges are uttered and reiterated with such 
malicious persisitence, th,at tihousands of worthy people 
have come to believe that the “paid agitator” has an easy 
and lucrative trade, and that the Labor paper is rolling 
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in ill-gotten wealth as t’he result of its deliberate treachery 
to the poor. 

Now, I will simply confront the slanders iv&h the facts. 
If Labor leaders were dull and inca,pable men, who 

could not hope to make money and poiition except as 
demagogues; if thte work of the paid agitator were easy 
and showed nfo signs of zeal anld talent, if th*e “paid agita- 
tor”,and the Labor writer preached only to ignorant peo- 
,ple, if they preached doctrines which could not be main- 
tained, againsit the cleverest and best informed leaders of 
the partiels of privilege and plunder, if the salaries of the 
“paid agitators” and “LabNor writers” were h,igh and their 
lives luxurious and easy, then there might be as much 
ground to suspect the bona tides of these men as there 
now is to suspect th,e bona fides of professional patriots, 
and of preslsmen, who are bound !by the tenets of their 
agreements always to prove Mr. Gladstone in the right, 
or always to prove him in the wrong. 

I3ut if “paid agitators” and La’bor writers are proved 
to be men of industry and ability, who choose thke thlorny 
path iastiead of thle flowery onle; if their doctrines can 
withstand successfully all the attacks of their enemies; if 
they can be shown to be living sparely, working hard, and 
earning very little, thien it seems to me it will be unneces- 
sary to defend their honor .against the furtive sland,ers of 
nameless and incompetent writers who are well paid, and 
wh,o do sell their conscien,ce in the open market and to 
the ,highest bidd’er. 

It is a very ,effective picture, that of tihe paid agitat:or 
feasting on champagne and turtle or of the Labor writer 
,driving his carri,age along th,e Brighton promenade. But 
it has the fault common to Press pictures-it is a lie. 

Let us begin with the paid agitator. Is the trade so 
easy? Is it so well paid? Take John Barns. He is an 
enginleer. B&g a good workman John Burns could earn 
$10 a week easily and not work more than fifty-five hours. 

NOW, I don’t believe J&n h,as averaged $10 a week as a 
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Labor leader; and his wages haw not been. promptly paid; 
and I can remember an appeal for subscriptions to raise 
his present income of $5 a week, paid by the D,ockers’ 
Union, to $10; while as far as work is concerned, his labor 
is endless and his working hours are all the hours he can 
spare from sleep. 

The first time I saw him was during the Glasgow 
strike. He ,had made five long speeches that day. He was 
so hoarse that I could hardly hear ‘him speak. He looked 
utterly fagged out, and at night he went to a second-rate 
temperance hotel and had weak tea and bread and butter 
for supper. This is not so fine a picture as the other; but _ . 
it is true. 

i4 paid agitator gets hard work, low pay, ingratitude, 
and vilification. I-Ie will be an o!d man before his time; 
but a rich man never. 

So much for the paid agitator. Now as to the Labor 
papers. We are confronted with the assertion that we 
batten on the earnings of misguided dupes. The men 
who write for the party papers do mot batt,en on. th,e mis- 
guided dupes. The rank and file of the political parties 
are not dupes. 

They are intelligent and discerning men. The writers 
on the party press are not hirehng hacks. They are hon- 
orable men. It is merely a coincid,ence that their con- 
sciences always happen t,o fit in with the exigencies of the 
party situation. They are quite different from the Labor 
writer. He “panders to the mob.” He battens on the 
foolisih. He rolls in ill-gotten wealth. 

Well, let some of the superior pressmen. try it. Let 
them seek out tihe “dupes” and go in for “battening.” 
They will find that thle “dupe” does not yield much “bat- 
ten” to thle square inch. They will very soon have cause 
to sing the song of the disappointed Pirate- 

.We boiled Bill Jones in the negro-pot, 
To see how much fat Bill Jones had_ got, 

But there wasn’t much fat upon Jones. 
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To prove (that all Labor writers are honest and earnest 
men may be difficult; but Co prove that the workman is 
not in the habit of bestowing his money oa Labor leaders 
anld Labor writers is quite easy. 

