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PREFACE.

Some of the following chapters are republished, with
modifications and considerable additions, from the Con-
temporary Review or the British Quarterly, by permission
of the conductors of those periodicals, but most of the
work, more than two-thirds of it, appears now for the first
time. I have confined myself to the broader phases of con-
temporary socialism. There are many petty groups and
coteries among revolutionary socialists, but it is needless to
describe them in detail, because while each calls itself by
its own name they differ only on minor points of future
government or present policy, and adhere, all of them, to
one or other of the two main types of existing social democ-
racy — the Centralist, wihich is usually known as Commun-
ism, Socialism, or Collectivism, and the Anarchist, which —
though also Communist, Socialist, or Collectivist — is gener-
ally known as Anarchism or Nihilism. Nor have I thought
it necessary to bestow any separate treatment on what is
called State Socialism ; because that is either a mere general
expression for any undue extension of the power of the
State for the amelioration of the labouring classes, or it is
the specific name of a party in Germany whose programme
is just the ordinary socialist programme of nationalising land

and the instruments of production, but who seek to carry it
¥
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out gradually by means of the existing State, *‘ the Social
Monarchy of the Hohenzollerns,”" instead of doing so all at
once by means of the Social Democratic Republic; and in
either case the phase of opinion the expression represents is
substantially deseribed and discussed in various parts of the
following work. On the other hand, I have introduced a
chapter on Henry George, although he is not a socialist,
becaunse his doctrines are in many respects closely allied
with those of socialism, and because he has done more than
any other single person to stir and deepen in this country
an agitation which, if not socialistic, at least promises to be
a mother of socialism. When the first chapter of the present
book was put into type there seemed little sign of our long
immunity from socialism, always so strange to foreign
observers, being seriously disturbed, but now the air is
busy with eries of Soecial Demoeracy, Christian Socialism,
State Socialism, and every manner of social sentimentality
and mysticism. Socialist societies are establishing them-
selves in the cities and at the universities; socialist lectures
are being delivered; socialist discussions promoted; and
there are already several socialist organs in the weekly and
monthly press, condueted with abihity and a somewhat bit-
ter zeal, and pnumbering among their contributors writers
whose names are held in high respect, though, it is true, for
other qualities than political wisdom. These organs do not
represent, nor do they profess to represent, any positive
unity of opinion, but their predominant tendeney is the ener-
getic one of revolutionary social demoeraey, which usnally
in the end turns and rends the softer varieties of socialism
in whose company it first sets out.

It is too soon to say what may come of this movement,
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or what weight ought to be assigned to it. It would be
foolish to disparage it. Haxthausen thought Russia was
protected from socialism by her rural commune. Professor
von Stein thought Germany was protected from it by her
want of manufacturing industries. Yet both were signally
mistaken, and we may possibly cherish a like error if we
fancy ourselves to possess a sure protection against socialism
in the practical character of our people and our habits of
free and open discussion. What is called practieality is no
safeguard against delusive ideas outside one’s own immediate
field of practical activity, and there is perhaps no country,
except the still more practical country of America, where
more favour is shown to fanaticism of any kind, if there
seems to be heart in it. Besides, there are everywhere many
to whom the practical test of a scheme will not be, shall we
be any better for the change? but rather, can we be any
worse for it? and who will look with nothing but hope to any
manner of revolution. At the same time, if we compare
the present movement with the Chartist movement a genera-
tion ago, we shall run no risk of overrating its importance.
Chartism was essentially a social democratic movement,
aiming, like the socialism of our day, at the conquest by
the labouring classes of the political power of the State for
the purpose of using it as the direct instrument of their own
social amelioration ; but in Chartism the whole of the labour-
ing classes of the time were more or less represented. The
general economic position of every section of these classes
was then much less favourable and hopeful than it now is,
and many sections of them suffered serious distress. But
the classes that were then most active and disturbed have
meanwhile found a way of hope and comfort, and are not
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CONTEMPORARY SOCIALISM.

CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTORY.

IT was a common topic of congratulation at the
Exhibition of 1862 that the political atmosphere of
Europe was then entirely free from the revolutionary
alarms which overclouded the first Exhibition in 1851 ;
but in that very year the old clouds began to gather
once more at different quarters of the horizon. It was
in 1862 that Lassalle delivered to a club of working
men in Berlin his address on “The present Epoch of
the World, and the Idea of the Working Class,” which
was published shortly afterwards under the title of
“The Working Man’s Programme,” and which has been
called by his friends “ The Wittemberg Theses” of the
new socialist movement; and it was at the Exhibition
itself that those relations were established between the
delegates of English and French trade societies which
issued eventually in the organisation of the Interna-
tional. The double train thus laid has put in motion
a propaganda of social revolution more vigorous, wide-
spread, and dangerous than any which has preceded it.

But though the reappearance of socialism was not

immediately looked for at the time, it could cause no
1
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serious surprise to any one who considered how nearly
the socialist theory is allied with some of the ruling
ideas of modern times, and how many points of attrae-
tion it presents at once to the impatient philanthropy
of enthusiasts, to the passions of the multitude, and to
the narrow but insistent logic of the numerous class
of minds that make little account of the complexity of
life. Socialism will probably never keep long away
during the present transitional period of society, and
there is therefore less interest in the mere fact of its
reappearance than in marking the particular form in
which, after a prolonged retirement, it has actually
returned ; for this may perhaps be reasonably taken to
be its most vital and enduring type, and consequently
that with which we shall mainly have to reckon in the
future.

Now the present movement is, before all, political
and revolutionary. The philanthropic and experimen-
tal forms of socialism, which played a conspicuous réle
before 1848, perished then in the wreck of the Revo-
lution, and have never risen to life again. The old
schools have dispersed. Their doctrines, their works,
their very hopes, have gone. The theories of man’s
entire dependence on circumstances, of the rehabili-
tation of the flesh, of the passional attraction, once
in everybody’s mouth, have sunk into oblivion. The
communities of Owenites, St. Simonians, Fourierists,
Icarians, which multiplied for a time on both sides of
the Atlantic, are extinct. The socialists of the present
day have discarded all belief in the possibility of effect-
ing any social regeneration except by means of politi-
cal authority, and the first object of their endeavours
is therefore the conquest of the powers of the State.
There are some exceptions, but these are very unim-



INTRODUCTORY. 3

portant, The communistic societies of the United
States, for instance, are mostly organisations of eccen-
trie religious sects which have no part or influence in
the life of the century. The Colinsian Collectivists,
followers of the Belgian socialist, Colins, are a mere
handful; and the Familistére of Guise in France —a
remarkable institution, founded since 1848, by an old
disciple of Fourier, though not on Fourier’s plan—
stands quite alone, and has no imitators. Non-political
socialism may accordingly be said to have practically
disappeared.

Not only so, but out of the several sorts and varie-
ties of political socialism, only one has revived in any
strength, and that is the extremest and most revolu-
tionary. It is the democratic communism of the Young
Hegelians, and it scouts the very suggestion of State-
help, and will content itself with nothing short of
State-transformation. Schemes such as were popular
and noisy thirty years ago — schemes, involving indeed
organic changes, but organic changes of only a partial
character — have gone to their rest. Louis Blane, for
example, was then a name of some power; but remark-
ably enough, though Louis Blane was but the other day
buried with great honour, his Organisation of Labour
seems to be as completely forgotten as the Circulus of
Leroux. M. G. de Molinari writes an interesting
account of the debates that took place in the working
men’s clubs of Paris in the year 1868-9—the first
year they were granted liberty of meeting after the
establishment of the Second Empire —and he states
that while Fourier and Cabet were still quoted by old
disciples, though without any idea of their systems be-
ing of practical moment, Louis Blanc’s name was not
even mentioned. Proudhon’s gospel of a state bank of
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mutual eredit for furnishing labourers with capital, by
issuing inconvertible notes without money and without
price, has still a sprinkling of faithful believers, who
call themselves Mutualists ; but they are extremely few,
and, as a rule, the socialists of France at the present
day, like those of Germany, put their faith in iron
rather than paper. What they want is a democracy of
labour, to use one of their own phrases — that is, a state
in which power and property shall be based on labour;
where citizenship shall depend on a labour qualifica-
tion, instead of a qualification of birth or of property ;
where there shall be no citizen who enjoys without
labouring, and no citizen who labours without enjoying ;
where every one who is able to work shall have employ-
ment, and every one who has wrought shall retain the
whole produce of his labour ; and where accordingly, as
the indispensible prerequisite of the whole scheme, the
land of the country and all other instruments of pro-
duction shall be made the joint property of the com-
munity, and the conduet of all industrial operations be
placed under the direct administration of the State.
Furthermore, all this is contended for as a matter of
simple right and justice to the labouring classes, on
the ground that the wealth of the nation belongs to the
hands that made it; it is contended for as an obligation
of the State, because the State is held to be merely
the organised will of the people, and the people is the
labouring class: and it is contended for as an object of
immediate accomplishment — if possible, by ordinary
constitutional means, but, if not, by revolution.

This is the form in which socialism has reappeared,
and it may be described in three words as Revolu-
tionary Socialist Democracy. The movement is di-
vided into two main branches — German Socialism and
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Russian Nihilism — but the differences between these two
branches are only such as the same movement might be
expected to exhibit in passing through different media,
personal or national. Modern democrats have been
long divided into Centralists and Federalists — the one
party seeking to give to the democratic republic they
contemplate a strongly centralised form of government,
and the other preferring to leave the local communes
comparatively independent and sovereign, and free, if
they choose, to unite themselves in convenient federa-
tions. The federal republic has always been the fav-
ourite ideal of the democrats of Spain and of the
Communards of Paris, and there is generally a ten-
dency among Federalists, in their impatience of all
central authority, to drop the element of federation
out of their ideal altogether and to advocate the form
of opinion known as “anarchy ” — that is, the abolition
of all superior government. It was very natural that
this ancient feud among the democrats should appear
in the ranks of socialist demoecracy, and it was equally
natural that the Russian Radicals, hating the autocracy
of their country and idealising its rural communes,
should become the chief adherents of the federalist
and even the anarchic tradition.

This is the only point of principle that separates nihi-
lism from socialism. In other respects nihilism may be
said to be but an extremer phase of socialism. It in-
dulges in more violent methods and in a more omniv-
orous spirit of destruction. Its fury takes a wider
sweep; it attacks all eurrent Dbeliefs and all existing
institutions ; it puts its hopes in universal chaos. 1
shall endeavour in a future chapter to explain, from
- peculiarities of the national character and culture, why
this gospel of chaos should find so much acceptance
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in Russia; but it is no exclusively Russian product.
It was preached with singular coolness, as will be sub-
sequently shown, by some of the Young Hegelians of
Germany before 1848, and it obtains among the more
volatile members of most socialist organisations still.
Attacks on religion, patriotism, the family, are very
usual accessories of their practical agitations every-
where. As institutions and beliefs are seen to lend
strength to each other, teeth, set on edge against one
are easily brought to gnash at all. A sharp check from
the public authority generally brings out to the front
this extremer element in German socialism. After the
repressive legislation of 1878 the German socialists
struck the restriction of proceeding “by legal meth-
ods” out of their programme, and the wilder spirits
among them would be content with nothing short of a
policy of general destruction, and being expelled from
the party, started an organisation of their own on thor-
oughly nihilist lines. The nihilism and socialism of the
present time developed from the same circle of opinion,
for Bakunin and Chernycheffsky, the founders of the
one, were Young Hegelians of the Extreme Left, as well
as Marx and Lassalle, the founders of the other; and
they both show the same characteristics of being demo-
cratic and revolutionary even more than socialistie.

Under these influences, the word socialism has come
to contract a new meaning, and is now generally defined
in a way that would exclude the very theories it was
originally invented to denote. Its political element — its
demand on the public power in behalf of the labouring
class — is taken to be the pith and essence of the system.
Mr. Cairnes, for example, says that the circumstance
which distinguishes socialism from all other modes of
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social speculation is its invocation of the powers of the
State, and he finds fault with Mr. Mill for deseribing
himself in his ¢« Autobiography ” as a socialist, merely
because his ideal of ultimate improvement had more in
common with the ideal of socialistic reformers than with
the views of those who in contradistinction would be

-called orthodox. The passage from the * Autobiogra-
- phy ” runs as follows : — ¢ While we repudiated with the
greatest energy that tyranny of society over the in-
dividual which most socialistic systems are supposed
to involve, we yet looked forward to a time when so-
ciety will no longer be divided into the idle and the
industrious ; when the rule that they who do not work
shall not eat will be applied, not to paupers only, but
impartially to all ; when the division of the produce of
labour, instead of depending, as in so great a degree it
now does, on the accident of birth, will be made by con-
cert on an acknowledged principle of justice ; and when
it will no longer either be, or be thought to be, impos-
sible for human beings to exert themselves strenuously
in procuring benefits which are not to be exclusively
their own, but to be shared with the society they be-
long to.” (Autobiography, pp. 231-232.) On this pas-
sage Mr. Cairnes observes : — ¢ If to look forward to such
a state of things as an ideal to be striven for is social-
ism, I at once acknowledge myself a socialist; but it
seems to me that the idea which ‘socialism’ conveys
to most minds is not that of any particular form of so-
ciety to be realised at a future time when the character
of human beings and the conditions of human life are
widely different from what they now are, but rather
certain modes of action, more especially the employ-
ment of the powers of the State for the instant accom-
plishment of ideal schemes, which is the invariable
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attribute of all projects generally regarded as socialis-
tic. So entirely is this the case that it is common to
hear any proposal which is thought to involve an undue
extension of the powers of the State branded as social-
istic, whatever be the object it may seek to accomplish.
After all, the question is one of nomenclature merely ;
but people are so greatly governed by words that I
cannot but regret that a philosophy of social life with
which I so deeply sympathise, should be prejudiced by
verbal associations fitted, as it seems to me, only to
mislead.” (Leading Principles of Political Economy,
p. 316.)

Mr. Cairnes’s objection is just, for a reformer’s posi-
tion ought to be determined, not by the distant ideal he
may think best, if the conditions were ripe for its reali-
sation, but by the policy which he counts to be of pres-
ent importance under the conditions that exist. He
may cherish, as many orthodox economists do, the social-
ist hope. He may look for a time when comfort and
civilisation shall be more universally and securely dif-
fused ; when heads and hands in the world of labour
shall work together in amity; when competition and
exclusive private property and self-interest shall be
swallowed up in love and common labour. But he
knows that the transformation must be gradual, and
that the material conditions of it must never be pushed
on in advance of the intellectual and moral. And this
cuts him off by a whole diameter from those who are
now known as socialists. In every question of the day
he will be found in an opposite camp from them. For
he makes the ideal what it is and ought to be, the
goal of his action ; they make it their starting-point, and
the peculiarity of the case is that with their view of
the situation they cannot make it anything else. For
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to their mind the struggle they are engaged in is not a
struggle for amelioration, but for plain and elementary
right. It is not a question of providing greater happi-
ness for the greatest number; it is a question of doing
them bare justice, of giving them their own, of protect-
ing them against a disguised but very real expropria-
tion. They declare that, under the present industrial
arrangements, the labouring classes are in effect robbed
of most of the value of the work of their hands, and of
course the suppression of systematic robbery is an imme-
diate obligation of the present. Justice is a basis to
start from now, if possible, and not a dream to await
hereafter. First let the labouring man have his rights,
they cry, and then and then only shall you have the
way clear for any further parley about his future. It
is true that he is not the vietim of individual rapacity
so much as of the system, and that he cannot get his
rights till the system is completely changed, but the
system, they argue, can never be completely changed
except by the power of the State, and why then not
change it at once? Now, it is obvious how to people
who take this view of the matter there should seem no
other alternative but an instant reconstruction of indus-
trial society at the hands of the State. For if it is jus-
tice that has to be done, then it appears only natural to
conclude that it falls upon the State, as the organ of
justice, to do it, and that it cannot do it too soon. The
demand for the immediate accomplishment of their
scheme by publiec authority is thus no accidental acces-
sory of it merely, but is really inseparable from the ideas
on which the scheme is founded. It is, in fact, so much,
if I may use the word, the note of socialism wherever
socialism makes itself heard in the world now, that it
can only produce confusion to give the name of so-
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cialist to persons who hold this note in abhorrence, and
virtually desire no more than the gradual triumph of co-
operation. .

It may be answered that the latter, like the fnrmer,
aim not at a mere reform of the present industrial
system, but at an essential change in its fundamental
principles—at an eventual suppression of exclusive
property and unrestricted competition —and that it is
therefore only proper to classify them with those who
seek the like important end, however they may differ
from the latter as to the means and seasons of action.
This might be right, perhaps, if our only consideration
were to furnish a philosophical classification of opinions,
but we have to deal with a living and agitating party
whose name and work are much canvassed, and there is
at any rate great practical inconvenience in extending
the current designation of that party so as to include
persons who object strongly to its whole immediate-
work ; to Rodbertus, for example, who wished private
property to be converted into common property, but
gave five hundred years at least for the process; or to
Maurice, who, believing sincerely enough that competi-
~ tion was the tap-root of all evils, knew at the same time
that it could not be extirpated by the State or by insti-
tutions of any kind without a moral and intellectual
improvement of samety

The inconvenience of this usage is increased by the
circumstance that the term is even more frequently
extended unduly in precisely the contrary direction.
It is not only applied to persons who desire to see in-
dustrial society built on a new fundamental principle,
even though they refuse to call the State to their coun-
sels in the matter at all, but it is very commonly ap-
plied to persons who have no wish whatever to alter
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the principle of the present system, merely because
they invoke the exercise of authority for the execution
of certain immediate reforms. For example, the Social-
ists of the Chair and the Christian Socialists of Germany
contemplate nothing beyond correctives and palliatives
of existing evils, but then they ask the State to ad-
minister them. They ask the State to inspect factories,
or to legalise trades’ unions, or to organise working
class insurance, or to fix fair wages. Their requests
may be wise or foolish, but none of them, nor all of
them together, would either subvert or transform the
existing industrial system; and those who propound
them are called socialists merely because they mike it
part of the State’s business to deal with social questions,
or perhaps more particularly because they make it the
State’s business to deal with social questions in the in-
terest of the working class. This idea of socialism
seems largely to govern the current employment of the
term. We often hear any fresh extension of the func-
tions of the State condemned as socialistic even when
the extension is not supposed to be made in the inter-
ests of the working class, or to be conducive to them.
The purchase of the telegraphs was socialistic; the pro-
posal to purchase the railways is socialistic; a national
system of education is socialistic; and an ecclesiastical
establishment, if it were now brought forward as a new
suggestion, would be pronounced socialistic, too. Since,
in a socialistic community, all power is assigned to the
State, any measure which now increases the power of
the State gets easily represented as an approach to
socialism, especially in the want —and it is one of our
chief wants at present — of a rational and discriminat-
ing theory of the proper limits and sphere of public
authority. :
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But in the prevailing use of the word, there is gen-
erally the idea that the intervention of authority to
which it is applied is undertaken to promote the well-
being of the less fortunate classes of society. Since
socialism seeks to construet what may be called a work-
ing class State, where the material welfare of each
shall be the great object of the organisation of all, it
is common to represent as socialistic any proposal that
asks the State to do something for the material well-
being of the working class, and to describe any group
of such proposals or any theory that favours them by
the name of socialism. The so-called State-Socialism
of Prince Bismarck, for example, is only, as he has
himself declared, a following-out of the traditions of
the House of Hohenzollern, the princes of that dynasty
having always counted it one of their first duties as
rulers to exercise a special protection and solicitude
over the poorer classes of their subjects. The old
ideas of feudal protection and paternal government
have charms for many minds that deplore the demo-
cratic spirit of modern society. In Germany they
have been maintained by the feudal classes, the court,
and the clergy, their presence in the general intellect-
ual atmosphere there has probably facilitated the diffu-
sion of socialistic views, and they have certainly led to
the curious phenomenon of a Conservative Socialism,
in which the most obstinately Conservative interests in
the country go to meet the Social Democrats half-way,
and promise to do everything to get them better wages
if they will but come to church again, and pray for the
Kaiser. The days of feudal protection and paternal
government are gone; as idealised by Carlyle they per-
haps never existed ; at any rate, in an age of equality
they are no longer possible, but their modern counter-
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parts are precifely the ideas of social protection and
fraternal government which find their home among
socialists. On the strength of this analogy, Prince
Bismarck and his imperial master are sometimes spoken
of as socialists, because they believe, like the latter,
that the State should exercise a general or even a par-
ticular providence over the industrial classes. DBut
socialism is more than such a belief. It is not only a
theory of the State’s action, but a theory of the State’s
action founded on a theory of the labourer’s right. It
is at bottom a demand for social justice. It tells us
that an enlargement of social justice was made when
it was declared that every man shall be free —or, in
other words, that every man shall possess completely
his own powers of labour; and it claims that a new
enlargement of social justice shall be made now, to
declare that every man shall possess the whole produce
of his labour. Now, this claim of right is really at the
bottom of the whole movement, and necessitates both
the invocation of authority and the demand for imme-
diate realisation, as well as the communistic changes
proposed to realise it by. Those who are known as
Conservative Socialists, in patronising the working
people, do not dream of eountenancing any such claim,
or of admitting in the least that there is anything posi-
tively unjust in the present industrial system. None
of them would go further than to say that the economic
position of the labourer is insufficient to satisfy his legiti-
mate aspirations in a civilised community ; few of them
would go so far. It is therefore only confusing to class
them among socialists. M. Limousin speaks of a * mini-
mum of socialism.” He would call no man a socialist
who does not hold this minimum, and he would ecall
every man a socialist who does hold it. And the mini-
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mum of socialism, in his opinion, is thi, that the State
owes a special duty of protection to labourers because
they are poor, and that this duty consists in securing to
them a more equitable part in the product of general
labour. The latter clause might have been better ex-
pressed in less general terms, but that may pass. The
definition recognises at any rate that the paternal or
the fraternal theory of government does not of itsell
constitute socialism, and that this must be combined
with the demand for a new distribution of wealth on
grounds of justice or equity, before we have even the
minimum of socialism. Mill holds a more or less social-
istic idea of what a just society would be; Bismarck
holds a more or less socialistic view of the functions of
the State ; but neither of these ideas separately makes
up the minimum of socialism; and it would therefore
be misleading to call either of them by that name, while
to call both by it would be hopeless confusion, since
the one politician holds exactly what the other rejects,
and no more. DBut, after all, it is of less importance
to define socialism in the abstract than to describe the
actual concrete socialism that has organisation and life,
especially as the name is only transferred in common
speech to all these varying shades of opinion, because
they are thought to resemble that concrete socialism
in one feature or another.