Does the Laibor journalist wallow in the wa#ges of the 
worker? Not a wallow. 

You leave that to the worker. He ‘has money for beer, 
he has monmey for betting, ,he has money for parsons, he 
has money for missionaries, he has money for party poli- 
tics, but he does n#ot like !his champions and his servants 
to get fat and lazy, and ,hNe takes prevlious’good care they 
d’on’t. 

Proofs? Certainly. In, bulk. No Labor paper ever 
yet paid its way. No Socialistic paper ever paid its way. 
There is not a single Labor paper nor a single Labor 
writer in England to-day v&o is getting one-half the 
wages he could earn if he turned his back on Socialism 
forever, and went in for making money. Not one. 

Mr. Cuninghame Graham is a Labor leader. I don’t 
suppose be ever made .a five-pound note out of the cause. 
I know he has spent above a h~undred. five-pound notes, 
besides his time, in the cause. 

Mr. d,e Mattes is a Fa:bian lecturer. He spends his 
tibole time in lecturing on Socialism. He never ‘gets a 
penny of pay. 

Mr. Charles Bradlaugh was lit~erally crushed to death, 
killed by debts contracted in fighting the battles orf the 
dem,ocracy. The democracy let him die. 

None of t’hese men seem to have wallolwed very deep 
in th’e earnings ,of their “dupes.” But I hear tihat the 
Timles and the Telegraph pay their writer-5 well. Comic 
Cuts and the Police News are making fortunes. Messrs. 
Gladstanle, Goschen, Salisbury and Balfour get a decent 
living as politicians, and I have no doubt that Mr. Schnad- 
horst receives a bet(ter salary than John Burns. 

Thtere is n,othing pays an English paper better than 
racing reports, betting tips, and prurient details of divorce 
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trials. A Socialist paper will not stoop to any of these 
dirty ways <of making money. 

I commend these facts to thfe dailies. They write ar- 
ticles against gambling and print the tips, ,the betting and 
the stock and share lists. They are honcorable mfen. 

If any $of our readers have an idea tihat Socialism is a 
paying trad)e, I hope they will dous the justice to aban,don 
that idea at onlce. Socialism is in <its infancy as a cause. 
Socialism is not popular. The Socialists are few in num- 
ber. Twemy years henlce all th’is will be ch’anged, and 
then the dailies will discover that early Socialists, though 
crude thinkers, were useful in preparing t,he public mind 
for the great uttierances of the press. In fact, we are pre- 
paring the ground f,or the harvest which, other men shall 
reap. So mote it be. 

The Pope calls the pioneers of Socialism, “crafty agi- 
tators.” That word crafty implies (that these “agitatlors” 
are seeking their own enlds. I know many Socialists, and 
many Socialistic leaders. I know none who can make 
profit of it. Most of the leaders, such as Ruskin, Morris, 
Hyndman, Carpenter, Shaw, De blattos, Annie Besant, 
and Bland, would lose in mloney and position were Social- 
ism adopted now. 

We Socialists don’t complain about these things, but 
we respectfully submit the evidmence to thle jury, and ask 
for a verdict ‘of acquittal on the charge of “Battening.” 
We claim that we give our time and strength to the poor, 
and that we get but little in return butt suspicion, and envy, 
and sland:er. God bless the poor, say I, and pity them. 
They are ,hard task-masters, and ,als. thankless as they are 
foolish, but they cannot ‘help it, poor creatures, and we 
h’ope bo do them good. 
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CHAPTER XXV. 
LABOR REPRESENTATION. 

Being a practical man, John, you will naturally say to 
me that! havingmtold you x\-lhat I believe to be thfe tru’e solu- 
tion of the Social Problem, I ought to show sOme plan for 
working that solution out. 

I think that the best way to realize Socialism is-to 
make Socialists. I have always maintained that if we can 
on,ce get the people to understand hlaw much t:h’ey are 
wronged we may safely leave the remedy in their own 
handss. My work is to *each Socialism, to get recruits for 
the Soci,alist Army. I am not a general, but a recruiting 
sergeanlt. The most useful thing you can do is to join the 
re#cruitin,g staff yourself, and enlist as m.any volunteers as 
possible. Give us a Socialistic pe’ople, and Socialism will 
accomlplish itself. 

However, I may as well say a few wo’rds on the sub- 
ject of Labor representation. The old struggles have 
been for political emaacipation. The coming struggle 
will be for in,dustrial emancipation. We want Engiand 
for thle English. We ‘want the fruits of labor for those 
who produce them. This issue is n,ot an issue between 
Libera’ls and Tories, it is an issue between Laborers and 
Capitlalists. Neither of the Poliltical Pairties is of any use to 
the workers, because both thePditilcalPartiesarepaid,offi- 
cered and led by Capitalists whose interests are opposed 
t,o the interests of the worl\lers. The Socialist laugh5 at 
the p&ended friendship of Liberal and Tory leaders for 
fh,e workers. These P,arty Politicians do not in the least 
understand what tihe rights, the inberests, or the desires of 
the workers are; if they did undrerstan,d tiey would 
oppose them implacably. The demanld of the Socialist 
is a demand for the nationalization elf the land and all 
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other instruments *of production and distribution. The 
Party loaders will not hear of such a t’hing. If you want 
to ge,t an idea how utterly destitute of sympatihy with Lab 
bor the present H.ouse of Commons is, just read :he re- 
ports of the speeches made on the occasion when I&r 
Iiardie opposed the vote of congratulation on the Royal 
marriage, or when he and other Labor members raised 
the question of t’he employment of -troops at Hull; or 
notice tihe attitude of the Party Press towards Socialism, 
Trade Unionism, Independent Labor Candidates, and 
the leaders ,of strikes. It is a very common thing to hear 
a Party Leader deprecate the increase of “class represen- 
tation.” What does that mean? It means Labor repre- 
sentation. But the “class” concerned in Labor represen- 
tation is the working class, a “class” of some twenty-seven 
millions of people. Obsetie th,e calm effrontery of this 
sneer at “class ~epresenhtion.” The twenty-seven mill- 
ions of workers are not represent.ed by more than a dozen 
members. The other classes-ehe landl.ords, the capital- 
ists, the mjlit,ary, Ebe law, thse brewers, and idle gentle- 
men-are represented by some’ching like six hundred and 
fifty members. This is class representation with a ven- 
geance. 

An.d, mind you, this disproportion exists not only in 
Parliament, but in all county and municipal institutions. 
How many working men are there on the County Coun- 
cils, the Boards of Guarcljans, the School Boards, and the 
Town Councils? 

The C.apitalists, and their ,hangers-on, not only make 
the laws-they administer them. Is it any wonder, then, 
th,at laws are made and administered in the interests of the 
Capitalist? And does it not seen% reasonable to suppose i 
that if the laws were made and adlministered by workers, 
they would be m$de and administered to the&vantage of 
Labor? 

Well, my advice tcY you working men is to return 
working men representatives, with definite and impera- 
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tive instructions, to Parliament and to all other govern- 
ing bodies. 

Some of the old Trade Unionists ,will tell you that 
there is no n’eed for Parliamentary interference in Labor 
m’atters. The Socialist does not ask for “Parliamentary 
imerference,” ‘he asks for Government by the people and 
for t!he people. 

The older unionists think that Trade Unionism is 
strong enough in itself to secure the rights of the worker. 
This is a great mistake. The rights of the worker are the 
whole ,of the produce of his labor. Trade Unionism not 
only cannot secure that, but has never even tried to secure 
that. The most that Trade Unionism ‘has secured, or can 
ever hope to secure for the workers, is a comfortable sub- 
sistenoe wage. They have not always secured even that 
much, and, when they have secured it, the cost has been 
serious. For the great weapon .of Unionism is a strike, 
and a strike is at best a bitter, a painful, and a costly thing. 

Do n#ot think tihat I am opposed to Trade Union&m. 
It is a good thing; it has long been the only defence of 
the workers against robbery and ,oppression; were it not 
for the Trsde Unionism of the past and of the present, the 
condition of the industrial classes would be one of abject 
slavery. But Trade Unionism, although some defence, is 
not sufficient defence. 