Having now ascertained the general nature of the
contemporary socialistic movement, we shall be in a
better position to judge of its bearings and importance.
We have seen that the only form of socialism which
has come to life again since 1848, is the political and
revolutionary phase of Social Demoecracy. Now, this
was also the original form in which socialism first ap-
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peared in modern Europe at the time of the earlier
Revolution of 1789. The tradition it represents is
consequently one of apparently vigorous vitality. It
has kept its place in European opinion for a hundred
years, it seems to have grown with the growth of the
democratic spirit, and it has in our own day broken out
simultaneously in most of the countries of the conti-
nent, and in some of them with remarkable energy. A
movement like this, whichseems to have taken a con-
tinuous and extensive hold of the popular mind, and
which moreover has a consciousness of right, a passion
for social justice, however mistaken, at the heart of it,
cannot be treated lightly as a political force; but at the
same time its consequence is apt to be greatly over-
rated both by the hopes of sanguine adherents and by
the apprehensions of opponents. Socialists are inces-
santly telling us that their system is the last word of
the Revolution, that the eurrent which broke loose over
Europe in 1789 is setting, as it could not help setting,
in their direction, and that it can only find its final
level of repose in a democratic communism. Conserva-
tive Cassandras tell us the same thing, for the Extreme
Right takes the same view as the Extreme Left does of
the logical tendency of measures. They feel things
about them moving everywhere towards equality, they
feel themselves helpless to resist the movement, and
they are sure they shall waken one morning in a social
revolution. Stahl, for example, thought democracy
necessarily conducted to socialism, and that wherever
democracy entered, socialism was already at the door.
A few words will therefore be still necessary towards
explaining, first, the historical origin of modern social-
ism; second, the relations of socialism to democracy,
and, finally, the extent and character of the spread of
the present movement.
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Respecting the first of these three points, modern
socialism was generated out of the notions about prop-
erty and the State which appeared towards the close of
last century in the course of the speculations then in
vogue on the origin and objects of civil society, and
which were proclaimed about the same time by many
“different writers — by Brissot, by Mably, by Morelly,
and above all by Rousseau. Their great idea was to re-
store what they called the state of nature, when primi-
tive equality still reigned, and the earth belonged to
none, and the fruits to all. They taught that there was
no foundation for property but need. He who needed
a thing had a right to it, and he who had more than he
needed was a thief. Rousseau said every man had nat-
urally a right to whatever he needed ; and Brissot, an-
ticipating the famous words of Proudhon, declared that
in a state of nature “exclusive property was theft.” It
was so in a state of nature, but it was so also in a state
of society, for society was built on a social contract,
“the clauses of which reduce themselves to one, viz.,
the total transfer of each associate, with all his rights,
to the community.” The individual is thus nothing,
the State is all in all. Property is only so much of the
. national estate conditionally conceded to the individual.
He has the right to use it, because the State permits
him, while the State permits him, and how the State
permits him. So with every other right; he is to think,
speak, train his children, or even beget them, as the
State directs and allows, in the interest of the common
good.

These ideas circulated in a diffuse state till 1793.
They formed as yet neither system nor party. But
when Joseph Baboeuf, discarding his Christian name of
Joseph (because, as he said, he had no wish for Joseph’s
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virtues, and so saw no good in having him for his patron
saint), and taking instead the ominous name of Caius
Gracchus, organised the conspiracy of the Egauz in
that year, then modern socialism began, and it began
in the form in which it still survives. Baboeuf's ambi-
tion was to found what he called a true democratic
republic, and by a true democratic republic he meant
one in which all inequalities, whether of right or of fact,
should be abolished, and every citizen should have
enough and none too much. It was vain, he held, to
dream of making an end of privilege or oppression until
all property came into the hands of the Government,
and was statedly distributed by the Government to the
citizens on a principle of serupulous equality. Misled
by the name Caius Gracchus, people thought he wanted
an agrarian law and equal division. But he told them
an agrarian law was folly, and equal division would not
last a twelvemonth, if the participants got the property
to themselves. What he wanted, he said, was some-
thing much more sublime — it was community of goods.
Equality could only be made enduring through the
abolition of private property. The State must be sole
proprietor and sole employer, and dispense to every
man his work according to his particular skill, and his
subsistence in honourable sufficiency according to his
wants. An individual who monopolised anything over
and above such a sufficiency committed a social theft.
Appropriation was to be strictly limited to and by
personal need.

Baboeuf saw no difficulty in working the scheme ;
was it not practised every day in the army with
1,200,000 men? If it were said, the soil of France
is too small to sustain its population in the stand-
ard of sufficiency contemplated, then so much the
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worse for the superfluous population; let the greater
landlords first, and then as many sansculottes as were
redundant, be put out of the way for their country’s
good. He actually ascribed this intention to Robes-
pierre, and spoke of the Terror as if it were an excel-
lent anticipation of Malthusianism. Did any one say
that, without inequalities, progress would cease and
arts and civilisation decay, Baboeuf was equally pre-
pared to take the consequences. * Perish the arts,”
said a manifesto discovered with him at his apprehen-
sion, “but let us have real equality.” ¢ All evils,” he
said in his newspaper, “are on their trial. Let them all
be confounded. Let everything return to chaos, and
from chaos let there rise a new and regenerated world.

We have here just the revolutionary socialist democ
racy that is still rampant over Europe. Socialists now
indeed generally make light of the difficulty of over-
population which Baboeuf solved so glibly with the
guillotine, and they contend that their system would
humanize civilisation instead of destroying it. They
follow, too, a different tradition from Baboeuf regarding
the right of property. While he built that right on
need, they built it on labour. He said the man who has
more than he needs is a thief; they say the man who
has more than he wrought for is a thief. He would
have the State to give every man an honourable suffi-
ciency right off, according to his need; they ask the
State to give every man according to his work, or, if
unfit for work, according to his need, and they hold
that this rule would afford every one an honourable suffi-
ciency. DBut these differences are only refinements on
Baboeuf’s plan, and its main features remain — equality
of conditions, nationalisation of property, demoeratie
tyranny, a uniform medium fatal to progress, an omni-
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present mandarin control crushing out of the people
that energy of character which W. von Humboldt said
was the first and only virtue of man, because it was the
root of all other excellence and advancement. In short,
socialists now seek, like Baboeuf, to establish a demo-
eratic republic — a society built on the equal manhood
of every citizen —and, like Baboeuf, they think a true
democratic republic is necessarily a socialistic one.
]
This brings me to the next point I mentioned, the
interesting problem of the true relations of socialism to
democracy. Is socialism, as Stahl and others represent,
an inevitable corollary of democracy? If so, our inter-
est in it is very real, and very immediate. For demoe-
racy is already here, and is at present engaged in every
country of Europe in the very work of re-organising the
social system into harmony with democratic require-
ments. Its hammer may make little sound in some
places, but the work proceeds none the less effectually
for the silence, and it will proceed, slowly or more
rapidly, until all the institutions of the country have
been renovated by the democratic spirit. Will the
social system, which will result from the process, be
socialism? “The gradual development of the principle
of equality,” says De Tocqueville, “is a providential
fact. It has all the characteristics of such a fact. It is
universal ; it is durable ; it constantly eludes all human
interference; and all events, as well as all men, con-
tribute to its progress. Would it be wise to imagine
that a social movement, the causes of which lie so far
back, can be checked by the efforts of one generation?
Can it be believed that the democracy which has over-
thrown the feudal system and vanquished kings will
retreat before tradesmen and capitalists? Will it stop
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now that it has grown so strong, and its adversaries so
weak ?” If, then, the natural tendency of democracy
is to socialism, to socialism we must eventually go.

But the natural tendency of democracy is not to
socialism. A single plain but remarkable fact suffices
to establish that. Demoecracy has been in full bloom

in America for more than a century, and there are no

traces of socialism there except among some German
ammigrants of yesterday; for, of course, the commun-
ism of the eccentric religious sects of America proceeds
from religious ideals, and has no bearing one way or
other on the social tendency of democracy. The labour-

ing class is politically everything in that country —.

every thing at least that electoral power can make
them in an elective republic: and they have never
shown any desire to use their political power to become
socially everything or to interfere with the freedom of*
property. Had this been in any way the necessary
effect of democratic institutions, it must have by this
time made its appearance in the United States. De
Tocqueville indeed maintains that so far from there
being any natural solidarity between democracy and
socialism, they are absolutely contrary the one to the
other. *Democracy,” he said in a speech in the Re-
publican Parliament of France in 1849, “extends the
sphere of individual independence, socialism contracts
it. Democracy gives every individual man his utmost
possible value, socialism makes every man an agent, an
instrument, a cipher.. Democracy and socialism coin-
cide only in the single word equality, but observe the
difference : democracy desires equality in liberty, so-
cialism seeks equality in compulsion and servitude.”
That is so far substantially true, but it cannot be re-
ceived altogether without qualification. We have had

=
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experience in modern times of two different forms of
democracy, which may be called the American and the
Continental. In America equality came as it were by
nature, without strife and without so much as observa-
tion; the colonists started equal. DBut freedom was
only won by sacrifice ; the first pilgrims bought it by
exile ; the founders of the Republic bought it a second
time by blood. Liberty therefore was their treasure,
their ark, their passion; and having been long trained
in habits of self-government, they acquired in the daily
exercise of their liberty that strong sense of its practi-
cal value, and that subtle instinct of its just limits, which
always constitute its surest bulwarks. With them the
State was nothing more than an association for mutual
protection — an association, like any other, having its
own definite work to do and no more, and receiving
from its members the precise powers needed for that
work and no more ; and they looked with a jealousy,
warm from their history and life, on any extension of
the State’s functions or powers beyond those primary
requirements of public safety or utility which they laid
upon it. In the United States property is widely dif-
fused ; liberty has been long enjoyed by the people as
a fact as well as loved by them as an ideal; the central
authority has ever been held in comparative check;
and individual rights are so general a possession that
any encroachment upon them in the name of the ma-
jority would always tread on interests numerous and
strong enough to raise an effectual resistance. Democ-
racy has in America, accordingly, a soil most favourable
to its healthy growth; the history, the training, and
the circumstances of the people all concur to support
liberty.

But on the Continent democraey sprang from very
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different antecedents, and possesses a very different
character. Equality was introduced into France by
convulsion, and has engrossed an undue share of her
attention since. Freedom, on the other hand, has been
really less desired than power. The Revolution found
the affairs of that country administered by a strong cen-
tralised organisation, with its hand everywhere and on
everything, and the Revolution left them so. Revolu-
tion has succeeded revolution; dynasties and constitu-
tions have come and gone; almost every part of the
political and social system has suffered change; the
form of government has been republic, empire, mon-
archy, empire, and republic again: but the authority
of government, its sphere, its attributes, have remained
thronghout the same. Each party in succession has
seized the power of the State, but none has sought to
curb its range. On the contrary, their temptation lay
the other way ; they have been always so bent on using
the authority and mechanism of government to impair
or suppress the influence of their adversaries, whom
they regarded as at the same time the adversaries of
the State, that they could only wish that authority to
be larger and that mechanism more perfect than they
already were. Even the more popular parties are con-
tent to accept the existing over-government as the nor-
mal state of affairs, and always strive to gain the control
of it rather than to restrain its action. And so it has
come about that, while they sought liberty for them-
selves, they were afraid to grant it to their opponents,
for fear their opponents should be able to get the au-
thority of this too powerful administration into their
hands and serve them in the same way. The struggle
for freedom has thus been corrupted into a struggle for
power. That is the secret of the pathetic story of
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modern France. That is why, with all her marvellous
efforts for liberty, she has never fully possessed it, and
that is why she seems condemned to instability.

A growing minority of the democratic party in
France is indeed opposed to this unfortunate over-
government, but the democratic party in general has
always countenanced it, perhaps more than any other
party, because to their minds government represents
the will of the people, and the people cannot be sup-
posed to have any reason to restrain its own will.
Besides, they are still dominated by the doctrines of
Rousseaun and the other revolutionary writers, who
looked with the utmost contempt on the American idea
of the State being a kind of joint-stock association
organised for a circumsecribed purpose and with lim-
ited powers, and who held the State, on the contrary,
to be the organ of society in all its interests, desires,
and needs, and to be invested with all the powers and
rights of all the individuals that compose it. Under the
social eontract, by which they conceived the State to
be constituted, individuals gave up all their rights and
possessions to the community, and got them back im-
mediately afterwards as mere State concessions, which
there could be no injustice in withdrawing again next
day for the greater good of the community. Instead
of enjoying equal freedom as men, the great object was
to make them enjoy equal completeness as citizens.

From historical conditions like these there has sprung
up on the Continent —in Germany as well as France
— a quite different type of democracy from the Ameri-
can, and this type of democracy, while it may not be the
best, the truest, or the healthiest type of it, has a ten-
dency only too natural towards socialism. It contains
in its very build and temperament, organic conditions
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that predispose it to socialism as to its peculiarly be-
setting disease. It evinced this tendency very early in
the history of the Revolution. As Ledru-Rollin re-
minded De Tocqueville, in replying to his speech, the
right to labour on the part of the strong and the right
to assistance on the part of the weak were already ac-
knowledged by the Convention of 1793. These claims
may be said to constitute the very A B C of socialism,
and they have always moved with more or less energy
in the democratic tradition of the Continent. Democ-
racy, guided by the spirit of freedom, will resist social-
ism ; but authoritative democracy, such as finds favour
abroad, leans strongly towards it. A democratic des-
potism is obviously more dangerous to property than
any other, inasmuch as the despot is, in this case, more
insatiable, and his rapacity is so easily hid and even
sanctified under the general considerations of humanity
that always mingle with it. '

It is therefore manifest that the question whether
political democracy must end in social, is one that
cannot be answered out of hand by deduction from the
idea. The development will differ in different coun-
tries, for it depends on historical conditions, of which
the most important is that I have now touched on,
whether the national character and circumstances are
calculated to guide that development into the form of
democratic liberty or into the form of democratic tyr-
anny. A second condition is scarcely less important,
viz., whether the laws and economical situation of the
country have eonduced to a dispersion or to a concen-
tration of property. For even in the freest democracy
individual property can only be permanently sustained
by diffusion, and, if existing conditions have isolated
it into the hands of the few, the many will lie under a
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constant, and in emergencies, an irresistible temptation
to take freedom in their hand, and force the distribution
of property by law, or nationalise it entirely by a social-
istic reconstruction. It used to be a maxim in former
days that power must be distributed in some propor-
tion to property, but with the advent of democracy
the maxim must be converted, and the rule of health
will now be found in having property distributed in
some proportion to power. That is the natural price of
stability under a demoecratic regime. A penniless om-
nipotence is an insupportable presence. When supreme
power is vested in a majority of the people, property
cannot sit securely till it becomes so general a posses-
sion that a majority of the people has a stake in its
defei.ce; and this point will not be reached until at least
a large minority of them dre actually owners, and the
rest enjoy a reasonable prospect of becoming so by the
exercise of care and diligence in their ordinary avoca-
tions. '

The future thus stands before us with a solemn
choice : property must either contrive to get widely
diffused or it will be nationalised altogether; and the
fate of free institutions hangs upon the dilemma. For
in a democratic community the peril is always near.
De Toequeville may be right in saying that such com
munities, if left to themselves, naturally love liberty ;
but there are other things they love more, and this pro-
found political philosopher has himself pointed out with
what exceptional vigour they nourish two powerful pas-
sions, either of which, if it got the mastery, would prove
fatal to freedom. One is the love of equality, “I
think,” says he, *that democratic communities have
a natural taste for freedom; left to themselves they
will seek to cherish it, and view every privation of it
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with regret. But for equality their passion is ardent,
insatiable, insistent, invincible ; they call for equality in
freedom, and if they cannot obtain that, they still call
for equality in slavery. They will endure poverty,
servitude, pauperism, but they will not endure aristoe-
racy.” The other is the unreined love of material grati-
fication. By this De Toequeville does not mean sensual
corruption of manners, for he believes that sensuality
will be more moderate in a demoeracy than in other forms
of society. He means the passion for material comfort
above all other things, which he deseribes as the pecul-
iar passion of the middle classes, the complete absorp-
tion in the pursuit of material well-being and the means
of material well-doing, to the disparagement and disre-
gard of every ideal consideration and interest, as if the
chiel end and whole digni® of man lay in gaining a
conventional standard of comfort. When a passion like
this spreads from the classes whose vanity it feeds to
the classes whose envy it excites, social revolution is at
the gates, and this is one of De Tocqueville’s gravest
apprehensions in contemplating the advance of democ-
racy. For he says that the passion for material well-
being has no check in a democratic community except
religion, and if religion were to decline — and the pur-
suit of comfort undoubtedly impairs it — then liberty
would perish. * For my part,” he declares, “ I doubt
whether man can ever support at once complete reli-
gious independence and entire public freedom; and I
am inclined to think that if faith be wanting in him he
must serve, and if he be free he must believe.” It is
impossible therefore, in an age when the democratic
spirit has grown so strong and victorious, to aveid
taking some reasonable concern for the future of
liberty, more especially as at the same time the sphere
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and power of government are being everywhere contin-
ually extended, the devotion to material well-being, and
what is called material civilisation, is ever increasing,
and religious faith, particularly among the educated and
the working classes, is on the decline.

This is exactly the rock ahead of the modern State, of
which we have been long warned by keen eyes aloft,
and-which seems now to stand out plainly enough to
ordinary observers on the deck. Free institutions run
continual risk of shipwreck when power is the posses-
sion of the many, but property — from whatever cause
—the enjoyment of the few. With the advance of de-
mocracy a diffusion of wealth becomes almost a neces-
sity of State. And the difficulty only begins when the
necessity is perceived. For the State cannot accomplish
any lasting or effective change in the matter without
impairing or imperilling the freedom which its interven-
tion is meant to protect — without, in short, becoming
socialist, for fear of socialism ; and when it has done its
best it finds that the solution is still subject to moral
and economical conditions which it has no power to
control. In trade and manufactures, which occupy such
vast and inereasing proportions of the population of
modern countries, the range of the State’s beneficial or
even possible action is very little ; and in these branches
the natural conditions at present strongly favour concen-
tration or aggregation of capital. The small masters
have simply been worsted in ordinary competition with
the large producers, and so long as the large system of
production continues the cheapest system of production,
no other result can be expected. The social problem,
therefore, so far as these branches are concerned, is to
discover some form of co-operative arrangement which
shall reconcile the large system of production with the
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interests of the labouring eclass, unless, indeed — what
is far from impossible — the large system of production
is itself to be superseded in the further advance of in-
dustrial development. The economical superiority of
that system depends greatly on the circumstance that
the power now in use — water or steam — necessitates
the concentration of machinery at one spot; but Mr.
Babbage predicted fifty years ago that if a new power
were to be discovered that could be generated in a cen-
tral place in quantities sufficient for the requirements
of a whole community, and then distributed, as gas is,
wherever it was wanted, the age of domestic manufac-
tures would return. Every little community might then
find it cheaper, by saving carriage, and availing itself
of cheaper local labour, to manufacture for itself many
of the articles now made for.it at the large mills; and
the small factory or workshop, so suitable, among other
advantages, for co-operative enterprise, would multiply
everywhere. Now, have we such a power in electricity ?
If so, not the least important effect of the new agent
will be its influence on the diffusion of wealth, and iis
aid towards the solution of the social problem of the
nineteenth century.

With land and agriculture the situation is somewhat
different. The distribution of landed property has
always depended largely on legal conditions, and since
these conditions have —in this country at least —
wrought for two centuries in favour of the aggregation
of estates, their relaxation may reasonably be expected
to operate to some extent in the contrary direction.
Too much must not be built on this expectation, how-
ever, for the natural conditions are at present at least
as partial to the large property as the legal. The aboli-
tion of entail and primogeniture, by emancipating the
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living proprietor from the preposterous tyranny of the
dead, and by bringing to the burdened the privilege of
sale, must necessarily throw greater quantities of land
into the market than reach it now, but the redistribution
of that land will as necessarily conform to the existing
social and economical circumstances of the country ; and
England will never cease to be characterised by the large
property, so long as its social system lends exceptional
consideration to the possession of land, and its commer-
cial system is continually creating an exceptional num-
ber of large fortunes. The market for the large estate
is among the wealthy, who buy land as an instrument
of enjoyment, of power, of social ambition, and what
with the wealth made at home and the wealth made in
the colonies, the number of this class is ever on the
increase ; the natural market for the small estate, on
the other hand, is among the farming class, to whom
land is a commercial investment, and the farmers of
England, unlike those of other countries, unlike those
of our own country in former days, are as a rule posi-
tively indisposed to purchase land, finding it more profit-
able to rent it. This aversion, however, is much more
influential with large farmers than with small ones. It
is commonly argued as if a small farmer who has saved
money will be certain to employ it in taking a more
extensive holding, but that is not so. On the contrary,
he more usually leaves it in the bank; in some parts of
Scotland many small farmers have deposits of from
£500 to £1,000 lying there at interest; they studiously
conceal the fact, lest their landlords should hear of it,
and raise their rent, and they submit to much incon-
venience rather than withdraw any portion of it, once
it is deposited. Their ruling object is security and not
aggrandisement, and consequently if land were in the
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market in lots to suit them, they would be almost cer-
tain to become purchasers of land. In forecasting the
possibility of the rise of a peasant proprietary in this
country, it is often forgotten that, whether land is a
profitable investment for the farmer or not, the class of
‘farmers from whom such a proprietary would be gener-
ated is less anxious for a profitable investment than for
a safe one, and that to many of them, as of other
classes, independence will always possess much more
than a commercial value.

But, however this may be, land is distributed by
holdings as well as by estates, and in connection with
our present subject the distribution by holdings is
perhaps the more important thing of the two. ¢ The
magic of property ” is no exclusive prerogative of the
soil ; ownership in stock will carry the same political
effects as ownership in anything else ; and a satisfactory
system of tenant right may yield all the social and
economical advantages of a peasant proprietary. In fact,
tenant right, so far as it goes, is proprietorship, and it
has before now developed into proprietorship even in
name. The old lamented yeomanry of England were,
the great majority of them, copyholders, and a copy-
holder was simply a tenant-at-will whose tenant right
was consolidated by custom into a perpetual and hered-
itary property ; and if the soil of England will ever
again become distributed among as numerous a body of
owners as held it in former ages, it will most likely oceur
through a similar process of consolidation of tenant
right. But as it is —and though this is a truism, it
is often overlooked in discussions on the subject — the
tenants are owners as well as the landlords ; their in-
terests enlist them on the side of stability ; they have a
stake in the defence of property ; and even though the



INTRODUCTORY. ol

prevailing tendency to the accumulation of estates con-
tinues unchecked, its peril to the State may be mitigated
by the preservation and multiplication of small and
comfortable holdings, which shall nourish a substantial
and independent peasantry and supply a hope and am-
bition to the rural labourers. Thatis so far well. We
know that it is an axiom with Continental socialists that
a revolution has no chance of success, however well
supported it may be by the artisans of the towns, if the
peasantry are contented and take no part in it; and the
most serious feature in more than one of the great
countries of Europe at this moment is the miserable
condition into which their agricultural labourers have
been suffered to fall, and their practical execlusion from
all opportunities of raising themselves out of it. The
stability of Europe may be said to rest on the number
of its comfortable peasantry ; the dam of the Revolution
is the small farm. This is not less true of England than
of the Continent, for although the agricultural popu-
lation is vastly outnumbered by the industrial in this
country, that consideration really increases rather than
diminishes the political value of sustaining and multi-
plying a contented tenantry.

Now, England is the classical country of the large
farm as well as of the large estate. Its holdings
have always been larger than those of other nations;
they were so when half of them were owned by their
occupiers, they are so still when they are rented from
great landlords. The large farms have grown larger;
a holding of 200 acres was counted a very large farm
in the time of the Commonwealth ; it would be consid-
ered a very moderate one in most English counties
now. But yet the small farm has not gone the way of
the small estate. The effects of consolidation have
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been balanced to such a degree by a simultaneous ex-
tension of the area of cultivation that the number of
hoidings in England is probably more considerable than
it ever was before. If we may trust Gregory King's
estimate, there were, 200 years ago, 310,000 occupiers
of holdings in England, 160,000 owners, and 150,000
tenants; in 1880 there were, exclusive of allotments,
which are now numerous, 295,313 holdings of 50 acres
and under, and 414,804 holdings altogether. Moreover,
the future of the small farm is much more hopeful than
the future of the small estate or the small factory. All
admit the small holding to be preferable to the large for
dairy farming and market gardening ; and dairy farms
and market gardens are two classes of holdings that
must continue to multiply with the growth of the great
towns. DBut even with respect to corn crops, it is now
coming to be well understood that the existing condi-
tions of high farming would be better satisfied by a
smaller size of holding than has been in most favor
with agricultural reformers hitherto; because then, and
then only, can the farmer be expected to bestow upon
every rood of his ground that generous expenditure of
capital, and that sedulous and minute care, which are
now necessary to make his business profitable. Without
entering on the disputed question of the comparative
productiveness of large and small farms, it ought to be
remembered, in the first place, that the economical
advantage of the large farm — the reason why the large
farmer has been able to offer a higher rent than the
smaller —is not so much because he produces more,
as because he can afford to produce less; and, in the
next place, that the small farmer has heretofore
wrought, not only with worse appliances than the large
— which perhaps he must always do—but also with
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less knowledge of the theory of his art, and worse con-
ditions of tenure —in both of which respects we may
look for improvement in the immediate future. Even
as it is, we find small farmers equalling the highest
production of the country. In the evidence before the
Duke of Richmond’s Commission, there is a case of a
farmer of three acres producing forty-five bushels per
acre, or about twice the average of the season in those
bad years that impoverished the larger farmers. The
same body of evidence seems to prove that the small
farmer has more staying power—a better capacity of
weathering an agricultural crisis—than the large ; for
he has much less frequently petitioned for a reduction
of rent —an advantage which landlords may be ex-
pected not to overlook. He enjoys, too, a monopoly
of the superior efficiency of interested labour, and as
the personal efficiency of the labourer — his skill, his
knowledge, his watchfulness, his care —are becoming
not less, but more important with the growth of scien-
tific farming, whether in corn raising or cattle rearing,
the small farm system will probably continue to hold,
if not to enlarge, its place in modern agriculture ; and if
it is able to do so, it will constitute one of the best but-
tresses against the social revolution.

It remains to mark the spread of socialism in the
various countries of Europe and America. Socialism
being now, as we have seen, social democracy, we
should expect to find it most widely and most acutely
developed in those countries where, 1st, the social
condition of the lower classes is most precarious, or, in
other words, where property and comfort are ill dis-
tributed ; 2nd, where political democracy is already a
matter of popular agitation ; and, 3rd, where previous
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revolutions have left behind them an unquiet and revo-
lutionary spirit —a * valetudinary habit,” as Burke calls
it,-* of making the extreme medicine of the State its
daily bread.” That is very much what we do find.
All these conditions are present in Germany —the coun-
try in which socialism has made the most remarkable
and rapid advance. Dr. Engel, head of the Statistical
Bureau of Prussia states that in 1875 six million per-
sons, representing, with their families, more than half
the population of that State, had an income less than
£21 a-year each; and only 140,000 persons had in-
comes above £150. The number of landed proprietors
is indeed comparatively large. In 1861, there were
more than two millions of them out of a population of
23,000,000 ; and in a country where half the people are
engaged in agriculture this would at first sight seem to
offer some assurance of general comfort. But then the
estates of most of them are much too small to keep
them in regular employment or to furnish them with
adequate maintenance. More than a million hold
estates of less than three acres each, and averaging
little over an acre, and the soil is poor. The conse-
quence is that the small proprietor is almost always
over head and ears in debt. His property can hardly
be called his own, and he pays to the usurer a much
larger sum annually as interest than he could rent the
same land for in the open market. More than half of
these small estates lie in the Rhine provinces alone,
and the distressed condition of the peasantry there has
been quite lately brought again before the attention of
the legislature. But while thus in the west the agri-
cultural population suffers seriously from the excessive
subdivision of landed property, they are straitened in
the eastern and northern provinces by their exclusion
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from it. Prince Bismarck, speaking of the spread of
socialism in a purely agricultural district like Lauen-
burg, which had excited surprise, said that this would
not seem remarkable to any one who reflected that,
from the land legislation in that part of the country,
the labourers could never hope to acquire the smallest
spot of ground as their own possession, and were kept
in a state of dependence on the gentry and the peasant
proprietors. Half the land of Prussia is held by 31,000
persons ; and emigration, which used to come chiefly
from the eastern provineces, where subdivision had pro-
duced a large class of indigent proprietors, proceeds
now predominantly from the quarters where large es-
tates abound. The diminution of emigration from the
Rhine provinces is indeed one cause of the increase of
distress among the peasant proprietary; but why emi-
gration has ceased, when there seems more motive for
it, is not so clear. As yet, however, socialism has taken
comparatively slight hold of the rural population of
Germany, because they are too scattered in most parts
to combine ; but there exists in that country, as in
others, a general conviction that the condition of the
agricultural labourers is really a graver social question
than the condition of the other industrial classes, and
must be faced in most countries before long. Social-
ism has naturally made most way among the factory
operatives of Germany, who enjoy greatest facilities for
combination and mutual fomentation, and who besides,
while better off in respect to wages than various other
sections of work-people, are yet the most improvident
and discontented class in the community. Then, in
considering the circumstances of the labouring classes
in Germany, it must be remembered that, through cus-
toms and indirect taxation of different kinds, they pay
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a larger share of the public burdens than they do in
some countries, and that the obligation of military ser-
vice is felt to be so great a hardship that more than
a4 third of the extensive emigration which now takes
place every year from the German empire is prompted
by a desire to escape it. DBefore the establishment of
the empire only about a tenth part of the emigrants
left the country without an official permit, but the
proportion has been rising every year since then, and
sometimes comes to nearly a half.

Under these circumstances the strength of the Social
Democratic party in that country is not surprising. In
1877 they returned twelve candidates to the Reichstag,
and gave a total vote of 497,000; and if we make
allowance for constituencies where no socialist candidate
appeared, we may count their electoral strength in that
year to have been over 600,000. This would amount
to no more than a tenth of the entire working class
constituency of Germany, but then it was already
much more numerous than some revolutionary organi-
sations, as, for example, the Jacobins of France, that
have succeeded in seizing possession of power; and,
besides, the most striking element in the case was the
rate of increase which the ficures showed as compared
with those of previous elections. In 1871, the socialist
vote was only 150,000, and in 1874 it was only 350,000.
What alarmed the Government most was the decided
progress made by the movement in Berlin, for the rise
of a strong revolutionary agitation among a dense
population at the very seat of authority could not be
viewed without concern. In 1876 only 1,961 socialist
votes were recorded in Berlin, and indeed before that
time the movement had never found any favour among
the working classes of that city, in spite of the most
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zealous efforts of its ablest advocates. But in 1877 the
vote in Berlin rose to 37,576, and in 1878 to 56.336.
The Government accordingly took occasion, from the
sucecessive attempts made in the latter year upon the
life of the Emperor by Hoedel and Nobiling, to insti-
tute, with consent of Parliament, a series of repressive
measures against socialism generally, placing Berlin in
a state of siege, stopping the newspapers of the party,
forbidding its meetings, expatriating its leaders or pla-
cing them under surveillance, and so on. These meas-
ures were renewed in 1881, but they have not been
suceessful in scotching the movement, which still makes
its presence felt at opportunities, though we have now
no means of ascertaining its actual strength.

The rapidity of the spread of socialism has been even
greater in America than in Germany, and that is at
first sight striking, as taking place in a free country
where property is more than usually diffused. But the
fact is easily explained. American socialism is a mere
episode of German socialism ; it is confined almost ex-
clusively to the German population of the United States.
A writer in the North American Review for 1879, in
mentioning that at the previous election the increase
in the socialist vote at New York and Chicago was
higher than the increase that had taken place at Berlin,
goes on to say that this was mainly to be ascribed to
German immigration, that the leaders of the move-
ment in the United States were without exception
(Germans, and that at the first National Convention of
Socialists at Philadelphia, in July 1876, three-fourths
of those present were Germans.

Socialism was imported into Austria very early from
Prussia, and at first spread faster there than in the
latter country. Austria is mainly an agricultural state,
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and the circumstances of the peasantry and agricul-
tural labourers have long oceasioned more or less acute
discontent. Greater part of the land is held in very
large estates by the clergy and nobility, and the evils
of the old feudal régime are only now being gradually
removed. There are 1,700,000 peasant proprietors in
(isleithania alone, but then their properties are se-
riously encumbered by the debt of their redemption
from feudal servitudes, and by the severity of the pub-
lic taxation. The land tax amounts to twenty-six per
cent. of the proprietor’s income, and the indirect taxes
on articles of consumption are numerous and burden-
some. But three-fourths of the rural population are
farm-servants or day labourers, and are worse off even
than the same class elsewhere. A socialist organisation,
with numerous branches, was soon formed in Austria,
a few newspapers were established, mass-meetings were
held, and in December 1869 a mob of 100,000 men pre-
sented themselves at the door of the Reichsrath on the
first day of the session, and sent a deputation to Count
 Taaffe demanding full liberty of meeting, associating,

and printing. At this the authorities took alarm, and
repressive measures were immediately adopted, which
have remained in force ever since. Socialism is there-
fore comparatively little heard of in Austria, but this
result is due less to the policy of repression than to
other circumstances. In the first place, the eternal
struggle of nationalities, which is at once the plague
and the salvation of that singularly-compounded em-
pire, has cast every other agitation into the shade.
The heterogeneous character of the monarchy saves it
from the developed virulence of socialist democracy, as
it saves it from various other perils. And, in the next
place, the socialists of Austria chose from the first from
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conviction a moderate and opportunist poliey, and have
always been less revolutionary than the socialists of
other countries. They were expressly instructed by
Dr. von Schweitzer and Liebknecht, the leaders of the
Social Democrats of Germany, to give a general adher-
ence to the party of the Liberal bourgeoisie, and to vote
for the candidates of that party at the elections, on the
ground that before anything further could be thought
of in Austria, the priestly and feudal aristocracy must
first of all be overturned, and that it was therefore the
present duty of the socialists to strengthen the hands
of those who were pursuing that end. The manner in
which the social question is crossed by the nationality
question in Austria is shown in the formation of a new
party in 1871, called the Federalistic Working Men's
Party. The object of this party is to promote in every
way the general interests of the labouring classes, and
at the same time to contend for the federalistic solu-
tion of the nationality question, which would give
equal rights to every nationality, and combine them all
in one State by a loose federal union. The Liberals
were Centralists, and were mostly Germans; the Fed-
eralists were Conservatives, Clericals, Slavs, and Poles;
so that here we find the nationalist leanings of a body
of working men drawing them into an alliance with the
Conservatives, in spite of a general sympathy which
they expressed with the aims of socialism. This sym-
pathy was only general, however, for they disapproved
of immediate abolition of private property and inherit-
‘ance, and they disapproved of the internationality of
the International. The unions of free peasants which
have sprung up in recent years in various provinces of
Austria are independent of socialism, and will not hear
of the social democracy of the labourers, Their great
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aim is to procure a reduction in the taxes paid by the
peasantry, but then they add to their programme the
principle of State-help to labour, the abolition of all
feudal privileges and all rights of birth, gratuitous
education, and cessation of the policy of contracting
national debt, and they speak vaguely about institut-
ing a peasant State, and requiring every minister and
responsible official to serve an apprenticeship to peas-
ant labour as a qualification for office, in order that he
may understand the necessities and capacities of the
peasantry. This idea of the peasant State is analogous
to the idea of the labour State of the socialist demo-
crats; but of course this is agreement which is really
conflict. It is like the harmony between the French
king and his rival: “I and my brother Charles are
wonderfully at one; we both seek the same thing —
Milan.” The eclass interest of the landed peasant is
contrary to the class interest of the working man, and
would be invaded by social democracy. The peasantry
are simply fichting for their own hand, and as their
votes are courted by both political parties they will
probably be able to secure some mitigation of their
grievances. Distress is certainly serious among them
when, as happened three years ago, in a parish of 135
houses as many as 35 executions were made in one day
for failure to pay taxes, and in another of 250 houses
as many as 72; but on the whole there seems to be little
of that hopeless indigence which appears among the
peasant proprietary in countries where the practice of
unrestricted or compulsory subdivision of holdings ex-
ists, or has recently existed, to any considerable extent.

France finds in her peasant proprietors her best pro-
tection against the socialism towards which she is
driven by the revolutionary tradition of her towns, by
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the amplitude of the functions already discharged by
her Government, and by the inflated claims and im-
provident habits of a large proportion of the labouring
class in cities, popularly known as ¢les Sublimes.” A
brochure, which attracted considerable attention some
years ago, called “ Le Sublime,” states that only forty
per cent. of the working men of Paris are out of debt,
and Mr. Malet says that they are so dissipated that
none of them have grandchildren or grandfathers.
The providence, industry, and comfort of the rural
population of France have been long and justly held up
to our admiration by economists. The vast majority of
them are proprietors, most of whom cultivate their own
land, and cultivate it with skill and profit. Acecording
to M. de Lavergne they are not so well fed, so well
clad, or so well lodged as the English farm labourers,
but living in a different climate they have fewer wants,
and they are undoubtedly more contented. Among a
class like this, whose days are spent in frugal comfort
and fruitful industry, and are brightened by hope and
confidence in the future, socialism, of course, finds no
open door. On the contrary, every man of them feels
he has something to lose and nothing to gain by social
revolution; and as they constitute much the most
numerous class in the community, their worldly con-
tentment is the strongest bulwark of the existing order
of things. The impression of their substantial indepen-
dence is so marked that even the Frenchmen who were
members of the International Working Men’s Associa-
tion, departing from the principles of that society,
always stood up for the maintenance of the peasant pro-
prietary, as a necessary counterpoise to the power of
the Government.

It is difficult to estimate the degree in which socialism
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prevails among the industrial classes of France. M. G.
de Molinari said in 1869 that out of every ten working
men in that country who had any interest beyond eating
and drinking, nine were socialists, but as far as can be
judged that seems to be no longer so. On the other
hand, M. Thiers was certainly mistaken when he de-
clared in his last manifesto that socialism was extinet
in France. Congresses of working men are still period-
ically held in the socialist interest, which, however, are
remarkable for the divisions of opinicn and sect which
they represent; and congresses of working men, equally
well attended, are also convened, at which anarchy and
utopias of all kinds are stoutly condemned, and the
hopes of the labouring classes are directed to the grad-
ual development of co-operative production and other
remedial agencies of a moderate character. The trades’
unions of France hold as much aloof from socialist
principles and organisations as those of this country.
In 1880 the general committee of the trades’ unions
of Paris issued an address, in which, while maintaining
that the working class ought to enjoy a more prepon-
derant political and social réle than they at present
have, they declare at the same time that the working
class can never expect to gain this r6le except by pro-
ceeding in a practical and gradual fashion, and they
recommend in the meantime, the advocacy of a ten
hours’ day of labour, full freedom of meeting and asso-
ciation, the giving of government contracts to working
men’s co-operative associations, and a national superan-
nuation fund for “veterans of industry.” Socialism has
at present its chief home in France among the Commu-
nards — the remnant of the party of the Revolutionary
Commune of 1871. At the time of the insurrection
the majority of the Revolutionary committee were not
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socialists, they were merely Jacobins, and they seem to
have looked upon their socialist brethren, whom they
always spoke of as “the economists,” as somewhat
unpractical persons, who were for embarrassing the
action of to-day by the speculations of to-morrow, but
in July, 1874, thirty-three leading military or adminis-
trative officers of the Commune, belonging mostly to
the Jacobin side of the house, issued a manifesto from
London, where they resided as refugees, in which they
pronounced for socialism completely, and deseribed the
Commune as but * the militant form of the social revo-
lution.” And after the amnesty of 1880 there was a
considerable flicker of socialist agitation, and a numer-
ous issue of socialist journals. This agitation has gone
on increasing in activity, both public and secret, since
that time; and in the present state of the country
nihilism — or, as it is now generally called there and
elsewhere, anarchism — is a disturbing force of by no
means an unimportant character. It ought to be added
that even the more moderate sections of the working
class, who disclaim all sympathy with the socialist
programme, still always hold out to the front the ideal
of “a veritable democracy of labour,” as the final
though gradual goal of the State.

Belgium is exposed to the influence of every agitation
that troubles France, and its circumstances are in many
ways very favourable for the development of socialism,
its population being dense, its labouring class numerous,
and their wages low. There was at one time, accord-
ingly, a considerable body of socialists in Belgium.
The International had eight federations of associations
there, and it established several journals, one of which
still survives. After the downfall of the International,
the Belgian socialists sought to reconstitute themselves
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on a national basis, and they are divided, as, indeed, all
socialists now are, into two factions, the politicians,
who are for gaining power by the elections, and the
political abstainers, who eschew politics and political
agencies altogether, and believe in nothing but violence
and destruction. The party is not now strong in Bel-
gium, and has made no way in recent years. M. de
Laveleye attributes this result — no doubt rightly — to
the effect of free institutions. Socialism has been left
by the Government to stand or fall on its merits before
public opinion. It has been allowed to hold meetings
and even cecumenical congresses in the capital of the
country, to publish and advocate its views freely from
the platform and the press; and the longer they have
been discussed, the feebler they have become. Then a
good deal has been done in Belgium to develop various
means of improving the labourer’s lot, and especially to
encourage habits of saving, on the part of the men, and
of fair and kindly treatment on the part of the masters.
The patriarchal relationship between employers and
employed has always been a favourite ideal with the
Catholic Church, and is supported in Belgium by a
strong organisation of Catholic Working Men’s Clubs,
which were formed into one body in 1867, which were
united with the Catholic Working Men’s Clubs of Ger-
many in 1869, and with those of France in 1870, and
which now constitute with these the International Cath-
olic Working Men’s Association. |

Holland, Switzerland, and, indeed, our own country,
exhibit other instances of the effect of free institutions
in disarming socialism of its danger, or even giving
immunity from its visitation altogether. In Holland
wealth is very unequally divided, wages are compara-
tively low, and indirect taxation falls very heavily on
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the working class. But the people are phlegmatic.
domestic, religious, and contrive on small means to
maintain a general appearance of comfort and decency.
The International, however, found many adherents in
that country. In 1869 it had a branch in almost every
town of Holland, and, after the downfall of the Paris
Commune, it began so active an agitation that the
bourgeoisie took alarm, and the government imposed
some restrictions on the socialist press. The Amster-
dam Lithographers went so far in 1872 as to decline
taking any part in celebrating the three hundredth
anniversary of the independence of their country,
which occurred in that year, declaring that national
festivals were contrary to the purposes of their asso-
ciation. Wages were very generally raised soon after;
the co-operative movement was actively promoted under
the lead of orthodox theologians; and the more press-
ing demands of the workmen being tolerably satisfied,
the interest in socialism began to decline, and though
there still exists a sprinkling of socialists in Holland,
who keep up two newspapers, they are seldom heard of.