You must rememcber, also, that the employers have 
copied the methods of Trade Unionism. They have also 
organized and unitled, and in the future strikes will be 
more terrible and more costly than ever. The Capitalist 
is the stronger. He holds the better strategic position. 
EIe can always outlast the worker, for *the worker has to 
starve and see his children starve, and the Capitalist never 
g&s to that pass. Besides, capital is mtore mobile than 
labor. A stroke of the pen will divert wealth and trade 
from one end of the country to the other; but the work- 
ers can’not move their forces so readily. 

One difierence between Socialism aild Trade Union- 
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ism is that whereas the Unions can only marshal and arm 
the workers for a desperate tri,al of endurance, Socialism 
can get rid of the Capitalist altogether. The former helps 
you to resist the enemy, the latter destroys him. 

I suggest to you, J’ohn, that you should join a Social- 
ist Society and help to get others to- join, and that you 
should send Socialist workers to sit upon all representa- 
tive bodies. 

The Socialist tells you that you are men, with men’s 
rights, and with men’s capacities for all that is good and 
great-and you hoot him and call him a liar and a fool. 

The Politician’ despises you, declares ‘that all your 
sufferings ,are due to your own vices, that you are incapa- 
ble of msan,aging your own affairs, and that if you were 
entrusted with freedom and the use of t’he wealth you 
create you would degenerate into a lawless mob of drunk- 
‘en loafers, and you cheer him until you are hoarse. 

The Politician tells you that his party is the people’s 
party, ansd that he is the man to defen,d your interests, and 
in spite of all you knlow of his conduct in the past, you be- 
lieve him. 

The Socialist begs you to form a party of .your own, 
and to do your work yourself, and you write ‘hnn down a 
knave. 

To be a Trade Unionist and fight for your class during 
a strik’e, and to be a Tory or a Liberal and fight ,against 
your class at an election is folly. During a strike there 
are no Tories or Liberals amongst the st’rikers; they are 
all workers. At ele,ction times thlere are n’o workers; only 
Liberals and Tories. 

During a.n election there are Tory and Liberal Capital- 
ists, an,d all of them are friends of the workers. During a 
strike there are no Tories and no Liberals amongst the 
employers. They are all Capitahsts and enemies of the 
workers. Is there any logic in you, John Smith? Is there 
any perception in you? Is there any sense in you? 

YOU never elect an employer as president of a Trades 
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Council; or as ohairman of a Tirade Union Ctongress; or as 
member of a Trade Union. You never ask an employer to 
lead you during a strike. But at election times, when you 
ought to stand by your class, tshe whole body of Trade 
Union workers turn into black-legs, and fight for &he 
Capitalist and against the workers. 

I know that many of these Pa.rty Politicians are very 
plausible men, and that they protest very eloquently that 
their panty really meaas to do well1 for the workers. But 
to those ,protctsts tjhere is one unanswerable reply. Eve,n 
if these ‘men are as honest an’d as zealous as t,hey pretend 
to be, I suppose you are not gullible enough to believe 
that they will do your work as well as you can do.it your- 
selfves. 

I say to you then, once more, John S,mith, that the 
most practical thieng you can do ,is to erase the words 
Liberal and Tory from your vocabulary, write S,ocialislt in 
the place and resolve that henceforward you will eilect only 
Labor Representatives, and see that ,they do their duty. 

Cl3APTER XXVI. 
IS IT  KOTHING TO YOU? 

Wihen I began these letters, Mcr. Simth, I promis’ed to 
put the case for Soc,ialism before you as clearly and as 
plainly as I codld, .asking you in return to render a verdict 
in a,ccorda.nce with the evidence. 

I have now done the work as well as I ccclld under the 
circumstances; and I ,leave ithe matiter in )‘cJur hands. 

“Merrie En’gland” is nsoit as lucid, nolr as s&ong, txor 
as complete as I hope,d to make it, but it may serve to 
suggest the (wisdom of ,wider studies. 

A goNod work of @this kind hajs long been needed. I 
have not had time, nor health, nor opportunity to do it 
thoroughly, ,but I lbhought ,it better to do it as well as I 
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could than to wait until I could take a wthde year in which 
to do it more thoroughly. 

Perhaps some day I will set to work and do it all over 
again. IMeanwhile I ask you to believe that there is a 
great deal more to be said for Socialism than these papers 
of mine ,contain, and I suggest to you that it would be well 
to read the books I Ihave recommended; firstly, because 
knowled’ge ,is always va.luable, and secondly, because it is 
your duty as la man and a citizen to understand the society 
you live in, and to ‘mend it if you can. 

There are very ‘many ,well-meaning people ‘who, whilst 
owningthat much wrong and misery exist, dceny their own 
responsibility for any part of it. 

Very commo,nly we hear men say, “Yes, it is a pity that 
things are so bad; but it is no fault of ours, and nothing 
we can d,o will me,nd them.” 

Now, John, that is a cowardly and dishonest excuse. 
It ,is the old plea of Cain, “Am I ‘my brotiher’s keeper?” 
NO one can shirk his responsibility. W’e are none of us 
guiltless when wrong is done. W,e are all responsible in 
some degree for <every crime and sin, and f,or every grief 
and shame for whiloh or by which our fellolw-creatures 
suffer. 

If for instance, the filthy condition ofthe Salford Docks 
should cause sickness and ,loss of life, every citizen from 
the highest to the lowest ,would be responsible for the 
wrong. 

Wlhen injutstice is adone it avails not for a man to plead 
that he cannot prevent it. The fact is he has not tried to 
prevent ,it, and therein lies ,his sin. 

Tjhe :average citizen sees ithe slums and the sweaters; 
he sees the wretched and the destitute; he knows that the 
weak and innocent are systematically robbed and slain; 
and his one excuse is that he, “cannot help it.” Now, 
John, I ask you, have you tried to help it; or have you only, 
!ied to yourself by Isaying no help was possible? 

Your duty, it se,ems to me, is clear enough. First of alt 
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having seen t.hat *misery and wrong exist, it is your duty ~CI 
find out why they exist. Havintg found out why they 
exist ,it is your duty t’o seek for means to abolish them. 
Having found out the means to abolish them, it is your 
duty to apply Chese means, or, if you have .not yourself the 
power, it is your duty to persuade obhens to help you. 

Do your duty, John. D’o not lie to your soul any more. 
Long have you known that injustice and misery are rife 
amonlgst the ipeople; It you have not acted upon the 
knowledge it is not because you knew i’t to be useless so to 
aat, but because you were lazy and preferred your ease, or 
because you were selfish and feared ,to lose your own ad- 
vantage, or because you were heartless and did not really 
feel anly pang at sight of the suffering of others. 

Let us have the truth, John, howsoever painful it may 
be; lot us’have justice, no msatter what tfhe cost. 

Go out into the streets of any big town, and use your 
eyes, John. What do you fin,dl You find some rich and 
idle, wasting unearned wealth to their own shame and 
njury, and the shame and injury of others. You find hard- 
working people dpacked ‘away in vile unhealthy streets. 
You find little children famished, dirty, and half naked 
outside the luxurious clubs, shops, hotels, and theaters. 
You find men and women overworked and unde,rpaid. 
You find vice and ,want and ,disease cheek by jowl with 
religion and culture .and wealth. You find the usurer, the 
gambler, the fop, the finnikin fine lady, and you find the 
starvelin’g, the slave, the vagrant, tihe drunkard, and the 
harlot. 

It is nothing to you, John Smlith? Are you a citizen? 
Are you %a (man ? And ,will not strike a bl,o,w for tlhe right 
nor lift a #hand to save the fallen, nor make the smallest 
sacrifice for the sake of your brothers and your sisters! 
John, I am not trying to work upon your feelings. This 
is not rhetoric, it is hard fact. Throughout these letters 
I ,have tried rto .be plain and practical, and moderate. I 
have never so muc’h as ofiered you a glimpse of the higher 
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regions of Ithought. I have suffered no hint of idealism to 
escape me. I have kept as close to tthe earth as I could. I 
am only now talking street talk about #the common sights 
of Ithe comm’on town. I say that wrong and sorrow are 
here crushing the life out of our brothers and sisters. I 
say that you in common with all (men, are responsible for 
the thinlgs that are. I say that it is your duty to seek the 
remedly; and I say that if you seek it you will find it. 