Switzerland has for a century swarmed with conspira-
tors of all hues and nations, but the Swiss themselves
have been steel against revolution. The International
held congresses in Geneva, as it did at the Hague and
Brussels, but it counted almost no native of the country
among its members. The General Congress of Work-
ing Men’s Clubs of German Switzerland in 1874 had
not a word to say about nationalising land and produc-
tive instruments, but only of factory legislation and
State aid to technical and general education. Mr.
Bonar, in his report to the Foreign Office in 1870 on the
condition of the industrial classes of Switzerland, as-
cribes their contentment partly to the working of



46 CONTEMPORARY SOCIALISM.

democratic institutions, and partly to the prevalence of
benevolent and charitable associations. *In enumera-
ting,” he says, * the favourable circumstances in which
the Swiss working man is placed, prominence must be
given to the immense extension of the principle of
democracy, which, whatever may be its defects and
dangers from a political point of view, when pushed to
extremes, serves in Switzerland in its economical effects
to advance the cause of the operative by removing the
barriers dividing class from eclass, and to establish
among all grades the bonds of mutual sympathy and
goodwill ; further strengthened by a widely-spread net-
work of associations organised with the object of secur-
ing the common interests and welfare of the people.”
Masters and workmen are socially more equal than in
most European countries; they sit side by side at
the board of the Communal Council, they belong to
the same choral societies, they refresh themselves at the
same cafés. In most cantons, too, operatives are either
owners of, or hold from the communes, small pieces of
land which they cultivate in their leisure hours, and
which thus serve them when work gets slack or fails
altogether. The favourable rural economy of the coun-
try is well known ; its peasant proprietors rival those
of France. The Swiss societies of beneficence are
remarkable, and almost suggest the hope that the
voluntary socialism of a more enlarged and widely
organised system of charity may be found to furnish
a substantial solution of the social question. Every
canton of Switzerland has its society of public utility,
whose aims take an extensive range; it gives the start
to projects of improvement of every description, infant
.schools, schools of design, savings’ banks, schemes for
the poor, the sick, the dumb, singing classes, halls for
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Sunday recreation, popular lectures, workmen’s houses,
protection of animals, even industrial undertakings
which promise to be ultimately beneficial, though they
may not pay at first. The society of Basle has 900
members and a capital of £6,000, and the Swiss Society
of Public Utility is an organisation for the whole Re-
publie, which holds an annual congress at Zurich, and
general meetings in the different cantons by turns.
These meetings pass off with every mark of enthusi-
asm, and gather together men of all religious and
politieal opinions in a ecommon concern for the progress
and prosperity of the masses. One of the institutions
which these societies have largely promoted is what
they call a hall of industry, or a bazaar, where loans
may be received by workmen on the security of their
wages, or of goods they may deposit. A labourer who
has made any article which he cannot get immediately
sold, may deposit it at one of these bazaars, and obtain
an advance equal to a fixed proportion of its value, and
if the article is sold at the bazaar, the proceeds are
accounted for to the depositor, less the sum advanced
and a small charge for expenses. These institutions,
Mr. Bonar says, have had excellent effects, though he
admits that the facilities of borrowing have led the
working men in some places into debt, but they are at
any rate a vast improvement on the pawnbroking sys-
tem in vogue elsewhere. The condition of Switzerland
shows us clearly enough that democracy under a
régime of freedom lends no ear to socialism, but sets
its face in entirely different directions.

The countries where, next to Germany, socialism has
made most progress are Russia, Italy, and Spain, the
three most revolutionary countries in Europe, and it
has assumed in all three the extremer form of nihilism
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or anarchism. I shall treat of Russia more fully in a
separate chapter. In Spain the International possessed
an extensive organisation, which in 1873 comprised 674
branch associations, planted over the whole length and
breadth of the land, from industrial centres like Barce-
lona to remote rural districts like the island of Majorca.
It had a total membership of more than 300,000. M.
de Laveleye was present at some of the meetings of
these associations in 1869, and says : —* They were usu-
ally held in churches withdrawn from worship. From
the elevation of the pulpit the orators attacked every
thing that used to be exalted there, God, religion, the
priests, the rich. The discourses were white-hot, but
the audience remained calm. Many women were seated
on the ground working, nursing their infants, and listen-
ing with attention as to a sermon. It was the very
image of '93.” He adds that their journals write with
unparalleled violence, especially against religion and
the church. The welcome which the International has
received in Spain is easily explained by the democratic
agitation with which the country has been so long fer-
menting. So far as can be ascertained, the economic
position of the labouring class in Spain is by no means
bad, and would, under better government, be really
good. Two-thirds of the population are engaged in
agriculture, and it is among the agricultural population
that socialism has spread most widely. Their condi-
tion varies very much. In the southern provinces the
cereal plains and also the lower pasturages are gen-
erally possessed by large proprietors, who work them
by farmers on the metayer principle, with the help of
bands of migratory labourers in harvest time ; but in the
mountainous parts of these provinces the estates belong
for the most part to the communes. They are usually
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large, and as every member of the commune has an
undivided right of using them, he is able to obtain
from them the main part of his living without rent.
Many of the inhabitants of such districts engage in the
carrying trade, to which they conjoin a little cattle-
dealing as opportunities offer; and as they are sober
and industrious they are usually comparatively well off.
In the northern provinces the sitnation is in some re-
spects’ better. Land is much subdivided, and though
the condition of the labouring class is not as a rule
unembarrassed, that result is due more to their own
improvidence and indolence than to anything else. A
man of frugal and industrious habits can always rise
without much difficulty from the position of day la-
bourer to that of metayer tenant, and from tenant to
proprietor, and some of the small proprietors are able
to amass a considerable competency. Besides, even the
improvident are saved from the worst by the communal
organisation. They have always a right of pasturage
on the commons, and a right to wood for fire, house
and furniture, and they get their children’s education
and medical attendance in sickness gratuitously on
condition of giving six days’ labour at the roads of the
commune. The most active and saving part of the
population, north and south, is the class of migratory
workmen, who stay at home only during seed time and
narvest, and go for the rest of the year to work in Cas-
tile, Andalusia, or Portugal, as masons or carpenters, or
waiters, and always come back with a store of money.
Sometimes they remain abroad for a year or two, and
sometimes they go to Cuba or Mexico for twenty years,
and return to settle on a property of their own in their
native village. This class forms the personnel of the
small property in Spain, and they @ive by their pres-
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ence a healthy stimulus to the neighbourhoods they re-
side in. The small property is in Spain, as elsewhere,
too often turned from a blessing to a curse by its sub-
division, on the death of the proprietor, among the mem-
bers of his family, who in Spain are usually numerous,
though it is interesting to learn that in some of the
Pyrenean valleys it has been preserved for five hundred
years by the habit of integral transmission to the oldest
child — son or daughter — coupled with the habit of
voluntary celibacy on the part of many of the other
children. The economical situation of Spain, then, is
not free from defects, but there always exists a wide
margin of hope in a country where, as Frere said, “ God
Almighty has so much of the land in his own holding,”
and its economical situation would not of itself be likely
to precipitate social revolution. ;

The socialism of Spain is only a modification of the
movement of revolutionary democracy which has stirred
the country continuously for many years. The habits
and feelings of the Spaniards are in some respects un-
usually democratic ; nowhere is the sentiment of human
dignity or of mutual equality more prevalent and uni-
versally recognised. The communal organisation of the
country is democratic; every inhabitant of the com-
mune who is able to read and write has a voice in its.
management; and the working of the communal sys-
tem gives more popular satisfaction than any other in-
stitution in the land. The pernicious despotism of the
central government was therefore the most strongly
detested because of its contrast to the beneficent de-
mocracy of the local boards, and this contrast led in
Spain, exactly as it did in Russia, to the adoption by
the revolutionary party of the federal republic as their
ideal. They contend for the independence not merely
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of provinees or even of communes, but of the smallest
townships and villages. Castelar declared the federal
republic to be the most perfect form of State, though
he held its immediate introduction to be impracticable ;
and the revolution of 1873, in which the International
played an active part, was excited for the purpose of
introducing it. The Federal Republicans are indeed
not all socialists ; many of them are for making the
agricultural labourers peasant proprietors, and even for
dividing the communal property among them ; but in
a country where communal property already exists to
so large an extent, the idea of making all property com-
munal always lies very near the hand of the democratic
reformer.

From Spain socialism passed into Portugal, but it
works very quietly there. Its adherents formed an or-
ganisation in 1872, they hold congresses, they publish
newspapers, they start candidates, and they actively
promote their views in every legitimate way. Their
programme is “anarchism,” like that of their Spanish
allies, but unlike anarchists anywhere else, they will
have no resort to violence. M. de Laveleye explains
this by stating that they are naturally “less violent
than the Spaniards, that the economical situation of
the country is better, and liberty, being very great, has
prevented the explosion of popular fury elsewhere ex-
asperated by repression.”

Socialism was introduced into Italy by Bakunin about
1868, and spread rapidly everywhere. He founded
many lodges of the International, which have survived
the extinection of the parent society and still bear its
name, and they have not ceased to increase in member-
ship. They have large numbers of female members,
who are especially extreme in their views, and violent
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as public agitators against the State and the Church
and the family. Liberty of the press being unrestricted
in Italy, socialist journals are frequently started, but
most of them die after a brief duration from want of
funds. The people are too poor to subscribe to them,
and the party too poor to subsidise them. There is
still one, however, in most of the chief towns, and they
are all distinguished by the violence of their spirit.
The development of socialism in Italy is no matter of
surprise. Though there is no great industry in the
country, the whole population seems a proletariate.
There is a distressed nobility, a distressed peasantry, a
distressed working class, a distressed body of univer-
sity men. Mr. Gallenga says that for six months of
the year Italy is a national workshop ; everybody is out
of employment and has to get work from the State;
and he states as the reason for this, that the employing
class wants enterprise and ability, and are apt to look
to the government for any profitable undertakings.
The government, however, are no better financiers
than the rest, and the state of public finances is one of
the chief evils of the country. Taxation, too, is heavy,
and yet property and life are not secure. ¢ The peas-
ants,” says M. de Laveleye, ¢ are reduced to extreme
misery by rent and taxation, both alike excessive.
Wages are completely inadequate. Agricultural labour-
ers live huddled in dourgades, and obtain only inter-
mittent employment. There is thus a rural proletariate
more wretched than the industrial. Excluded from
property by latifundia, it becomes the enemy of a
social order that erushes it.” The situation is scarcely
better in parts of the country which are free from lati-
Jundia. In Sicily most of the agricultural population
live on farms owned by themselves, but then these
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farms are too small to support them adequately, and
their occupiers scorn the idea of working for hire.
There are as many nobles in Siecily as in England, and
Mr. Dawes (from whose report on Sicily to the For-
eign Office in 1872 I draw these particulars) states
that 25 per cent. of the lower orders are what he terms
drones, idlers who are maintained by their wives and
children. In Italy there is little working-class opin-
ion distinct from the agricultural. There are few fac-
tories, and the artisans who work in towns have the
habit of living in their native villages near by, and
going and coming every day to their work. Two-
thirds of the persons engaged in manufactures do so,
or at least go to their rural homes from Saturday till
Monday. Their habits and ways of thinking are those
of agriculturists, and the social question of Italy is
substantially the agricultural labourer’s question. The
students at the Universities, too, are everywhere leav-
ened with socialism. The advanced men among them
seem to have ceased to cry for a republic, and to place
their hope now in socialism. They have no desire to
overturn a king who is as patriotic as the best presi-
dent, and they count the form of government of minor
importance as compared with the reconstitution of
property. Bakunin thought Italy the most revolu-
tionary country of Europe except Spain, because of its
exceptionally numerous body of enthusiastic young
men without career or prospects ; and certainly revolu-
tionary elements abound in the peninsula, but as M. de
Laveleye shrewdly remarks, a revolution is perhaps
next to impossible for want of a revolutionary metrop-
olis. “ The malaria,” he says, *which makes Rome
uninhabitable for part of the year will long preserve
her from the danger of becoming the seat of a new
commune.”’ '
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Of the three Scandinavian countries Denmark alone
has given any response to the socialist agitation. In
Sweden and Norway there exists no class of labourers
without property. There are few great manufacturers,
and only fifteen per cent. of the people live in towns.
The rest are spread sparsely over the rural districts on
farms belonging to themselves, and in the absence of
roads are obliged to make at home many of the ordi-
nary articles of consumption. What with the produce
of their own small properties and their own general
handiness, they are unusually independent and comfort-
able. M. de Laveleye considers them the happiest peo-
ple in Europe. Attempts were made by agents of the
International in 1873 to effect a footing for its doectrines
in both these countries, but it is not surprising that
these attempts signally failed. The circumstances of
Denmark are different. The operatives of the towns
are badly off. Mr. Strachey tells us in his report to the
Foreign Office in 1870 that every fourth inhabitant. of
Copenhagen was in receipt of parochial relief in 1867,
and he says that while the Danish operatives are sober
and well educated, they fail in industry and thrift. “No
fact in my report,” he states, * is more certain than that
-the Dane has yet to learn the meaning of the word
work ; of entireness and thoroughness he has seldom
any adequate notion. This is why the Swedish artisan
can so often take the bread from his mouth.” In the
rural districts, too, the economical situation, though
in some respects highly favourable, is attended by a
shadow. The land is, indeed, widely diffused. There
are in all 280,000 families in the rural distriets of
Denmark, and of these 170,000 occupy independent
freeholds, 30,000 farm hired land, and only 26,000 are
agricultural labourers, pure and simple. Seven-eighths
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of the whole country are held by peasant proprietors,
and as a rule no class in Europe has improved more
during the last half century than the Danish peasant
or Bonde. Mr. Strachey says, “The Danish landlord
was till recent times the scourge of the peasantry.
Under his paternal care the Danish Bonde was a mere
hewer of wood and drawer of water; his lot was no
better than that of the most miserable ryot of Bengal.
The Bonde is now the freest, the most politically wise,
the best educated of European yeomen.” DBut there is
another side to the picture. In Denmark, as in other
places where the small property abounds, the property
1s often too small for the proprietor’s necessities, and
there thus arises a kind of proprietor-proletariate, un-
willing to part with their land and unable to extract
a living out of it. This class, along with the rural
labourers who have no property, constitute a sort of
fourth estate in the country, and there as elsewhere
their condition is preparing a serious social question
for the future. Then, among the influences favourable
to the acceptance of socialism in Denmark, must be
counted the fact that one of the two great political par-
ties of the country is democratic. Curiously enough,
that party consists of the peasantry, and the Conserva-
tives of Denmark are the commercial classes of the
towns, with the artisans in their wake, their Conserva-
tism, however, being substantially identical with the
Liberalism of the same classes in other countries. This
democratic party seeks to make everything in the State
conduce to the interests of the peasantry, and keeps

~alive in the country the idea that the State exists by

the will of the people, and for their good alone.
The International was introduced into this exclu-
-sively Protestant country by two militant Roman Cath-
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olics — Pio, a retired military officer, who came to Den-
mark as religious tutor to a baroness who had joined
the church of Rome, and Geleff, who wrote for an Ultra-
montane journal. They pursued their new mission with
great zeal and success. They opened branches of the
association in most of the towns; they held open air
meetings, to one of which, at Copenhagen in 1874, they
drew more than 15,000 labourers, all belonging to the
International ; but in the same year they absconded to
America with the whole funds of the association. Their
place at the head of the movement was taken by an
authoress, Jacquette Lilyenkrantz, and, as in other coun-
tries, women are among its most active propagandists.
It is advocated by several journals.

England is the only great country where socialism
has at present neither organ nor organisation that
reaches the public eye or ear. Detached social demo-
cratic clubs exist here and there, and socialistic ideas
are ventilated in various radical associations. The na-
tionalisation of the land is a common topic of specu-
lative discussion, is included in the programme of more
than one political society recently formed, and has been
prominently brought before the public by a section of
the Irish agitators. But I see no sufficient reason for
believing that socialism has secured any serious foot-
hold in England. We are sometimes told that it has
done so. The Times opened the year 1882 with an arti-
cle of an alarmist nature, warning us that the working
classes were becoming rapidly socialistic in sentiment,
and that some untoward complication might any day
precipitate a convulsion. The tinder was there, said the
Temes, and so were the sparks. But the only English
journal known to me, which at that time advocated revo-
lutionary socialism of the International type, has since
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died for want of subsecribers ; and if we may judge, from
some of its last utterances, it found, among its friends,
no real unity of conviction or decision of purpose. The
tinder was hard to reach, and what was of it was stiff
to take fire. Mr. Fawecett expressed a few years ago a
somewhat similar opinion to this of the ZYmes, and he
gave several reasons for doing so. First, the labouring
classes were every day getting more discontented with
their present condition; then, they were every year
making larger and larger claims for assistance of various
kinds from public money, for emigration, for work to
unemployed at good wages, for securing comfortable
houses and wholesome food at reasonable rates; then,
there was more danger of such demands being acceded
to in England than elsewhere, on account of the system
of Government by party, and the temptation of bidding
for popular support, and, furthermore, even responsible
ministers belonging to the party least likely to sympa-
thise with socialism, such as Sir John Pakington, had
already told the working classes that Parliament ought
to provide them with good houses and good food. Now,
of course, the working classes are undeniably discon-
tented with their present condition, and, as Mr. Fawcett
is ready to admit, they are justifiably so. No thought-
ful person of any class can be contented or can avoid
grave misgivings and apprehensions when he reflects
that in the wealthiest nation in the whole world, almost
every twentieth inhabitant is a pauper; that according
to poor-law reports, one-fifth of the community is insuf-
ficiently clad ; that according to medical reports to the
Privy Council, the agricultural labourers and large
classes of working people in towns are too poorly fed to
save them from what are known as starvation diseases ;

that the great proportion of our population lead a life
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of monotonous and incessant toil, with no prospect in
old age, but penury and parochial support; and that
one-third, if not indeed one-half, of the families of the
country, are huddled, six in a room, in a way quite
incompatible with the elementary claims of decency,
health or morality. But the English working class show
no signs of any disposition to despair of successfully
effecting their amelioration under the general condi-
tious of the existing industrial economy, and they mani-
fest a decided aversion and distrust towards sweeping
and untried solutions. England is the despair of con-
tinental socialists. Every requisite of revolution is
there, and yet the people will not rise. The yeomanry
are gone. The land has come into the hands of a few.
Industry is carried on by great centralised capital.
The labourers are thronged in large towns. “The Eng-
lish,” says Eugene Dupont, a leading member of the
International, * possess all the materials necessary for
the social revolution, but they lack the generalising
spirit and the revolutionary passion.” Mr. Faweett, in
a later article, is more reassured, for he had witnessed
in the interval the marvellous patience with which the
working men of England bore very trying depressions
of trade without, for a moment, raising any ecry for
assistance from the State. They are always discover-
ing new proofs of their ability to carry out improve-
ments in their lot by means at their own command, and
perhaps to carry them out better in the end than
could be done by the initiative of authority. Even in
the matter of shorter hours, which is certainly one of
their most legitimate aspirations, and which the late
Mr. Greg feared would be one of the first subjects on
which they would make violent demands on the action
of the State after their general admission to the suffrage,
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they have found that they can gain their ends as well
without public aid ; and as both the strain and the pro-
ductiveness of industry differ considerably in different
trades, it is certainly best that each trade should adjust
the length of the day of labour to its own conditions.
Of course there will always be a danger under popu-
lar government of unsound demands being made on
the State in behalf of the working class, just as they
have been and are still made on behalf of other classes.
These can only be dealt with in detail as they arise.
State intervention is no longer superstitiously tabooed ;
and though the class legislation of the future will be
working-class legislation, there is no reason for pro-
nouncing any particular exercise of authority to be a
piece of class legislation merely because it conduces
specially to the benefit of the working class. The
soundness of the measure must be settled at the time
of its proposal by broad considerations of public utility.
Perhaps the best safeguard against undue demands on
the power of the State by the labouring classes is to
enlarge their experience of how much they can do for
themselves with the limited pecuniary ability they at
present possess, if they receive sufficient encouragement
to husband it and opportunity to invest it; and no one
has done more for this end than Mr. Fawcett himself
since he assumed the administration of the Post-office.



CHAPTER II.
FERDINAND LASSALLE.

GERMAN socialism is — it is hardly too much to say
— the creation of Ferdinand Lassalle. Of course there
were socialists in Germany before Lassalle. There are
socialists everywhere. A certain rudimentary socialism
is always in latent circulation in what may be called
the “matural heart™ of society. The secret clubs of
China —“ the fraternal leagues of heaven and earth”
— who argue that the world is iniquitously arranged,
that the rich are too rich, and the poor too poor, and
that the wealth of the great has all accrued from the
sweat of the masses, only give a formal expression to
ideas that are probably never far from any one of us
who have to work hard and earn little, and they only
formulate them less systematically than Marx and his
disciples do in their theories of the exploitation of la-
bour by ecapital. Socialism is thus so much in the com-
mon air we all breathe, that there is force in the view
that the thing to account for is not so much the presence
of socialism at any time, as its absence. Accordingly
it had frequently appeared in Germany under various
forms before Lassalle. Fichte— to go no farther back
—had taught it from the standpoint of the specula-
tive philosopher and philanthropist. Schleiermacher, it

may be remembered, was brought up in a religious com-
60
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munity that practised it. Weitling, with some allies,
preached it in a pithless and hazy way as a gospel to
the poor, and finding little encouragement, went to
America, to work it out experimentally there. The
Young Hegelians made it part of their philosophic
creed. The Silesian weavers, superseded by machinery,
and perishing for want of work, raised it as a wild
inarticulate cry for bread, and dignified it with the
sanction of tears and blood. And Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels, in 1848, summoned the proletariate
of the whole world to make it the aim and instrument
of a universal revolution. But it was Lassalle who
first really brought it from the clouds and made it a
living historical force in the common politics of the day.