These common sights ,of the common streets, John, are 
very (terrible tto me. To ‘a man of a nervous tempera’ment, 
at once thoughtful and imaginative, those sights must be 
terrible. Th’e prostitute under the lamps, the baby beggar 
in the gutter, the broken pauper in his livery of sha,me, 
the weary worker stifling in his filthy slums, the wage 
slave Itoiliag at his task, -the sweater’s victim “sewing at 
once, wit,h a ,dotrblee thread, a shroud as ,well as a shirt,” 
these are dreadful, ghastly, shamseful facts which long 
since seared ‘themselves upon ‘my heart. 

All this sin, all this wretchedness, all (this pain, in spite 
of the smiling fieldis and the laughing waters under the 
awful and unsullied sky. And no remedy! 

Tjhese things I saw, and I knew that I was responsibl,e 
as a man. Then I tried Ito find out the causes of the wrong 
and the remedy therefor. It ‘has taken me some years, 
John. But I think I understand it now, and I want you 
to understand it, and to help in your turn to teach the 
truth to o’thers. 

Sometimes while I have been writing these letters I 
have felt very bitter ,and very an,gry. More than once I 
have (thought &hat when I had got through the work I 
would ease my heart with a few lines of irony or invective. 
But I have thought better of it. Looking back now I re- 
member my own weakness, folly, cowardice. I have no 
heart .to scorn or censure other men. C&&y, John, 

mercy, John, humility, John. We are *poor creatures, alI 
of us. 

So here i\ “Merrie England;” the earnest though weak 
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effort of (this poor clod of wayward ,marl, this little pinch 
of valiant dust. If it ,does good-well; if notdweJ1. I 
will try again. 

Also, some ‘day, perhaps, I will talk to you not as a 
practical man, but as a human being. I will ask you to 
feel with me the pu!sing of the universal heart, to see with 
me the awful eyes of the universal soul, gazing upward, 
dim and blurred and weary, but full of a wistful yearning 
for the unrevealed and unspeakable glory whach men call 
God. 

But these are “practical” letters, written wit,h a practical 
object, and addressed to practical people. They are here 
republis’hed as a book; and as they have cost me so’me 
time and trouble in the writing, I ask you, on your part, 
to give a little time and trouble to the readmg, and, 
further, ,if, after that, ycnu think them wonth wchat they 
‘have cost you, I shall be glad if you will ‘help me by recom- 
mending them ‘to your friends. 

THE END. 



IJOHpJ[- HARVB‘ir- 
Amn~hbre’s Inspired Book. 

John Harvey is, to begin with, a story of no common merlt. Its 
literary style is graceful, its incidents are rapid, MS conversations short 
and to the point, and its characters are worth knowing, especially the 
heroine. But the book is more than a story. The author pictures a 
community in the Missouri Valley forty years hence, where every 
social wrong has been righted, and every individual has the chance to 
make his life what it ought to be. The picture does not seem too good 
to be true, it is simply a definite dream of what the nation is vaguely 
dmreaming, and it will help to bring its own fulfillment. 

. We make the following extracts from Mr. B. 0. Flower’s review 
of the book in the November New Time: 

“At last we have a social vision which is also a fascinating romance, 
dealing in a dramatic manner with life and love, wealth and power, 
justice and mercy.” “There are many strongly dramatic passages, no- 
ticeably when the Hymn of the Nationality is iirst sung and when the 
vault of ‘John Harvey’ is opened. ” “The dramatic interest of the story is 
reached in the titanic struggle between the United States Government 
under the dominion of organized capital and the Social Democracy. 
These chapters are of thrilling interest.” 

“In fact, ‘John Harvey’ is a story which will appeal strongly to the 
Imagination of lovers of romance, and beoause of its interest as a story 
will doubtless have a large sale among those who as yet are not awake 
to the grave danger which conmfronts the republic, and in consequence 
of which to-day millions of homes which, under just conditions, would be 
filled with gladness, are darkened wtth dread and want.” 