Professor Lorenz von Stein, of Vienna,—for the
lexicons identify him with the Ludwig Stein who wrote
an acute and thoughtful book on French Communism
in 1842, —says in that work that Germany, unlike
France, and particularly England, had nothing to fear
from socialism, because Germany had no proletariate to
speak of. Yet, in twenty years, we find Germany be-
come suddenly the theatre of the most important and
formidable embodiment of socialism that has anywhere
appeared. Important and formidable, for two reasons:
it founds its doctrines, as socialism has never done
before, on a thoroughly scientific investigation of the
facts, and criticism of the principles, of the present
industrial régime, and it seeks to carry them out by
means of a political organisation, growing singularly in
strength, and based on the class interests of the great
majority of the people.

There were, of course, predisposing conditions for
this outburst. A German proletariate had come into
being since Stein wrote, and though still much smaller,
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in the aggregate, than the English, it was perhaps really
at this timie the more plethoric and distressed of the
two. For the condition of the English working classes
had been greatly relieved by emigration, by factory
legislation, by trades’ unions, whereas in some of these
directions nothing at all, and in others only the faintest
beginnings, had as yet been effected in Germany.
Then, the stir of big political movement and anticipa-
tion was on men’s minds. The future of the German
nation, its unity, its freedom, its development, were
practical questions of the hour. The nationality prin-
ciple is essentially democratic, and the aspirations for
German unity carried with them in every one of the
States strong movements for the extension of popular
freedom and power. This long spasmodic battle for
liberty in Germany, which began with the century, and
remains still unsettled, this long series of revolts and
concessions and overridings, and hopes flattered and
again deferred, this long uncertain babble of Gross-
Deutsch and Klein-Deutsch, and Centralist and Feder-
alist and Particularist, of “ Gotha ideas™ and *new
eras” and “blood and iron,” had prepared the public
ear for bold political solutions, and has entered from
the first as an active and not unimportant factor in the
socialist agitation. Then, again, the general political
habits and training of the people must be taken into
account. Socialistic ideas would find a readier vogue
in Germany than in this country, because the people
are less rigidly practical, because they have been less
used to the sifting exercise of free discussion, and be-
cause they have always seen the State doing a great
deal for them which they could do better for them-
selves, and are consequently apt to visit the State with
blame and claims for which it ought not to be made
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responsible. Then the decline of religious belief in
Germany, which the church herself did much to pro-
duce when she was rationalistic, without being able to
undo it since she has become orthodox, must certainly
have impaired the patience with which the poor endured
the miseries of their lot, when they still entertained the
hope of exchanging it in a few short years for a happier
and an everlasting one hereafter.

All these circumstances undoubtedly favoured the sue-
cess of the socialistic agitation at the period it started,
but, when everything is said, it is still doubtful whether
German socialism would ever have come into being but
for Lassalle. Its fermenting principle has been less
want than positive ideas. This is shown by the fact
that it was at first received among the German working
classes with an apathy that almost disheartened Lassalle ;
and that it is now zealously propagated by them as a
cause, as an evangel, even after they have emigrated to
America, where their circumstances are comparatively
comfortable. The ideas it contains Lassalle found for
the most part ready to his hand. The germs of them
may be discovered in the writings of Proudhon, in the
projects of Louis Blane. Some of them he acknowl-
edges he owes to Rodbertus, others to Karl Marx, but
it was in passing through his mind they first acquired
the stamp and ring that made them current coin. Con-
tentions about the priority of publishing this bit or that
bit of an idea, especially if the idea be false, need not
concern us; and indeed Lassalle makes no claim to
originality in the economical field. He was not so much
an inventive as a critical thinker, and a critical thinker
of almost the first rank, with a dialeetic power, and a
clear vivid exposition that have seldom been excelled.
Any originality that is claimed for him lies in the region
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of interpretation of previous thought, and that in the
departments of metaphysies and jurisprudence, not of
economies,

The peculiarity of his mind was that it hungered with
almost equal intensity for profound study and for excit-
ing action, and that he had the gifts as well as the
impulses for both. As he said of Heraclitus the Dark,
whom he spent some of his best years in expounding,
« there was storm in his nature.” Heine, who knew and
loved him well as a young man in Paris, and indeed
found his society so delightful during his last years of
haggard suffering, that he said, ¢ No one has ever done
so much for me, and when I receive letters from you,
courage rises in me, and I feel better,” — Heine charac-
terizes him very truly in a letter to Varnhagen von Ense.
He says he was struck with astonishment at the combi-
nation of qualities Lassalle displayed — the union of so
much intellectual power, deep learning, rich exposition
on the one hand, with so much energy of will and
capacity for action on the other. With all this admira-
tion, however, he seems unable to regard him without
misgiving, for his audacious confidence, checked by no
thought of renunciation or tremor of modesty, amazed
him as much as his ability. In this respect he says
Lassalle is a genuine son of the modern time, to which
Varnhagen and himself bhad acted in a way as the mid-
wives, but on which they could only look like the hen
that hatehed duck’s eggs and shuddered to see how her
brood took to the water and swam about delighted.
Heine here puts his finger on the secret of his young
friend’s failure. Lassalle would have been a great man
if he had more of the ordinary restraining perceptions,
but he had neither fear nor awe, nor even —in spite of
his vein of satire —a wholesome sense of the ridiculous,
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—in this last respect resembling, if we believe Carlyle,
all Jews. Chivalrous, susceptible, with a genuine feel-
ing for the poor man’s case, and a genuine enthusiasm
for social reform, a warm friend, a vindictive enemy,
full of ambition both of the nobler and the more vulgar
type, beset with an importunate vanity and given to
primitive lusts, generous qualities and churlish throve
and strove in him side by side, and governed or mis-
governed a will to which opposition was almost a native
and necessary element, and which yet—or perhaps
rather, therefore — brooked no check. ¢ Ferdinand
Lassalle, thinker and fighter,” is the simple epitaph
Professor DBoeckh put on his tomb. Thinking and
fighting were the craving of his nature; thinking and
fighting were the warp and woof of his actual career,
mingled indeed with threads of more spurious fibre.
The philosophical thinker and the political agitator are
parts rarely combined in one person, but to these Lassalle
added yet a third, which seems to agree with neither.
He was a fashionable dandy, noted for his dress, for his
dinners, and, it must be added, for his addiction to
pleasure. A man apparently with little of that solidar-
ity in his own being which he sought to introduce into
society at large, and yet his public career possesses an
undoubted unity. It is a mistake to represent him, as
Mr. L. Montefiore has done, as a savan who turned pol-
itician as if by accident and against his will, for the stir
of politics was as essential to him as the absorption of
study. It is a greater mistake, though a more common
one, to represent him as having become a revolutionary
agitator because no other political career was open to
him. He felt himself, it is said, like a Casar out of
employ, disqualified for all legitimate polities by his
previous life, and he determined, if he could not bend
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the gods, that he would move Acheron. But so early as
1848, when yet but a lad of twenty-three, he was tried
for sedition, and he then declared boldly in his defence
that he was a socialist democrat, and that he was “ revo-
lutionary on prineiple.” This he remained throughout.
I1e laughs at those who cannot hear the word revolution
without a shudder. ¢ Revolution,” he says, *“means
merely transformation, and is accomplished when an
entirely new prineiple is —either with force or without
it—put in the place of an existing state of things.
Reform, on the other hand, is when the prineciple of the
existing state of things is continued, and only developed
to more logical or just consequences. The means do
not signify. A reform may be carried out by bloodshed,
and a revolution in the profoundest tranquillity. The
Peasants’ War was an attempt to introduce reform by
arms, the invention of the spinning-jenny wrought a
peaceful revolution.” In this sense he was “revolution-
ary on principle.” His thought was revolutionary, and
it was the lessons he learnt as a philosopher that he
applied and pleaded for as an agitator. Histhinking and
his fighting belonged together like powder and shot.
His Hegelianism, which he adopted as a youth at college,
is from first to last the continuous source both of impe-
tus and direction over his public career. Young Germany
was Hegelian and revolutionary at the time he went to
the University (1842), and with the impressionable Las-
salle, then a youth of seventeen, Hegelianism became a
passion. He wrote articles on it in University magazines,
preached it right and left in the cafés and Aneipen, and
resolved to make philosophy his profession and habilitate
as a privat docent at Berlin, It was the first sovereign
intellectual influence he eame under, and it ruled his
spirit to the end. In adopting it, his intellectual man-
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hood may be said to have opened with a revolution, for
his family were strict Jews, and he.was brought up in
their religion.

Lassalle was born in 1825 at Breslau, where his father
was a wholesale dealer. He was educated at the Uni-
versities of Breslau and Berlin; and at the latter city
saw, through the Mendelssohns, a good deal of the
best literary society there, and made the acquaintance,
among others, of Alexander von Humboldt, who used
to call him a Wunderkind. On finishing his curriculum,
he went for a time to Paris, and formed there a close
friendship with H. Heine, who was an old acquaintance
of his family. He meant to habilitate as a privat docent
when he returned, but was diverted from his purpose
by the task of redressing a woman’s wrongs, into which
he threw himself with the romantic enterprise of a
knight-errant, and which he carried, through years of
patient and zealous labour, to a successful issue. The
Countess Hatzfeldt had been married when a girl of
sixteen to a cousin of her own, one of the great nobles
of Germany, but the marriage turned out most unhap-
pily after a few years, and she was obliged, on account
of the maltreatment she suffered, to live apart from her
husband. His persecution followed her into her separa-
tion. He took child after child from her, and was now
seeking to take the last she had left, her youngest son.
He allowed her very scanty and irregular support, while
he lavished his money on mistresses, and was, at this
very moment, settling on one of them an annuity of
£1000. This state of things had continued for twenty
years, and the Countess’s own relations had, for family
reasons, always declined to take up her case. Lassalle,
who had made her acquaintance in Berlin, was pro-
foundly touched by her story, and felt that she was
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suffering an intolerable wrong, which society permitted
only because she was a woman, and her husband a lord.
Though not a lawyer, he resolved to undertake her case,
and after carrying the suit before thirty-six different
courts, during a period of eight years, he at length pro-
cured for her a divorce in 1851, and a princely fortune
in 1854, from which she rewarded him with a considera-
ble annuity for his exertions. Lassalle’s connection
with this case not unnaturally gave rise to sinister con-
struction. It was supposed he must have been in love
with the Countess, and wanted to marry her, but this
was disproved by the event. Darker insinunations were
made, but had there been truth in them, it could not
have escaped the spies the Count set to watch him, and
the servants the Count bribed to inform on him. Chiv-
alry, vanity, and temerity at the season of life when all
three qualities are at their height, account sufficiently
for his whole conduet, and T see no reason to doubt the
explanation he himself gives of it. * Her family,” he
states, “ were silent, but it is said when men keep silence
the stones will speak. When every human right is vio-
lated, when even the voice ot blood is mute, and help-
less man is forsaken by his born protectors, there then
rises with right man’s first and last relation —man. You
have all read with emotion the monstrous history of the
unhappy Duchess of Praslin. Who is there among you
that would not have gone to the death to defend her?
Well, gentlemen, I said to myself, here is Praslin ten
times over. What is the sharp death agony of an hour
compared with the pangs of death protracted over
twenty years? What are the wounds a knife inflicts
compared with the slow murder dispensed with refined
cruelty throughout a being’s whole existence? What
are they compared with the immense woe of this woman,
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every right of whose life has been trampled under foot,
day after day, for twenty years, and whom they have
first tried to cover with contempt that they might then
the more securely overwhelm her with punishment?
- « . The difficulties, the sacrifices, the dangers did not
deter me. I determined to meet false appearances with
the truth, to meet rank with right, to meet the power
of money with the power of mind. But if I bad known
what infamous calumnies I should have to encounter,
how people turned the purest motives into their con-
traries, and what ready credence they gave to the most
wretched lies —well, I hope my purpose would not
have been changed, but it would have cost me a severe
and bitter struggle.” There seems almost something
unmodern in the whole circumstances of this case, both
in the oppression the vietim endured, and in the manner
of her rescue.

In the course of this suit occurred the robbery of
Baroness von Meyerdorff's cassette, on which so much
has been said. The Baroness was the person already
mentioned on whom Count Hatzfeldt bestowed the
annuity of £1000. The Countess, on hearing of this
settlement, went straight to her husband, accompanied
by a clergyman, and insisted upon his cancelling it, in

justice to his youngest son, whom it would have im-

poverished. The Count at first promised to do so, but
after her departure refused, and the Baroness set out
for Aix to get her bond effectually secured. Lassalle
suspected the object of her journey, and said to the
Countess, in the presence of two young friends, Could
we not obtain possession of this bond? No sooner said
than done. The two young men started for Cologne,
and one of them stole the Baroness’s cassette, contain-
ing the veritable deed, in her hotel, and gave it to the
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other. They and Lassalle were all three successively
tried for their part in this erime. Oppenheim, who actu-
ally stole the cassette, was acquitted ; Mendelssohn, who
only received it, was sent to prison; and Lassalle, who
certainly suggested the deed, was found guilty by the
jury, but acquitted by the judges. Moral complicity of
some sort was clear, but it did not amount to a legal
crime. QOur interest with the transaction is merely to
discover the light it reflects on the character of the
man. It was a rash, foolish, and lawless freak, but of
course the ordinary motives of the robber were absent.
The theft of the ecassette, however, was a transaction
which his enemies never suffered to be forgotten.

The theft of the eassette occurred in 1846 ; Lassalle
was tried for it in 1848, and was no sooner released
than he fell into the hands of justice on a much more
serious charge. The dissolution of the first Prussian
National Assembly in 1848, and the gift of a Constitu-
tion by direct royal decree, had excited bitter disap-
pointment and opposition over the whole country.
There was a general agitation for combining to stop
supplies by refusing to pay taxes, in order thus “to
meet force with forece,” and this agitation was particu-
larly active in the Rhine provinces, where democratic
views had found much favour. Lassalle even planned
an insurrection and urged the citizens of Dusseldorf to
armed resistance, but the Prussian Government promptly
intervened, placed the town under a state of siege, and
threw Lassalle into jail. He was tried in 1849 for trea-
son, and acquitted by the jury, but was immediately
afterwards brought before a correctional tribunal on the
minor charge of resisting officers of the police, and sent
to prison for six months. It was in his speech at the
former of these trials that he declared himself a partisan
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of the Socialist Democratic Republie, and claimed for
every citizen the right and duty of active resistance to
the State, when necessary. He had nothing but scorn
to pour on the passive resistance policy of the Parlia-
ment. * Passive resistance is a contradiction in itself.
It is like Lichtenberg’s knife, without blade, and without
handle, or like the fleece which one must wash without
wetting. It is mere inward ill-will without the outward
deed. The Crown confiscates the people’s freedom
and the Prussian National Assembly, for the people’s
protection, declares ill-will; it would be unintelligible
how the commonest logic should have allowed a legis-
lative assembly to cover itself with such incomparable
ridicule if it were not too intelligible.” These are bold
words. He felt himself standing on a principle and
representing a cause; and so he went into prison, he
tells us, with as light a heart as he would go to a ball;
and when he heard that his sister had petitioned for his
pardon, he wrote instantly and publicly disclaimed her
letter.

All these trials had brought Lassalle into considerable
notoriety, not unmingled with a due recognition of his
undoubted verve, eloquence, and brilliancy. One effect
of them was that he was forbidden to come to DBerlin,
This prohibition was founded, of course, on his seditious
work at Dusseldorf, but is believed fo have been insti-
gated and kept up by the influence of the Hatzfeldt
family. Lassalle felt it a sore privation, for his ambitions
and hopes all centred in Berlin. After various ineffec-
tual attempts to obtain permission, he arrived in the
capital one day in 1857 disguised as a wagoner, and
through the personal intercession of Alexander von
Humbeldt with the king, was at length suffered to
remain. His ¢ Heraclitus” had just appeared, and at



2 CONTEMPORARY SOCIALISM.

once secured him a position in literary circles. One of
his first productions after his return to Berlin was a
pamphlet on *The Italian War and the Mission of
Prussia; a Voice from the Democracy,” which shows
that his political prosecutions had not soured him
against Prussia. His argument is that freedom and
democracy must in Germany, as in Italy, be first pre-
ceded by unity, and that the only power capable of
oiving unity to Germany was Prussia, as to Italy,
Piedmont. He had more of the political mind than
most revolutionaries and doctrinaires, and knew that
the better might be made the enemy of the good, and
that ideals could only be carried out gradually, and by
temporary compromises. He was monarchical for the
present, therefore, no doubt because he thought the
monarchy to be for the time the best and shortest road
to the democratic republic. His frignd Rodbertus said
there was an esoteric and an exoteric Lassalle. That
may be said of all politicians. Compromise is of the
essence of their work.

During the next few years Lassalle’s literary activ-
ity was considerable. Besides a tragedy of no merit
(* Franz von Sickingen,” 1859) and various pamphlets
or lectures on Fichte, on Lessing, on the Constitution,
on Might and Right, he published in 1861 the most
important work he *has left us, his * System of Acquired
Rights,” and in 1862, a satirical commentary on Julian
Schmidt’s ¢ History of German Literature,” which ex-
cited much attention and amusement at the time. His
“System of Acquired Rights” already contains the
germs of his socialist views, and his pamphlet on the
Constitution, which appeared when the *“new era”
ended and the era of Bismarck began, is written to dis-
parage the Constitutionalism of modern Liberals. A
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paper Constitution was a thing of no consequence; it
was merely declarative, not creative ; the thing of real
account was the distribution of power as it existed in
actual fact. The king and army were powers, the
Court and nobility were powers, the populace was a
power. Society was governed by the relative strength
of these powers, as it existed in reality and not by the
paper Constitution that merely chronicled it. Right is
regarded as merely declarative of might. It is thus
easy to see why he should have more sympathy with
the policy of Bismarck than with the Liberals; and
later in the same year he expounded his own political
position very completely in a lecture he delivered to a
Working Men’s Society in Berlin, on “ The Connection
between the Present Epoch of History and the Idea of
the Working Class.” This lecture, to which I shall
again revert, was an epoch in his own career. It led to
a second Government prosecution, and a second impris-
onment for political reasons; and it and the prosecution
together led to his receiving an invitation to address a
General Working Men’s Congress at Leipzig, in Febru-
ary, 1863, to which he responded by a letter, sketching
the political programme of the working class, which
was certainly the first step in the socialist movement.
Attention was already being engaged on the work of

‘industrial amelioration. The Progressist party, then

including the present National Liberals, had, under
the lead of Schultze Delitzsch, been promoting trades-
unions and co-operation in an experimental way, and
the working classes themselves were beginning to think
of taking more concerted action for their own improve-
ment. The Leipzig Congress was projected by a circle
of working men, who considered the Schultze Delitzsch
schemes inadequate to meet the case. This was exactly
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Lassalle’s view. He begins his letter by telling the
working men that if all they wanted was to mitigate
some of the positive evils of their lot, then the Schultze
Delitzsch unions, savings banks, and sick funds were
quite sufficient, and there was no need of thinking of
anything more. DBut if their aim was to elevate the
normal condition of their class, then more drastic
remedies were requisite; and, in the first instance,
a political agitation was indispensable. The Leipzig
working men had discussed the question of their rela-
tion to politics at a previous congress a few months
before, and had been divided between abstaining from
polities altogether, and supporting the Progressist party.
Lassalle disapproved of both these courses. They could
never achieve the elevation they desired till they got
universal suffrage, and they would never get universal
suffrage by backing the Progressists who were opposed
to it. He then explains to them how their normal con-
dition is permanently depressed at present by the essen-
tial laws of the existing economical »égime, especially by
“the iron and cruel law of necessary wages.” The only
real cure was co-operative production, the substitution
of associated labour for wage labour; for it was only
so the operation of this tyrannical law of wages could
be escaped. Now co-operative production, to be of any
effective extent, must be introduced by State help and
on State credit. The State gives advances to start rail-
ways, to develop agriculture, to promote manufactures,
and nobody ecalls it socialism to do so. Why should
people ery socialism if the State does a similar service
to the great working class, who are, in fact, not a class
but the State itself. Ninety-six and a half per cent. of
the population are ground down by *the iron law,” and
cannot possibly lift themselves above it by their own
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power. They must ask the State to help them, for they
are themselves the State, and the help of the State is
no more a superseding of their own self-help than reach-
ing a man a ladder supersedes his own climbing. State
help is but self-help’s means. Now these State advances
cannot be expected till the working class acquires polit-
“ical power by universal suffrage. Their first duty was
therefore to organise themselves and agitate for uni-
versal suffrage; for universal suffrage was a question
of the stomach.

The reception his letter met with at first was most
discouraging. The newspapers with one consent con-
demned it, except a feudalist organ here and there who
saw in it an instrument for damaging the Liberals.
What seemed more ominous was the opposition of the
working men themselves. The Leipzig Committee to
whom it was addressed did indeed approve of it, and
individual voices were raised in its favour elsewhere,
but in Berlin the working men’s clubs rejected it with
decided warmth, and all over the country one working
men’s club after another declared against it. Leipzig
was the only place in which his words seemed to find
any echo, and he went there two months later and
addressed a meeting at which only 7 out of 1,300
voted against him. With this encouragement he re-
solved to go forward, and founded, on the 23rd of
May, 1863, the General Working Men’s Association
for the promotion of universal suffrage by peacelul
agitation, after the model of the English Anti-Corn
Law League. IHe immediately threw himself with un-
sparing energy into the development of this organ-
isation. e passed from place to place, delivering
speeches, establishing branches; he started newspapers,
‘wrote pamphlets, and even larger works, published
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tracts by Rodbertus, songs by Herwegh, romances by
Von Schweitzer. But it was uphill work. South Ger-
many was evidently dead to his ideas, and even among
those who followed him in the North there were but
few who really understood his doctrines or eoncurred
in his methods. Some were for more *heroic™ pre-
cedure, for raising fighting corps to free Poland, to
free Schleswig-Holstein, to free oppressed nationalities
anywhere. Many were perfectly impracticable persons
who knew neither why exactly they had come together,
nor where exactly they would like to go. There were
constant quarrels and rivalries and jealousies among
them, and he is said to have shown remarkable tact
and patience, and a genuine governing faculty in deal-
ing with them. Lassalle’s hope was to obtain a mem-
bership of 100,000: with a smaller number nothing
could be done, but with 100,000 the movement would
be a power. In August, 1863, he had only enrolled
1,000 after three months’ energetic labour, which, he
said, “would have produced colossal results among a
people like the French.” He was intensely disap-
pointed, and asked “when will this foolish people
cast aside their lethargy ?” but meanwhile repelled the
suggestion of the secretary of the organisation that it
should be at onee dissolved. In August, 1864, another
year's strenuous work had raised their numbers only to
4,610, and Lassalle was completely disenchanted, and
wrote the Countess Hatzfeldt from Switzerland, shortly
before his death, that he was continuing President of
the Association much against his will, for he was now
tired of polities, which was mere child’s play if one had
not power. He seems to have been convinced that the
movement was a failure, and would never become a
force in the State. Yet he was wrong; his words had
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really taken fire among the working classes, and kindled
a movement which, in its curious history, has shown the
remarkable power of spreading faster with the checks
it encountered. It seems to have profited, not merely
from political measures of repression, but even from the
internal dissensions and divisions of its own adherents,
and some persons tell us that it was first stimulated
into decided vigour by the fatal event which might have
been expected to crush it —the sudden and tragical
death of its chief.