“There is another olass of .peraons, however, to which this book will 
strongly appeal, a class which is happily increasing by thousands every 
month, and which is to-day the hope of freedom, the refuge of justice. 
To these people ‘John Harvey’ will be chiefly interesting as an economic 

’ study, a chart. a guide book, pointing a practical way out of the inferno . 
of the present social anarchy, and showing how happiness can be enjoyed 
by every man, woman and child, and how humanity, under the benefl- 
cent influence of justice, will eventually grow Godward while learnlng 
for the first time how to live.” 

Another reviewer says: 
“ ‘John Harvey’ is the embodiment of a generation, or an age of 

philanthropists. He stands for the best in our civilization-a common- 
wealth of great, true-hearted, unselfish men. What they would like and 
hope yet to do, he does. He uses untold wealth, not to enslave the 
helpless masses, not to hide the key of knowledge, not to make it more 
difficult to obtain common comforts; but to defend the weak, to give to 
every one a fair, equal chance in an open road.” ‘i ‘John Harvey’ brings 
into actual existence a great Nationality. In this new empire of equal 
rlghts and greatest privileges, built upon the inherent good instincts of 
man, where the temptations of greed and grasp do not exist, all are 
,lmbued with a common spirit of good will.” 

“In its conception the story is broad, and its entire treatment sim- 
ple, straightforward, clear and statesmanlike. Some portions are espe- 
cially grand, vivid, wgumentative and persuasive, while every part 
is strong. Reason and eloquence and logic so blend that the reader is 
borne alon,g as upon a pleasant tide: His attention is always aroused; 
hern$t think, for every page has its purpose, its appeal to his judg- 

“Whoever beglns to read the book will flnlsh it.” 
Handsomely and Substantially Bonnd in Cloth, 407 pages. 

61 .OO, postpaid. CHARLES H. KERR & CO., Publishers, 66 6th Ave., Chicago. 
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socfAusn IS. -B 
The ethics of Socialism are identical with the ethics of 

Christianity.-Encyclopedia Britannica. 

The abolition of that individual action on which modern so- 
cieties depend, and the substitution of a regulated system of co- 
operative action.-Imperial Dictionary. 

A theory of society that advocates a more precise, orderly 
and harmonious arrangement of the social relations of mankind 
than that which has hitherto prevailed.-Webster. 

A science of reconstructing society on an entirely new basis, 
by substituting the principle of association for that of compe- 
tition in every branch of human industry.-Worcester’s Dic- 
tionary. 

The answer of Socialism to the capitalist is that society can 
do without him just as society now does without the slave 
owner and the feudal lord, both whom were formerly regarded 
as necessary to the well being and even the very existence of so- 
ciety.-Prof. W. Clarke. 

Socialism does not wish to abolish private property, or ac- 
cumulation of wealth; but aims to displace the present system 
of private capital by a system of collective capital, which would 
introduce a unified organization of national labor.-Prof. 
Schaffle. 

Socialism is often summarily dismissed ivith the remark 
“That the time is not ripe for it.” Socialists have no idea of 
harvesting crop before it is ripe. They do not contend, how- 
ever, that unripeness of the crop is a reason for not cultivating 
it. Socialism being the product of social evolution,, the only 
danger lies in obstructing it.-Rev. F. M. Sprague. 

I would not have the laborer sacrifice to the result. I would 
not have the laborer sacrifice to my conscience and pride, nor 
to that of a great class of such as me. Let there be worse cot- 
ton and better men. The weaver should not be bereaved of his 
superiority to his work.-Emerson. 



THE SOCIAL DEMOCRACY OF AMERICA, 
EXECUTIVE BOARD. 

EUGENE V. DEBS. Chairman. SYLVESTER KELIHER, Sacretary. 
JAMES HOGAN. Vice Chairman. WM. E. BURNS, Organizer. 

ORGANIZED TO ESTABLISH THE NATIONAL 
CO-OPERATIVE COI’lllONWl&LTH. 