In the end of July, 1864, Lassalle went to Switzerland
ostensibly for the Righi whey cure, but really to make
the acquaintance of Herr von Dénnigsen, Bavarian En-
voy at Berne, whose daughter he had known in Berlin,
and wished to obtain in marriage. It is one of the fatal-
ities that entangled this man’s life in strange contradic-
tions, that exactly he, a persona ingratissima to Court
circles, their very arch-enemy, as they believed, should
have become bound by deep mutual attachment with
the daughter of exactly a German diplomatist, the court-
liest of the courtly, a Conservative seven times refined.
They certainly cherished for one another a sincere, and
latterly a passionate affection, and they seem to have
been well fitted for each other. Helena von Dinnigsen
was a bright, keen-witted, eccentric, adventurous young
woman of twenty-five, and so like Lassalle, even in
appearance, that when she was acting a man’s part,
years afterwards (in 1874), in some amateur perform-
ance in the theatre of DBreslau, Lassalle’s native town,
many of the audience said, here was Lassalle again as
he was when a boy. Learning from a common friend
in Berlin that Lassalle was at the Righi, she made a
visit to some friends in Berne, and soon after accom-
panied them on an excursion to that * popular” moun-
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tain. She inquired for Lassalle at the hotel, and he
joined the party to the summit. She knew her parents
would be opposed to the match, but felt certain that her
lover, with his gifts and charms, would be able to win
them over, and it was accordingly agreed that when she
returned to Geneva, Lassalle should go there too, and
press his suit in person. The parents, however, were
inexorable, and refused to see him ; and the young lady
in despair fled from her father's house to her lover’s
lodging, and urged him to elope with her. Lassalle
calmly led her back to her father’s roof, with a control
which some writers think quite inexplicable in him, but
which was probably due to his still believing that he
would be able to talk the parents round if he got the
chance, and to his desire to try constitutional means
before resorting to revolutionary. Helena was locked
in her room for days alone with her excited brain and
panting heart. For days, father, mother, sister, brother,
all came and laid before her what ruin she was bringing
on the family for a mere selfish whim of her own. If
she married a man so objectionable to people in power,
her father would be obliged to resign his post, her
brother could never look for one, and her sister, who
had just been engaged to a count, would, of course,
have to give up her engagement. She was in despair,
but ultimately submitted passively to write to Lassalle,
desiring him to consider the matter ended, and sub-
mitted equally passively (for she informs us herself )
to accept the hand of Herr von Racowitza, a young
Wallachian Boyar, whom she had indeed been pre-
viously engaged to, and sincerely liked and respected,
without inthe eminent sense loving him. Lassalle had
meanwhile wrought himself into a fury of excitement.
Enraged by her parents’ opposition, enraged still more
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by their refusal even to treat with him, enraged above
all by his belief that their daughter was being illegiti-
mately constrained, he wrote here, wrote there, tried to
get the foreign minister at Munich to interfere, to get
Bishop Ketteler to use his influence, promised even to
turn Catholic to please the Dinnigsens, forgetting that
they were Protestants. All in vain. At last two of his
friends waited by appointment on Herr von Dénnigsen,
and heard from Helena's own lips that she was to be
married to the Boyar, and wished the subject no more
mentioned. She now tells us that she did this in sheer
weariness of mind, and with a confused hope that some-
how or other the present storm would blow past, and
she might have her Lassalle after all. Lassalle, how-
ever, was overcome with chagrin, and though he always
held that a democrat should not figcht duels, and had
got Robespierre’s stick, which he usually carried, as a
present for having declined one, he now sent a challenge
both to the father and the bridegroom. The latter
accepted. The duel was fought. Lassalle was fatally
wounded, and died two days after, on the 31st August,
1864, at the age of 39. Helena married Herr Racowitza
shortly afterwards, but he was already seized with con-
sumption, and she says she found great comfort, after
the tumult and excitement of the Lassalle episode, in
nursing him during the few months he lived after their
marriage.

The body was sent back to Germany, after funeral
orations from revolutionists of all countries and colours,
and the Countess Hatzfeldt had made arrangements for
similar funeral celebrations at every halting place along

. the route to Berlin, where she meant it to be buried,

but at Cologne it was intercepted by the police on
behalf of the Lassalle family, and carried quietly to
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Breslau, where, after life's fitful fever, he was laid
silently with his fathers in the Jewish burying-ground of
his native place. Fate, however, had not even yet done
with him. It followed him beyond the tomb to throw
one more element of the bizarre into his strangely com-
pounded history. Lest the death of the leader should
prove fatal to the cause, the Committee of the General
Working Men's Association, determined to turn it, if
possible, into a source of strength, as B. Becker, his
suceessor in the president’s chair, informs us, “by carry-
ing it into the domain of faith.” Lassalle was not dead
but only translated to a higher and surer leadership.
A Lassalle eultus was instituted, and Becker says that
many a German working man believed that he died for
‘them, and that he was yet to come again to save them.
This singular apotheosis, which is neither creditable to
the honesty of the leaders of the Socialist movement,
nor to the intelligence of its rank and file, was kept up
by periodical celebrations among those of the German
socialists who are generally known as the orthodox
Lassalleans, down, at least, to the time of the Anti-
Socialist Law of 1878.

Lassalle’s doctrines are mainly eontained in his lecture
on “ The Present Age and the Idea of the Working
Class,” which he delwered in 1862, and published in
1863, under the title of the * Working Men’s Pro-
gramme, and in his * Herr Bastiat-Schultze von De-
litzsch, der Oekonomische Julian; ﬂdEl Capital und
Arbeit,” Berlin, 1864,

In the “ Working Men’s Programme,” the question of
the emancipation of the working class is approached and
contemplated from the stand-point of the Hegelian phi-
losophy of history. There are, it declares, three succes-
sive stages of evolution in modern history. First, the
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period before 1789, the feudal period, when all public
power was vested in, exercised by, and employed for the
benefit of, the landed class. It was a period of privi-
leges and exemptions, which were enjoyed by the landed
interests exclusively, and there prevailed a strong social
contempt for all labour and employment not connected
with the land. Second, the period 1789-1848, the bour-
geois period, in which personal estate received equal
rights and recognition with real, but in which political
power was still based on property qualifications, and
legislation was governed by the interests of the bour-
geoisie. 'Third, the period since 1848, the age of the
working class, which is, however, only yet struggling to
the birth and to legal recognition. The characteristic
of this new period is, that it will for the first time give
labour its rights, and that it will be dominated by the
ideas, aspirations, and interests of the great labouring
class. Their time has already come, and the bourgeois
age 1is already past in fact, though it still lingers in law.
It is always so. The feudal period had in reality come
to an end before the Revolution. A revolution is always
declarative and never creative. It takes place first in

- the heart of society, and is only sealed and ratified by

the outbreak. It is impossible to make a revolution,
it is possible only to give external legal sanction and
effect to a revolution already contained in the actual
circumstances of society. . . . To seek to make a revo-
lution is the folly of immature men who have no con-
sideration for the laws of history; and for the same
reason it is immature and puerile to try to stem a revo-
lution that has already completed itself in the interior
of society. If a revolution exists in fact, it cannot
possibly be prevented from ultimately existing in law.”
It is idle, too, to reproach those who desire to effect this
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transition with being revolutionary. They are merely
midwives who assist in bringing to the birth a future
with which society is already pregnant. Now, it is this
midwife service that Lassalle believes the working class
at present requires. He says of the fourth estate what
Sieyés said of the third, What is the fourth estate?
Nothing? What ought the fourth estate to be? Every
thing. And it ought to be so in law, because it is so
already in fact. The bourgeoisie in overthrowing the
privileges of the feudal class, had almost immediately
become a privileged class itself. At so early a period
of the revolution as the 3rd of September, 1791, a dis-
tinction was introduced between active and passive
citizens. The active citizen was the citizen who paid
direct taxes, and had, therefore, a right to vote, the
passive citizen was he who paid no direct taxes, and had
no right to vote. The effect of this distinction was to
exclude the whole labouring classes from the franchise;
and under the July Monarchy, while the real nation
consisted of some thirty millions, the legal nation ( pays
légal), the people legally possessed of political rights,
amounted to no more than two hundred thousand, whom
the Government found it only too easy to manage and
corrupt. The revolution of 1848 was simply a revolt
against this injustice. It was a revolt of the fourth
estate against the privileges of the third, as the first
revolution was a revolt of the third against the privi-
leges of the other two. Nor were the privileges in
which the bourgeoisie had contrived to infeft themselves
confined to political rights alone; they included also
fiscal exemptions. According to the latest statistical
returns, it appeared that five-sixths of the revenue of
Prussia came from indirect taxation, and indirect taxes
were always taken disproportionately out of the pockets
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of the working class. A man might be twenty times
richer than another, but he did not therefore consume
twenty times the amount of bread, salt, or beer. Taxa-
tion ought to be in ratio of means, and indirect taxation
— so much favoured by the bourgeoisie — was simply an
expedient for saving the rich at the expense of the poor.

Now, the revolution of 1848 was a fight for the eman-
cipation of the working class from this unequal distri-
bution of political rights and burdens. The working
class was really not a class at all, but was the nation;
and the aim of the State should be their amelioration.
“ What is the State?” asks Lassalle. * You are the
State,” he replies. “ You are ninety-six per cent. of the
population. All political power ought to be of you,
and through you, and for you; and your good and
amelioration ought to be the aim of the State. It ought
to be so, because your good is not a class interest, but
is the national interest. The fourth estate differs from
the feudal interest, and differs from the bourgeoisie, not
merely in that it is not a privileged class, but in that it
cannot_possibly become one. It cannot degenerate, as
the bourgeoisie had done, into a privileged and exclusive
caste ; because, consisting as it does of the great body
of the people, its class interest and the common good
are identical, or at least harmonious. Your affair is the
affair of mankind; your personal interest moves and
beats with the pulse of history, with the living princi-
ple of moral development.”

Such then is the idea of the working class, which is,
or is destined to be, the ruling principle of society in
the present era of the world. Its supremacy will have
important consequences, both ethical and political.
Ethically, the working class is less selfish than the
classes above it, simply because it has no exclusive
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privileges to maintain. The necessity of maintaining
privileges always develops an assertion of personal
interest in exact proportion to the amount of privilege
to be defended, and that is why the selfishness of a
class constantly exceeds the individual selfishness of the
members that compose it. Now under the happier
réyime of the idea of labour, there would be no exclu-
sive interests or privileges, and therefore less selfish-
ness, Adam would delve, and Eve would spin, and
consciously or unconsciously, each would work more for
the whole, and the whole would work more for each.
Politically, too, the change would be remarkable and
beneficial. The working class has a quite different idea
of the State and its aim from the bourgeoisie. The
latter see no other use in the State but to protect per-
sonal freedom and property. The State is a mere night-
watchman, and, if there were no thieves and r{;hhers,
would be a superfluity ; its occupation would be gone.
Its whole duty is exhausted when it guarantees to every
individual the unimpeded exercise of his activity as far
as consistent with the like right of his neighbours. Even
from its own point of view this bourgeois theory of the
State fails to effect its purpose. Instead of securing
equality of freedom, it only secures equality of right to
freedom. If all men were equal in fact, this might an-
swer well enough, but since they are not, the result is
simply to place the weak at the mercy of the powerful.
Now the working class have an entirely different view of
the State’s mission from this. They say the protection
of an equality of right to freedom is an insufficient aim
for the State in a morally ordered community. It ought
to be supplemented by the securing of solidarity of in-
terests and community and reciprocity of development.
History all along is.-an incessant struggle with Nature,

S B
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a victory over misery, ignorance, poverty, powerless-
ness — t.e., over unfreedom, thraldom, restrictions of
all kinds. The perpetual conquest over these restric-
tions is the development of freedom, is the growth of
culture. Now this is never effected by each man for
himself. It is the function of the State to do it. The
State is the union of individuals into a moral whole
which multiplies a millionfold the aggregate of the
powers of each. The end and function of the State is
not merely to guard freedom, but to develop it; to put
the individuals who compose it in a position to attain
and maintain such objects, such levels of existence, such
stages of culture, power, and freedom, as they would
have been incapable of reaching by their own individ-
ual efforts alone. The State is the great agency for
guiding and training the human race to positive and
progressive development ; in other words, for bringing
human destiny (¢.e., the culture of which man as man is
susceptible) to real shape and form in actual existence.
Not freedom, but development is now the keynote.
The State must take a positive part, proportioned to
its immense capacity, in the great work which, as he
has said, constitutes history, and must forward man’s
progressive conquest over misery, ignorance, poverty,
and restrictions of every sort. This is the purpose, the
éssence, the moral nature of the State, which she can
never entirely abrogate, without ceasing to be, and
which she has indeed always been obliged, by the very
force of things, more or less to fulfil, often without her
conscious consent, and sometimes in spite of the oppo-
sition of her leaders. In a word, the State must, by
the union of all, help each to his full development.
This was the earnest and noble idea of 1848. It is the
idea of the new age, the age of labour, and it cannot
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fail to have a most important and beneficial bearing on
the course of politics and legislation whenever it is per-
mitted to have free operation in that sphere by means
of universal and direct suffrage.

This exposition of Lassalle’s teaching in his “ Work-
ing Men’s Programme ” already furnishes us with the
transition to his economical views. Every age of the
world has its own ruling idea. The idea of the working
class is the ruling idea of the new epoch we have now
entered on, and that idea implies that every man is
entitled to a menschenwiirdiges Dasein, to an existence
worthy of his moral destiny, and that the State is bound
to make this a governing consideration in its legislative -
and executive work. Man’s destiny is to progressive
civilisation, and a condition of society which makes
progressive civilisation the exclusive property of the
few, and practically debars the vast mass of the people
from participation in it, stands in the present age self-
condemned. It no longer corresponds to its own idea.
Society has long sinee declared no man shall be enslaved ;
society has more recently declared no man shall be igno-
rant ; society now declares no man shall be without
property. He cannot be really free without property
any more than he ean be really free without knowledge.
e has been released successively from a state of legal
dependence and from a state of intellectual dependence;
he must now be released from a state of economical
dependence. This is his final emancipation, which is
necessary to enable him to reap any fruits from the
other two, and it cannot take place without a complete
transformation of present industrial arrangements. It
is a common mistake to say that socialists take their
stand on equality. They really take their stand on free-
dom. They argue that the positive side of freedom is
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development, and if every man has a right to freedom,
then every man has a right to the possibility of develop-
ment. From this right, however, they allege the exist-
ing industrial system absolutely excludes the great
majority. The freeman cannot realize his freedom, the
individual cannot realize his individuality, without a
certain external economical basis of work and enjoy-
ment, and the best way to furnish him with this is to
clothe him in various ways with collective property.
Lassalle’s argument, however, is still more specific
than this. In the beginning of his “Herr DBastiat-
Schultze,” he quotes a passage from his previous work
on “ The System of Acquired Rights,” which he informs
us he had intended to expand into a systematic treatise
on “The Principles of Scientific National Economy.”
This intention he was actually preparing to fulfil when
the Leipzig invitation and letter diverted him at once
into practical agitation. He regrets that circumstances
had thus not permitted the practical agitation to be
preceded by the theoretical codex which should be the
basis for it, but adds that the substance of his theory
is contained in this polemic against Schultze Delitzsch,
though the form of its exposition is considerably modi-
fied by his plan of following the idea of Schultze's* Work-
ing Men's Catechism,” and by his purpose of answering
Schultze’s misplaced taunt of “half knowledge™ by
trying to extinguish the economical pretensions of the
latter as completely as he had done the literary pre-
tensions of Julian Schmidt. * Every line I write,” says
Lassalle, with a characteristic finality of self-confidence,
“] write armed with the whole culture of my century;”
and at any rate Schultze Delitzsch was far his inferior
in economical as in other knowledge. In the passage
to which I have referred, Lassalle says, *“ The world is
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now face to face with a new social question, the ques-
tion whether, since there is no longer any property in
the immediate use of another man, there should still-
exist property in his mediate exploitation —i.e., whether
the free realization and development of one’s power
and labour should be the exclusive private property of
the owner of the instruments and advances necessary
for labour — z.e., of capital ; and whether the employer
as such, and apart from the remuneration of his own
intellectual labour of management, should be permitted
to have property in the value of other people’s labour —
t.¢., whether he ought to receive what is known as the
premium or profit of capital, consisting of the difference
between the selling price of the product and the sum
of the wages and salaries of all kinds of labour, manual
and mental, that have contributed to its production.”
His standing-point here, again, as always, belongs to
the philosophy of history —to the idea of historical
evolution with which his Hegelianism had early pene-
trated him. The course of legal history has been one
of gradual but steady contraction of the sphere of
private- property in the interests of personal freedom
and development. The ancient system of slavery,
under which the labourer was the absolute and complete
property of his master, was followed by the feudal
system of servitudes, under which he was still only
partially proprietor of himself, but was bound by law
to a particular lord by one or more of a most manifold
series of specific services. These systems have been
successively abolished. There is no longer property in
man or in the use of man. No man can now be either
inherited or sold in whole or in part. He is his own,
and his power of labour is his own. But he is still far
from being in full possession of himself or of his labour.
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He cannot work without materials to work on and
instruments to work with, and for these the modern
labourer is more dependent than ever labourer was
before on the private owners in whose hands they have
accumulated. And the consequence is that under
existing industrial arrangements the modern labourer
has no more individual property in his labour than the
ancient slave had. He is obliged to part with the
whole value of his labour, and content himself with
bare subsistence in return. It is in this sense that
socialist writers maintain property to be theft — not
that subjectively the proprietors are thieves, but that
- objectively, under the exigencies of a system of compe-
. tition, they cannot help offering workmen, and work-
men cannot help accepting, wages far under the true
value of their labour. Labour is the source of all wealth,
for the value of anything — that which makes it wealth
—is, on the economists’ own showing, only another
name for the amount of labour put into the making of
it; and labour is the only ground on which modern
opponents of socialism, Thiers and Bastiat for example,
think the right of individual property can be estab-
lished. And yet on the methods of distribution of
wealth that now exist, individual property is not
founded on this its only justifiable basis, and the aim
of socialism is to emancipate the system of distribution
from the influenee of certain unconscious forces which,
as they allege, at present disturb it, and to bring back
individual property for the first time to its natural and
rightful foundation —labour. Their aim is not to abol-
ish private property, but to purify it, by means of some
systematic social regulation which shall give each man
a share more conformable with his personal merit and
contribution. Even if no question is raised about the
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past, it is plain that labour is every day engaged in
making more new property. Millions of labouring men
are, day after day, converting their own brain, musecle,
and sinew into useful commodities, into value, into
wealth. Now, the problem of the age, according to
Lassalle, is this, whether this unmade property of the
future should not become genuine labour property, and
its value remain greatly more than at present in the
hands that actually produced it.

This, he holds, can only be done by a fundamental
reconstruction of the present industrial system, and by
new methods of determining the remuneration of the
labouring class. For there is a profound contradiction
/in the present system. It is unprecedentedly commu-
nistic in production, and unprecedentedly individualistie
in distribution. Now there ought to be as real a joint
participation in the product, as there is already a joint
participation in the work. Capital must become the
servant of labour instead of its master, profits must
disappear, industry must be conducted more on the
mutual instead of the proprietary principle, and the
instruments of production be taken out of private
hands and turned into collective or even, it may be,
national property. In the old epoch, before 1789, in-
dustrial society was governed by the principle of soli-
darity without freedom; in the period since 1789, by
freedom without solidarity, which has been even worse;
in the epoch now opening, the principle must be soli-
darity in freedom.

Partisans of the present system object to any social
interference with the distribution of wealth, but they
forget how much — how entirely —that distribution is
even now effected by social methods. The present
arrangement of property, says Lassalle, is, in fact,
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nothing but an anarchic and unjust socialism. How
do you define socialism? he asks. Socialism is a dis-
tribution of property by social channels. Now this is
the condition of things that exists to-day. There exists,
under the guise of individual production, a distribution
of property by means of purely objective movements of
society. For there is a certain natural solidarity in
things as they are, only being under no rational c¢ontrol,
it operates as a wild natural force, as a kind of fate
destroying all rational freedom and all rational respon-
sibility in economical affairs. In a sense, there never
was more solidarity than there is now . there never was
so much interdependence. Under the large system of
production, masses of workmen are simply so many com-
ponent parts of a single great machine driven by the
judgment or recklessness of an individual capitalist.
With modern facilities of intercommunication, too, the
trade of the world is one and indivisible. A deficient
cotton harvest in America carries distress info thousands
of households in Lyons, in Elberfeld, in Manchester. A
discovery of gold in Australia raises all prices in Europe.
A simple telegram stating that rape prospects are good
in Holland instantly deprives the oilworkers of Prussia
of half their wages. So far from there being any truth
in the contention of Schultze Delitzsch, that the existing
system is the only sound one, because it is founded on
the principle of making every man responsible for his
own doings, the very opposite is the case. The present
system makes every man responsible for what he does
not do. In consequence of the unprecedented intercon-
nection of modern industry, the sum of conditions needed
to be known for its successful guidance have so immense-
ly increased that rational calculation is scarcely possible,
and men are enriched without any merit, and impover-
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ished without any fault. According to Lassalle, in the
absence as yet of an adequate system of commereial sta-
tistics, the number of known conditions is always much
smaller than the number of unknown, and the conse-
quence is, that trade is very much a game of chance.
Everything in modern industrial economy is ruled by
social connections, by favourable or unfavourable situa-
tions and opportunities. Conjunetur is its great Orphie
chain. Chance is its Providence — Chance and his sole
and equally blind counsellor, Speculation. Every age
and condition of society, says Lassalle, tends to develop
some phenomenon that more particularly expresses its
type and spirit, and the purest type of capitalistic society
is the financial speculator. Capital, he maintains, is a
| historical and not a logieal category, and the capitalist
is a modern product. He is the development, not of
the ancient Crmesus or the medi@val lord, but of the
usurer, who has taken their place, but was in their life-
time hardly a respectable person. Creesus was a very
rich man, but he was not a capitalist, for he could do
anything with his wealth, except capitalise it. The idea
of money making money and of capital being self-
productive, which Lassalle takes to be the governing
idea of the present order of things, was, he says, quite
foreign to earlier periods. Industry is now entirely
under the control of capitalists speculating for profit.
No one now makes things first of all for his own use
— as mythologising economists relate —and then ex-
changes what is over for the like redundant work of
his neighbours. Men make everything first of all, and
last of all, for other people’s use, and they make it at
the direction and expense of a capitalist who is specu-
lating for money, and, in the absence of systematic sta-
tistics, is speculating in the dark. Chance and social
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connections make him rich, chance and social connec-
tions bring him to ruin. Capital is not the result of
' saving, it is the result of ecomjunctur; and so are the
 vicissitudes and crises that have so immensely inereased
in modern times. What you have now, therefore, says
Lassalle, is a system of soecialism; wealth is at present
distributed by social means and by nothing else, and
all he contends for is, as he says, to substitute a regu-
lated and rational socialism for this anarchic and natural
socialism that now exists.

His charge against the present system, however, is
more than that it is anarchic; he maintains it to be
unjust —organically and hopelessly unjust. The labour-
er's back is the green table on which the whole game
is played, and all losses are in the end sustained by him.
A slightly unfavourable turn of things sends him at
once into want, while even a considerably favourable
one brings him no corresponding advantage, for accord-
ing to all economists, wages are always the last thing
to rise with a reviving trade. The present system is
in fact incapable of doing the labourer justice, and
would not suffer employers to do so even if they wished.
Injustice is bred in its very bone and blood. In this
contention Lassalle builds his whole argument on pre-
mises drawn from the accepted economical authorities.
Socialist economy, he says, is nothing but a battle
against Ricardo, whom he describes as the last and
most representative development of bourgeois economy ;
and it fights the battle with Ricardo’s own weapons,
and on Riecardo’s own ground. There are two principles
in particular of which it makes much use, Ricardo’s
law of value and Ricardo’s law of natural or necessary
wages.

Ricardo’s law of value is that the value of a com-
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modity, or the quantity of any other commodity for
which it will exchange, depends on the relative quantity
of labour which is necessary for its production, and not
on the greater or less compensation which is paid for
that labour. Value is thus resolved into so much labour,
or what is the same thing, so much time consumed in
labour, mental and manual, upon the commodity. This
reduction of value to quantity of time is reckoned by
Lassalle the one great merit of Ricardo and the English
economists. Ricardo, however, strictly limited his law
to commodities that admitted of indefinite multiplica-
tion, the value of other commodities being, he held,
regulated by their scarcity ; and he confined it to the
normal value of the commodities only, the fluctuations
of their market-price depending on other considerations.
But Lassalle seeks to make it cover these cases also
by means of a distinction he draws between individual
time of labour, and socially necessary time of labour.
According to this distinction what constitutes the value
of a produect is not the time actually taken or required
by the person who made it; for he may have been in-
dolent or slow, or may not have used the means and
appliances which the age he lived in afforded him.
What constitutes value is the average time of labour
socially necessary, the time required by labour of aver-
age efficiency using the methods the age supplies. If
the commodity can be produced in an hour, an hour’s
work will be its value, though you have taken ten to
produce it by slower methods. So far there is noth-
ing very remarkable, but Lassalle goes on to argue that
you may waste your time not merely by using methods
that society has superseded, but by producing commodi-
ties that society no longer wants. You go on making
shoe-buckles after they have gone out of fashion, and
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you can get nothing for them. They have no value.
And why? Because, while they indeed represent labour,
they do not represent socially necessary labour. So
again with over-production: you may produce a greater
amount of a commodity than society requires at the
time. The value of the commodity falls. Why? Be-
cause while it has cost as much actual labour as before,
it has not cost so much socially necessary labour. In
fact the labour it has taken has been socially unneces-
sary, for there was no demand for the product. On the
other hand —and we are entitled to make this expan-
sion of Lassalle’s argument — take the case of under-
production, of deficient supply. Prices rise. What is
~usually known as a scarcity value is conferred on com-
modities. But this scarcity value Lassalle converts into
a labour value; the commeodity is produced by the
same individual labour, but the labour is more socially
necessary. In plain English, there is more demand for
the product. '

Lassalle’s distinction is thus an ingenious invention
for expressing rarity value in terms of labour value. It
has no theoretical importance, but is of some practical
service in the socialistic argument. That argument is
not that value is eonstituted by labour pure and simple,
but by labour modified by certain general conditions of
society ; only it holds that these conditions — condi-
tions of productivity, of rarity, of demand — have been
created by nobody in particular, and that, therefore,
nobody in particular should profit by them, and that
so far as the problem of the distribution of value goes,
the one factor in the constitution of value which needs
to be taken into account in settling that problem, is
labour. All value comes from labour, represents so
much time of labour, is, in fact, so muech * labour-jelly,”
so much preserved labour.
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While one accepted economical law thus declares that
all value is conferred by the labourer, and is simply his
sweat, brain, and sinew incorporated in the product,

another economical law declares that he gains no advan- |

tage from the productivity of his own work, and that
whatever value he produces, he earns only the same
wages — bare customary subsistence. In that lies the
alleged injustice of the present system. Von Thuenen,
the famous Feudalist landowner and economical ex-
perimentalist, said, many years ago, that when the
modern working class once began to ask the question,
What is natural wages? a revolution might arise which
would reduce Europe to barbarism. This is the ques-

tion Lassalle asked, and by which mainly he stirred up

socialism. The effect of the previous argument was to
raise the question, What is the labourer entitled to get ?
and to suggest the answer, he is entitled to get every-
thing. The next question is, What, then, does the
labourer actually get? and the answer is, that on the
economists’ own showing, he gets just enough to keep
soul and body together, and on the present system can
never get any more. Ricardo, in ecommon with all or-
thodox economists, had taught that the value of labour,
like the value of everything else, was determined by
the cost of its production, and that the cost of the pro-
duction of labour meant the cost of the labourer’s sub-
sistence according to the standard of living customary
among his class at the time. Wages might rise for a
season above this level, or fall for a season below it,
but they always tended to return again to it, and would
not permanently settle anywhere else. When they rose
higher, the labouring class were encouraged by their
increased prosperity to marry, and eventually their
numbers were thus multiplied to such a degree that by
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the force of ordinary competition the rate of wages
was brought down again; when they fell lower, mar-
riages diminished and mortality inereased among the
working class, and the result was such a reduction of
their numbers as to raise the rate of wages again to its
old level. This is the economical law of natural or
necessary wages — “the iron and eruel law” which
Lassalle declared absolutely precluded the wage-labour-
ers —i.e., 96 per cent. of the population —from all
possibility of ever improving their condition or bene-
fiting in the least from the growing productivity of
their own work. This law converted industrial freedom
into an aggravated slavery. The labourer was un-
manned, taken out of a relationship which, with all
its faults, was still a human and personal one, put
under an impersonal and remorseless economical law,
sent like a commodity to be bought in the cheapest
market, and there dispossessed by main force of com-
petition of the value of the property which his own
hands had made. Das Eigenthum ist Fremdthum gewor-
den.

It is no wonder that teaching like this should move
the minds of working men to an intolerable sense of
despair and wrong. Nor was there any possibility of
hope except in a revolution. For the injustice com-
plained of lay in the essence of the existing economical
system, and could not be removed, except with the com-
plete abolition of the system. The only solution of the
question, therefore, was a socialistic reconstruction which
should make the instruments of production collective
property, and subordinate capital to labour, but such a
solution would of course be the work of generations,
and meanwhile, the easiest method of transition from
the old order of things to the new, lay in establishing
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productive associations of working men on State credit.
These would form the living seed-corn of the new era.
This was just Louis Blanec’s scheme with two differences
— viz., that the associations were to be formed gradually
and that they were to be formed voluntarily. The State
was not asked to introduce a new organisation of labour
by force all at once, but merely to lend capital at inter-
est to one sound and likely association after another,
as they successively claimed its aid. This loan was
not to be gratuitous, as the French socialists used to
demand in 1848, and since there would be eventually
only one association of the same trade in each town,
and since, besides, they would also establish a system
of mutual assurance against loss, trade by trade, the
State, it was urged, would really incur no risk. Las-
salle, speaking of State help, said he did not want a
hand from the State, but only a little finger, and he
actually sought, in the first instance at least, no more
than Mr. Gladstone gives in the Irish Land Act. The
scheme was mainly urged, of course, in the interests of
a sounder distribution of wealth ; but Lassalle contended
that it would also increase production ; and it is impor-
tant to remember that he says it would not otherwise be
economically justifiable, because *“an increase of produc-
tion is an indispensable condition of every improvement
of our social state.” This increase would be effected by
a saving of cost, in abolishing local competition, doing
away with middle-men and private capitalists, and adapt-
ing production better to needs. The business books of
the association would form the basis of a sound and
trustworthy system of commercial statistics, so much
required for the purpose of avoiding over-production.
The change would, he thought, also introduce favourable
alterations in consumption, and in the direction of pro-
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duction ; inasmuch as the taste of the working class for
the substantial and the beautiful, would more and more
supplant the taste of the bourgeoisie for the cheap and
nasty.

After the death of Lassalle, the movement he began
departed somewhat from the lines on which he launched
it. He was a national, not an international socialist. He
held that every country should solve its own social ques-
tion for itself, and that the working class movement was
not, and should not be made, cosmopolitan. He was even,
—as Prince Bismarck said in Parliament, when taxed
with having personal relations with him,—patriotic. At
least he was an intense believer in Prussia; less, how-
ever, because he was a Prussian than because Prussia
was a strong State, and because he thought that strong
States alone could do the world’s work in Germany or
elsewhere. By nationality in itself he set but little
store ; a nationality had a right to separate existence if
it could assert it, but if it were weak and struggling,
its only duty was to submit with thankfulness to annex-
ation by a stronger power. He wished his followers,
therefore, to keep aloof from the doings of other nations,
and to concentrate their whole exertions upon victory
at the elections in their own country and the gradual
development of productive associations on national loans.
This restriction of the range of the movement had from
the first dissatisfied some of its adherents, especially a
certain active section who hated Prussia as much as
Lassalle believed in her, and after the influence of the
International began to make itself felt upon the agitation
in Germany, this difference of opinion gathered gradually
to a head. In 1868 a motion was brought before the
general meeting of the League in favour of establishing
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relations with the International and accepting its pro-
gramme. The chief promoters of this motion were the
two present leaders of the Social Democratic party in
the Reichstag, Liebknecht —an insurgent of 1848, a refu-
gee in London till 1862, and thereafter a journalist in
Germany — and Bebel, a cooper in Leipzig, and it was
- strongly opposed by the president of the League, Dr.
von Schweitzer, an advocate in Frankfort, and a strong
champion of Prussia, who was elected to the presidency
in 1866, just at the time the extension of the suffrage
cgave a fresh impetus to the movement, and whose
energy and gifts of management contributed greatly to
the development of the organisation. The motion was
carried by a substantial majority, but before next year
Von Schweitzer had succeeded in turning the tables
on his opponents, and at the general meeting in 1869,
Liebknecht and Bebel were expelled from the League,
as traitors to the labourers’ cause. After their expulsion
they called together in the same year a congress of
working men at Eisenach, which was attended mainly
by delegates from Awustria and South Germany, and
founded an independent organisation on the principles
of the International and under the name of the Social
Democratic Labour Party of Germany. The two organ-
isations existed side by side till 1874, when a union was
effected between them at a general meeting at Gotha,
and they became henceforth the Socialist Labour Party.
This was the burial of the national socialism of Lassalle,
for though in deference to his followers, the new pro-
gramme promised in the meantime to work within
national limits, it expressly recognised that the labour-
ers’ movement was international, and that the great
aim to be striven after was a state of society in which
every man should be obliged to share in the general
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labour aceording to his powers, and have a right to
receive from the aggregate product of labour according
to what was termed his rational requirements. Some
“orthodox Lassalleans,” as they called themselves, held
aloof from this compromise, but they are too few to be
of any importance.

Among the causes which brought the others to so -
much unanimity was undoubtedly the establishment of
the German Empire in 1871, which was viewed with
universal aversion by socialists of every shade. On the
outbreak of the war, Schweitzer and the members of
the original League gave their sympathies warmly to the
arms of their country, and the Social Democratic party
was nearly equally divided on the subject ; but after the
foundation of the French Republie, they all with one
consent declared that the war ought now to cease, and
the socialist deputies, no matter which organisation they
belonged to, voted without exception against granting
supplies for its continuance. They were likewise op-
posed to the recognition of the title of emperor and to
the constitution of the empire, and indeed. as republi-
cans they could not be anything else. From a recollee-
tion mainly of these votes Prince Bismarck considers
the movement to be unpatriotic and hostile to the em-
pire, and accordingly suppressed its propaganda in 1878,
when its growth seemed likely to prove a serious dan-
ger to an empire whose stability was still far from be-
ing assured by any experience of its advantages. The
socialists retorted upon this policy at their congress at
Wyden, Switzerland, in 1878, by striking out of their
programme the limitation of proceeding by legal means,
on the ground that the action of the government having
made legal means impracticable, no resource was left
but to meet force by force. They have consequently
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thrown aside the last shred of the practical poliey of
Lassalle, and stand out now as a party of international
revolution.

The movement could, however, hardly help becoming
international ; not, as some allege, because this is a
peculiarity of revolutionary parties; on the contrary,
other parties may also exhibit it. What, for example,
was the Holy Alliance but an international league of
the monarchical and aristocratic parties against the ad-
vance of popular rights? Nor is it a peculiarity of the
present time only. No doubt the increased inter-com-
munication and inter-dependence between countries now
facilitate its development. There are no longer nations
in Europe, said Heine, but only parties. But in reality
it has always been nearly as much so as now. Any
party founded on a definite general principle or interest
may in any age become international, and even what
may seem unpatriotic. The Protestants of France in
the sixteenth century sought help from England, and the
Jacobites of England in the eighteenth sought help from
France; just as the German socialists of 1870 sided with
the French after Sedan, and the French communists of
1871 preferred to see their country occupied by the
Germans rather than governed by the “ Versaillais.” In
all these cases the party principles were naturally inter-
national and the party bias overcame the patriotic.

Besides, the socialist is, almost by necessity of his
position and principles, predisposed to discourage and
condemn patriotism. Others indeed condemn it as well
as he. Most of the great writers who revived German
literature towards the beginning of this century — Les-
sing, Herder, Wieland, Goethe — have all disparaged it.
They looked on it as a narrow and obsolete virtue, useful
enough perhaps in rude times, but a hindrance to rational
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progress now ; the modern virtue was humanity, the idea
of which had just freshly burst upon their age like a new
power. This consideration may no doubt to some ex-
tent weigh with socialists also, for their whole thinking
is leavened with the notion of humanity, but their most
immediate objection to patriotism is one of a practical
nature. Their complaint used always to be that the
proletarian had no country, because he was excluded
from political rights. He was not a citizen, and why
should he have the feelings of one? Dut now he has
got political rights, and they still complain. He is in
the country, they say, but not yet of it. He is practi-
cally excluded from its civilisation, from all that makes
the country worth living or fighting for. He has no
country, for he is denied a man’s share in the life that
is going in any. Edmund Ludlow wrote over his door
in exile —
% Every land is my fatherland
For all lands are my Father’s.”

The modern socialist says, No land is my fatherland, for
in none am I a son. He helieves himself to be equally
neglected in all, and that is precisely the severest strain
that can try the patriotic sentiment. The proletarian
is taught that in every country he is a slave, and that
patriotism and religion only reconcile him to remaining
50,



CHAPTER III.

KARL MARX.

IT is a curious and not unmeaning circumstance that
the country where Karl Marx is least known, is that in
which for the last thirty years he lived and worked.
His word has gone into all the earth and evoked in
some quarters echoes which governments will neither
let live nor let die, but here, where it was pronounced,
its sound has scarcely been heard. His principle book,
“Das Kapital,” is a eriticism of the modern industrial
system as explained by English economists and exem- -
plified in English society. Though written in German
it seldom cites a German authority, but it shows an
unusual knowledge of the earlier English economical
writers, it goes very fully into the circumstances of
English labour, as deseribed in Parliamentary blue
books ; it constantly draws its illustrations from Eng-
lish industrial life, and always even states its money
allusions in terms of English coin (probably because no
other currency is so well known to so many nations).
Yet English is perhaps the only one of the greater lan-
guages of the civilised world in which this work has not
been translated — a circumstance which is the more
noteworthy, because it shows, that, however democratic
socialism has spread in America, it has as yet taken no
hold on the interest of the English-speaking population.

Marx himself could have few more fervent desires than
104
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to effect a footing for his doetrines among the working
class of this country; for the great object to which he
devoted his energies — with, I believe, a thoroughly
disinterested, though mistaken zeal — for nearly forty
years was the organisation of a consentaneous interna-
tional movement among the proletariate of all civilised
nations for an organic reconstruction of society, and he
declares unreservedly that any proletariate movement
in which England takes no part is * nothing better than
a storm in a glass of water.” For England is the classi-
cal land of the proletariate, where the monster was first
bred, where it has consequently grown to greatest ma-
turity, and where, if anywhere, it must first show its
might. Yet the writings of Marx are hardly better
known in this country than those of Confucius, and it
is doubtful whether, outside of a few Radical clubs in
London, the English proletariate so much as know his
name. In Russia, on the other hand, where there is no
modern system of production and no modern prole-
tariate at all, his work has had a large sale, as many
as 3,000 copies having been disposed of within a year
after the translation appeared. That is to say, the book
has had a striking success in the country to whose cir-
cumstances it applies least, and the coldest reception
in the country whose circumstances-it most directly
deals with. The fortunes of this work seem thus, to
some extent, to mock the theory on which it is founded ;
for if, as its author alleges, the course of industry is
creating an intolerable economical situation, it is at -
least noteworthy that the society where that situation
is admittedly most completely developed, and where,
therefore, there ought to be the greatest call for social-
ism, should have made least response to it, although it
happens at the same time to be the society where those
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who are supposed to suffer from the situation possess
the largest freedom to express their mind.

The reason of this is obvious; the most energetic ele-
ment in contemporary socialism is political rather than
economical. The movement is before all revolutionary,
and finds its easiest points of contact in quarters where
a revolutionary opposition already exists. In Russia, it
is true, there is more than one party whose ways of
thinking would prepare them to give the socialistic idea
a hospitable welcome. There is the national party,
who believe the Russian mir and artel are to supply
the model for the social organisation of modern Europe,
who are proud to think with Herzen that their despised
peasant, disguised with dirt and muddled with brandy,
has solved the social problem of the nineteenth century,
and who would therefore give a ready ear to teaching
which fed a hope so agreeable to their national vanity.
But the party chiefly interested in socialism is the too
well known party of disorder, who naturally entertain
a fraternal sympathy with any sort of revolutionary
agitation elsewhere. In England again, there is no
democratic or revolutionary opposition, organised or
speculative. The Irish disaffection is founded on race
antipathy and not on political principle ; it is neither
democratic nor monarchial ; it is only nationalist; and
the anti-rent agitation was a socialistic insurrection with
the socialism left out of it. It contained no thought

of social liquidation, and built its whole claim on an-

cient customary right and not on modern abstractions.
Apart from the Irish question, the course of polities in
this country has long run very smoothly; none of the
questions of the day have forced the fundamental prin-
ciples of the existing system into popular debate ; there
has been no abstract philosophical discussion of them
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of any deep-reaching kind : and the working classes are
preoccupied with the development of trades-unions,
of friendly societies, and of the great co-operative move-
ment, from which, in spite of many discouragements,
they not unwarrantably expect great results. Revolu-
tionary socialism is therefore quite foreign to the pres-
ent temper of the English mind ; and if it ever acquires
a footing here, it will not be from any change in the
economical situation, but it will be from the growth of
an energetic democratic agitation, excited either by the
injudicious obstinacy of those in power, or by the direct
teaching of influential thinkers. A democratic party
may not be all socialists, but it will ever have a strong
tendency to socialism, which a section of the party will
always follow. For, whatever may be the case with
democracy triumphant and settled, democracy militant,
the democracy of an agitating party, is necessarily pene-
trated by an overmastering sense of the claims of num-
bers, and by a most dangerous depreciation of the rights
of individuals, and of the value of individuality. Now
this conception of the unlimited right of the greatest
number convoys you to the gates of socialism of the
contemporary type, and you cannot well get to those
gates without its convoy.