TO SECfJ&‘3 THIS:- 
We call upon all honest citizens to unite under the banner of the 

%cial Democracy of America, so that vre may be ready to conquer cap- 
italism by making use of our political 1ibertF and by taking possession 
of the public porrer, so that n-e may put an end to the present barbarous 
struggle, by the abolition of capitalism, the restoration of the land, and 
of all the nwans of production, transportation and distribution, to the 
people as a collective body, and the substitution of the co-operative 
common~walth for the present state of planless production, indus- 
trial RIP and social disorder-a commonwealth, n-hich, although 
it vi11 not make erery ~llan equal phssicall~ or mentally, vi11 
give to every worker the free exercise and the full benefit of his l 

faculties. multiplied bx all the modern factors of civilization and ulti- 
mately inaugurate the universal brotherhood of man. The Social 
Democracy of hrnerica will make democracy, “the rule of the people,” 
a truth, 1~~ ending the economic subjugation of the overwhelmingly 
great majoritr of the people. 

With a I-iew to the imumedinte relief of the people, all our efforts 
shall be put forth to secure to the unemployed self-supporting employ- 
ment, using al! proper WR.TS and nlenns to that end. For such purpose 
one of the States of the Union, to be hereafter determined, shall be 
selected for the concentration of our supporters and the introduction 
of cooperative industry, and then gradually extending the sphere of 
our operations until the Sntional Co-operative Commonmea!th shall be 
established. 

All Good Citizens Are Elig?ble. 

For full information address 

SYLVESTER KELIHER, National S&y, 

504 Trude Bldg., Chicago. III. 



3OOKS YOU SHOULD READ. 
EQUALITY: 

Bella~~y’s wonderful Sew Book, cloth, 412 pages.. .$l.L% 

WEALTH AGAINST COMMONWEALTH: 
BY IIr11ry U. Lloyd, boards, 563 pages.. . . . . . . 1.W 

MODERN SOCIALISM: 
By Rev. Charles H. Vail, cloth. . . . . . . ._ . . . . _. _, .75 
Paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 25 

OUR DESTINY: 
By Lawence Gronlund. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,.. .50 

THE CO-OPERATIVE COIIMONWEALTH: 
By Laurence Gronlund . . . . . . . . . . . . ._ ., . . . . ,. _. ._ ._ _... . . .60 

PRESIDENT JOHN SMITH: 
Hy Frederick Ii. Adams, cloth.. . . . . . . _. . . ,. . . . . .so 
Paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .._..._.....__ .lO 

A BREED OF BARREN METAL: 
By d. IV. Bennett ,... . . _... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..,. . . . . . . . . . .25 

SO THE WORLD GOES: 
By J. TV. Sullinn.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _. . _. . . . 1.00 

VOICES OF THE MORNING: 
By J. A. Edgerton, c’oth ,... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., _.._ _. ._ _._. ,. 1,00 

A DAUGHTER OF HUflANITY: 
13~ Edgar Manrice Smith. crown oct:Lro, 317 pages, cloth.... . . . . . . . .75 
Paper. . . . . . . . . . . .25 

THE JUGGERNAUTOFTHE MODERNS: 
Ry liosa Hudspeth, crown octa~o, 327 paces, cloth... . . . . . .75 
paper . . . . . . . . _. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25 

Sent postpaid to any address 09 lweipt of price. 

THE SOCIAL DEMOCRACY, 504 Trude Bldg., Chicago, III. 



Think or S 
HAT is the alternative. Do not longer be 

deceived by well-worded lies. Read the 
truth. It will pay you dividends.s&&& 

TO-DAY-this moment re being robbed of what 
you earn. How much less than $I,000 a year. 
Do you know how?;’ ou know why? Read 
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ze;,eg RJFORlVl MAGAZINE ONE DOLLAR A YEAR 

in the World. Ten Cents a Number 
Monthly--Eighty Pages. 

Editors: 
i 

B. 0. FLOWER, Founder of the Arena. 
FREDERICK U. ADAMS, Editor New Occasions. 

The New Time is a fearless advocate of tlie INITIATIVE and REFERENDUM, Ma- 
jority Rule, Scientific Government, Monetary Reform anii Physical and Ethical Culture. 

Among the hundreds of brilliant writers who will regularly contribute to its pages are: 
l?or. rmnk T’:wsons. Gfn-. IT .  F. Pinznx~. Sm:1tor ~‘llanlller. 
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