The importance of this consideration will be apparent
when we turn to Germany, the great home of contempo-
rary socialism, because we find that the present move-
- ment really originated there as a direct development of
theoretical democracy, and that its spread has been
greatly promoted by the presence throughout the couu-
try of revolutionary elements bred in the long struggle:
for political emancipation. Of course, the economical
conditions of such a movement. existed. There was
no doubt misery enough, and there were no doubt ine-
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qualities enough of wealth in Germany, as there is
misery enough, and as there are inequalities enough of
wealth in most other places, to suggest the idea either
to benevolent reformers or to less well-meaning dema-
gogues, that some arrangement might be discovered,
whereby the wealth that was now wasted by the rich,
might be made to circulate so as to lessen the wretch-
edness of the poor. But as far as want went, the
classes who felt most sorely pinched at the time were
the professional classes, of whose straits Treitschke
gives us an affecting picture, and the working classes
in general were so insensible to their indigence that
Lassalle said the first thing to be done was to teach
them their misery. If we look to the spread of the
movement, then next to the effective agitation of Las-
salle, and to the impetus given by the concession of
universal suffrage in 1866, which supplied an imme-

diate practical work to concentrate the energies of the

organisation upon, what most contributed to it was the
presence of the survivors of the political movement of
1848, and the continued development of similar political
elements from the operation of similar political causes.
And if we go back to the earlier origin of the move-
ment, to the time when its peculiar type of doctrine
was first disseminated in Germany, its representatives
then —some of whom are its chief leaders still —would
have scorned the suggestion that the revolution they
contemplated had its origin, as Napoleon said all revo-
lutions had, in the belly. To their thinking a revolu-
tion was the work of time, aided by philosophy. It was
a product, on the one hand, of the natural forces of
historical evolution, and, on the other, of philosophy
teaching the people to take a conscious share in its
production. The present form of socialism appeared

1
1
!
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first some forty years ago among the Young Hegelians
as part of a very wide-reaching philosophy of life, and
it was at once eagerly embraced by political exiles
. across the German border as their dream and hope for
the future, even while, as they themselves believed, the
very materials for making it a popular or triumphant
movement had not as yet come into existence. They
were told that by ordinary process of historical evolu-
tion the labouring and lower middle classes were being
rapidly converted into one immense proletariate, whose
development would inevitably bring in a reign of de-
mocracy with socialism, and they sat by the waters of
London or Geneva and waited — not without freaks
of impatient and delusive anticipation — for the birth
of this great German proletariate which should break
all bonds and effect the redemption of society. There
are thus to be taken into account, in explaining German
socialism, two special historical conditions which con-
tributed to lend it its particular type, and to facilitate
its subsequent spread. First, the remarkable course
of philosophical speculation which the nation passed
through in the earlier half of this century, and which
spared nothing in heaven or earth from its most power-
ful crucible; and second, the long-standing struggle for
political emancipation, which, according to Freiligrath’s
figure, kept Germany in a restless agitation, like Ham-
let, haunted incessantly by the ghost of its freedom, and
maddening itself fitfully to fruitless revenges. Now all
this cannot be better illustrated than in connection with
the career of Karl Marx, who was probably the first of
the Young Hegelians to become a decided adherent of
socialism, and who proclaimed then a socialism substan-
tially identical with that which appears to-day in an
ampler form in his work on Capital. ’
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Born at Tréves in 1818, the son of a Christian Jew
who had a high post in the Civil Service, Marx was
sent to the University of Bonn, towards the end of the
'30s, won a considerable reputation there in philosophy
and jurisprudence, determined, like Lassalle, to devote
himself to the academic profession, and seemed destined
for an eminently successful career, in which his subse-
quent marriage with the sister of the Prussian Minister
of State, Von Westphalen, would certainly have facili-
tated his advancement. But at the University he came
under the spell of Hegel, and passed, step by step, with
the Extreme Left of the Hegelian school, into the philo-
sophieal, religious, and political Radicalism which finally
concentrated into the Humanism of Feuerbach. Just
as he had finished his curriculum, the accession of
Frederick William IV. in 1840 stirred a rustle of most
misplaced expectation among the Liberals of Germany,
who thought the day of freedom was at length to break,
and who rose with generous eagerness to the tasks to
which it was to summon them. Under the influence of
these hopes and feelings, Marx abandoned the profes-
sorial for an editorial life, and committed himself at the
very outset of his days to a political position which
compromised him hopelessly with German governments,
and forced him, step by step, into a long career of
revolutionary agitation and organisation. He joined
the staff of the Rhenish Gazette, which was founded
at that time in Cologne by the leading Liberals of the
Rhine country, including Camphausen and Hansemann,
and which was the organ of the Young Hegelian, or
Philosophical Radical party, and he made so great an
impression by his bold and vigorous criticism of the
proceedings of the Rhenish Landtag that he was ap-
.pointed editor of the newspaper in 1842, In this post
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he continued his attacks on the Government, and they
were at once so effective and so carefully worded that
a special censor was sent from Berlin to Cologne to take
supervision of his articles. and when this ageney proved
ineffectual, the journal was suppressed by order of the
Prussian Ministry in 1843. From Cologne Marx went
to Paris to be joint editor of the Deutsche Franzésische
Jahrbiicher with Arnold Ruge, a leader of the Hegelian
Extreme Left, who had been deprived of his professor-
ship at the University of Halle by the Prussian Govern-
ment, and whose magazine, the Deutsehe Jahrbiicher,
published latterly at Leipzig to escape the Prussian au-
thority, had just been suppressed by the Saxon. The
Deutsche Franzdsische Jahrbiicher were published by the
well-known Julius Froebel, who had some time before
given up his professorship at Zurich to edit a demo-
eratic newspaper, and open a shop for the sale of demo-
crati¢ literature; who professed himself a communist
in Switzerland, and had written some able works, with
very radical and socialistic leanings, but who seems to
have gone on a different tack at the time of the Las-
sallean movement, for he was — as Meding shows us in
his *“ Memoiren zur Zeitgeschichte " — the prime pro-
moter of the ill-fated Congress of Princes at Frankfort
in 1865. The new magazine was intended to be a con-
tinuation of the suppressed Deutsche Jahrbiicher, on a
more extended plan, embracing French as well as Ger-
man contributors, and supplying in some sort a means
of uniting the Extreme Left of both nations; but no
French eontribution ever appeared in it, and it ceased
altogether in a: year's time, probably for commercial
reasons, though there is no unlikelihood in the allega-
tion sometimes made, that it was stopped in consequence
of a difference between the editors as to the treatment
of the question of communism.
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The Young Hegelians had already begun to take the
keenest interest in that question, but were, for a time,
curiously perplexed as to the attitude they should as-
sume towards it. They seem to have been fascinated
and repelled by turns by the system, and to have been
equally unable to cast it aside or to commit themselves
fairly to it. Karl Griin, himself a Young Hegelian,
says that at first they feared socialism, and points, for
striking evidence of this, to the fact that the Rhenish
Grazette bestowed an enthusiastic welcome on Stein's
book on French ecommunism, although that book con-
demned the system from a theologically orthodox and
politically reactionary point of view. DBut he adds that
the Young Hegelians contributed to the spread of social-
ism against their will, that it was through the interest
they took in its speculations and experiments that so-
cialism acquired credit and support in public opinion in
Germany, and that the earliest traces of avowed social-
ism are to be found in the Rhenish Gazette. If we may
judge by the extracts from some of Marx’s articles in
that journal which are given in Bruno Bauer’s « Voll-
stindige Geschichte der Parthei-Kimpfe in Deutsch-
land wihrend der Jihre 1842-46,” we should say that
Marx was even at this early period a decided socialist,
for he often complains of the great wrong * the poor
dumb millions ” suffer in being excluded by their pov-
erty from the possibility of a free development of their
powers, “and from any participation in the fruits of
civilisation,” and maintains that the State had far other
duty towards them than to come in contact with them
only through the police. When Ruge visited Cabet
in Paris he said that he and his friends (meaning,
he explained, the philosophical and political opposition)
stood so far aloof from the question of communism
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that they had never yet so much as raised it, and that,
while there were communists in Germany, there was no
communistic party. This statement is probably equiva-
lent to saying that he and his school took as yet a
purely theoretical and platonic interest in socialism, and
had not come to adopt it as part of their practical pro-
gramme. Most of them were already communists by
conviction, and the others felt their general philosophi-
cal and political prineiples forcing them towards com-
munism, and the reason of their hesitation in accepting
it is probably expressed by Ruge, when he says (in an
article in Heinzen’s * Die Opposition,” p. 103), that the
element of truth in ecommunism was its sense of the
necessity of political emancipation, but that there was
a great danger of communists forgetting the political
question in their zeal for the social. It was chiefly
under the influence of the Humanism into which Feuer-
bach had transformed the Idealism of Hegel, that the
Hegelian Left passed into communism. Humanist and
communist became nearly convertible terms. Friedrich
Engels mentions in his book on the condition of the
English working classes, published in 1845, that all the
German communists of that day were followers of Feuer-
bach, and most of the followers of Feuerbach in Ger-
many (Ruge seems to have remained an exception)
were communists. Stein attributed French socialism
greatly to the prevailing sensualistic character of French
philesophy, which conceived enjoyment to be man’s only
good, and never rose to what he calls the great German
conception, the logical conception of the Ego, the idea
of knowing for the sake of knowing. The inference
this contrast suggests is that the metaphysics of Ger-
many had been her protector, her national guard, against
socialism, but, as we see, at the very time he was writ-
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ing the guard was turning traitor, and a native social
ism was springing up by natural generation out of the
idealistic philosophy. The fact, however, rather con
firms the force of Stein’s remark, for the Hegelian ideal-
ism first bred the more sensualistic system of humanism,
and then humanism bred socialism.

Hegel had transformed the transcendental world of
current opinion, with its personal deity and personal
immortality, into a world of reason; and Feuerbach
went a step further, and abolished what he counted the
transcendency of reason itself. Heaven and God, he
entirely admitted, were nothing but subjective illusions,
fantastic projections of man’s own being and his own
real world into external spheres. But mind, an abstract
entity, and reason, a universal and single principle,
were, in his opinion, illusions too. There was nothing
real but man —the concrete flesh and blood man who
thinks and feels. *God,” says Feuerbach, speaking of
his mental development, * was my first thought, Reason
my second, Man my third and last.” He passed, as
Lange points out, through Comte’s three epochs. The-
ology was swept away, and then metaphysies, and in its
room came a positive and materialistic anthropology
which declared that the senses were the sole sources of
real knowledge, that the body was not only part of

man’s being, but its totality and essence, and in short

that man is what he eats — Der Mensch ist was er isst.
Man, therefore, had no other God before man, and the
promotion of man’s happiness and culture in this earthly
life — which was his only life — was the sole natural
object of his political or religious interest. This system
was popularised by Feuerbach’s brother Friedrich, in a
little work called the * Religion of the Future,” which

enjoyed a high authority among the German commu- .

4
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nists, and formed a kind of lectionary they read and
commented on at their stated meetings. The object of
the new religion is thus described in it: —* Man alone
is our God, our father, our judge, our redeemer, our
true home, our law and rule, the alpha and omega of
our political, moral, public, and domestic life and work.
There is no salvation but by man.” And the cardinal
articles of the faith are that human nature is holy, that
the impulse to pleasure is holy, that everything which
gratifies it is holy, that every man is destined and en-
titled to be happy, and for the attainment of this end
has the right to claim the greatest possible assistance
from others, and the duty to afford the same to them in
turn.

Now the tendency of this metaphysical and moral
teaching was strongly democratic and socialistic. There
was said to be in the existing political system a false
transcendency identical with that of the current reli-
gious system. King and council hovered high and away
above the real life of society in a world of their own,
looking on political power as a kind of private property,
and careless of mankind, from whom it sprang, to whom
it belonged, and by whom and for whom it should be
administered. ¢ The princes are gods,” says Feuerbach,
“and they must share the same fate. The dissolution
of theology into anthropology in the field of thought is
the dissolution of monarchy into republic in the field of
politics. Dualism, separation is the essence of theology;
dualism, separation is the essence of monarchy. There
we have the antithesis of God and world ; here we have
the antithesis of state and people.” This dualism must
be abolished. The state must be Aumanized —must be
made an instrument in the hands of all for the welfare
of all; and its inhabitants must be politized, for they,
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all of them, constitute the polis. Man must no longer
be a means, but must be everywhere and always an end.
There was nobody above man ; there was neither super-
human person, nor consecrated person; neither deity,
nor divine right. And, on the other hand, as there is
no person who in being or right is more than man, so
there must be no person who is less. There must be
no unmenschen, no slaves, no heretics, no outcasts, no
outlaws, but every being who wears human flesh must
be placed in the enjoyment of the full rights and privi-
leges of man. The will of man be done, hallowed be
his name.

These principles already bring us to the threshold of
socialism, and now Feuerbach’s peculiar ethical prineiple
carries us into its courts. That prineiple has been well
termed Tuism, to distinguish it from Egoism. The
human unit is not the individual, but man in converse
with man, the sensual Ego with the sensual Tu. The
insolated man is incomplete, both as a moral and as a
thinking being. * The nature of man is contained only
in the community, in the unity of man with man. Iso-
lation is finitude and limitation, community is freedom
and infinity. Man by himself is but man; man with
man, the unity of I and Thou, is God.” Feuerbach
personally never became a communist, for he says his
principle was neither egoism nor communism, but the
combination of both. They were equally true, for they
were inseparable, and to condemn self-love would be,
he declared, to condemn love to others at the same time,
for love to others was nothing but a recognition that
their self-love was justifiable. DBut it is easy to per-
ceive the natural tendency of the teaching that the
social man was the true human unit and essence, and
was to the individual as a God. With most of his dis-




KARL MARX. 117

ciples Humanism meant making the individual disap-
pear in the community, making egoism disappear in
love, and making private property disappear in collec-
tive. Hess flatly declared that *the species was the
end, and the individuals were only means.” Ruge dis-
puted this doetrine, and contended that the empirical
individual was the true human unit and the true end,
but even he said that socialism was the humanism of
common life. Griin passes into socialism by simply
applying to property Feuerbach's method of dealing
with theology and monarchy. He argues that if the
true essence of man is the social man, then, just as the-
ology is anthropology, so is anthropology socialism, for
property is at present entirely alienated, externalised
from the social man. There is a false transcendency in
it, like that of divinity and monarchy. ¢Deal, there-
fore,” he says, *“with the practical God, money, as
Feuerbach dealt with the theoretical;” humanize it.
Make property an inalienable possession of manhood,
of every man as man. For property is a necessary
material for his social activity, and therefore ought to
belong as inalienably and essentially to him as every-
thing which he otherwise possesses as means or mate-
rials of his aectivity in life; as inalienably, for example,
as his body or his personal acquirements. If man is
the social man, some social possession is then necessary
to his manhood, and might be called an essential part
of it ; but existing property is something outside, as
separate from him as heaven or the sovereign power.
Griin accordingly says that Feuerbach’s * Essence of
Christianity ” supplies the theoretical basis for Proud-
hon'’s social system, because the latter only applies to
practical life the principles which the former applied to
religion and metaphysics, but he admits that neither
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Feuerbach nor Proudhon would acknowledge the con-
nection.

We thus see how theoretical humanism —a philesophy
and a religion —led easily over into the two important
articles of practical humanism, a democratic transfor-
mation of the State and a communistic transformation
of society. This was the ideal of the humanists, and it
contains ample and wide-reaching positive features, but
when it came to practical action they preferred for the
present to take up an attitude of simple but implacable
negation to the existing order of things. No doubt
variety of opinion existed among them ; but if they are
to be judged by what seemed their dominant interest
they were revolutionaries and nothing else. They
repudiated with one consent the socialist utopias of
France, and refrained on principle from committing
themselves to, or even discussing, any positive scheme

of reconstruction whatsoever. They held it premature

to think of positive proposals, which would, moreover,
be sure to sow divisions among themselves. Their
first great business was not to build up but to destroy,
and their work in the meantime was therefore to develop
the revolutionary spirit to its utmost possible energy,
by exciting hatred against all existing institutions; in
short, to create an immense reservoir of revolutionary
energy which might be turned to account when its op-
portunity arrived. Their position is singularly like the
phase of Russian nihilism described by Baron Fircks,
and presented to us in Turgenieff's novels. It is ex-
pressed very plainly by W. Marr, himself an active
humanist, who carried Feuerbach’'s * Essence of Chris-
tianity 7 as his constant companion, and founded a
secret society for promoting humanistic views. In his
interesting book on Secret Societies in Switzerland,
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he says, *“The masses can only be gathered under
the flag of negation. When you present detailed plans,
you exeite controversies and sow divisions; you repeat
the mistake of the French socialists, who have seattered
their redoubtable forces because they tried to carry for-
mulated systems. We are content to lay down the foun-
dation of the revolution. We shall have deserved well
of it if we stir hatred and contempt against all exist-
ing institutions. We make war against all prevailing
ideas, of religion, of the State, of country, of patriotism.
The idea of God is the keystone of a perverted civili-
sation. It must be destroyed. The true root of liberty,
of equality, of culture, is Atheism. Nothing must
restrain the spontaneity of the human mind.” All
this work of annihilation could neither be done by
reform, nor by conspiracy, but only by revolution, and
“a revolution is never made , it makes itself.” While
the revolution was making, Marr founded an association
in Switzerland, * Young Germany,” which should pre-
pare society for taking effective action when the hour
came. There was a “ Young Germany " in Switzerland
when he arrived there, part of a federation of secret
societies established by Mazzini in 1834, under the gen-
eral name of “ Young Europe,” and comprising three
series of societies: — * Young Italy,” composed of Ital-
ians; “ Young Poland,” of Poles; and * Young Ger-
many,” of Germans. DBut this organisation was not at
all to Marr's mind, because it concerned itself with noth-
ing but polities, and because its method was conspiracy.
« Great transformations,” he said, “are never prepared
by conspiracies,” and it was a very great transformation
indeed that he contemplated. He therefore formed a
“ Young Germany ” of his own. His plan was to plant
a lodge, or “family,” wherever there existed a German
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working men’s association. The members of this family
became members of the association and formed a leaven
which influenced all around them, and, through the
wandering habits of the German working class, was
carried to much wider eircles. The family met for polit-
ical discussion once a week, read Friedrich Feuerbach
together on the Sundays with fresh recruits, who, when
they had mastered him, were said to have put off the
old man; and their very password was humanity, a
brother being recognised by using the half-word Aw-
man —? interrogatively, and the other replying by the
remaining half —it@t. The members were all ardent
democrats, but, as a rule, so national in their sympathies
that the leaders made it one great object of their disei-
plina arcani to stifle the sentiment of patriotism by
subjecting it to constant ridicule.

Their relations to communism are not quite easy to
determine. Marr himself sometimes expresses disap-
proval of the system. He says “Communism is the
expression of impotence of will. The communists lack
confidence in themselves. They suffer under social
oppression, and look around for consolation instead of
seeking for weapons to emancipate themselves with. It
is only a world — weariness desiring illusion as the con-
dition of its life.” He says the belief in the absolute
dependence of man on matter, is the shortest and most
pregnant definition of communism, and that it starts
from the principle that man is a slave and incapable of
emancipating himself. But, on the other hand, he com-
plains that the members of * Young Germany ™ did not
sufficiently appreciate the social question, being dis-
gusted with the fanaticism of the communists. By the
communists, he here means the followers of Weitling
and Albrecht, who were at that time creating a party
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movement in Switzerland. The prophet Albrecht, as
he is called, was simply a crazy mystic with proclivities
to sedition which brought him at length to prison for
six years, and which took there an eschatological turn
from his having, it is said, nothing to read but the Bible,
so that on his release he went about prophesying that
Jehovah had prepared a way in the desert, which was
Switzerland, for bringing into Europe a reign of peace,
in which people should hold all things in common and
enjoy complete sensuous happiness, sitting under their
common vine and fig-tree, with neither king nor priest
to make them any more afraid. Weitling was not quite
so unimportant, but the attention he excited at the time
is certainly not justified by any of the writings he has
left us. He was a tailor from Magdeburg, who was
above his work, believing himself to be a poet and a
man of letters, condemned by hard fate and iniquitous
social arrangements to a dull and cruel lot. Having
gone to Paris when socialism was the rage there, he
eagerly embraced that new gospel, and went to Switzer-
land to ecarry its message of hope to his own German
countrymen. There he forsook the needle altogether,
and lived as the paid apostle of the dignity of manual
labour, for which he had himself little mind. His ideas
are crude, confused, and arbitrary. His ideal of society
was a community of labourers, with no State, no Church,
no individual property, no distinction of rank or position,
no nationality, no fatherland. All were to have equal
rights and duties, and each was to be put in a position
to develop his capacity and gratify his bents as far as
possible. He was moved more by the desire for abstract
equality than German socialists of the humanist or con-
temporary type, for they do not build on the justice of
a more equal distribution of wealth so much as on the
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necessity of the possession of property for the free devel-
opment of the human personality. He is entirely Ger-
man, however, in his idea of the government of the new
society. It was to be governed by the three greatest
philosophers of the age, assisted by a board of trade, a
board of health, and a board of education. In Switzer-
land he founded, to promote his views, a secret society,
the * Alliance of the Just,” which had branches in most
of the Swiss towns. Its members were chiefly Germans
from Germany, for very few of the communists in Swit-
zerland were born Swiss, and according to Marr, who
was present at some of their meetings, they were three-
fourths of them tailors. «I felt,” says Marr, “ when I
entered one of these clubs that I was with the mother
of tailors. The tailor sitting and chatting at his work
is always extreme in his opinions. Tailor and commu-
nist are synonymous terms.” It was to some of the
leaders of this alliance that Weitling unfolded his wild
scheme of a proletariate raid, according to which an
army of 20,000 brigands was to be raised among the
proletariate of the large towns, to go with torch and
sword into all the countries of Europe, and terrify the
bourgeoisie into a recognition of universal community of
goods. It is only fair to add that his proposal met with
no favour. Letters were found in his possession, and
subsequently published in Bluntschli’s official report,
which show that some of Weitling’s correspondents
regarded his scheme with horror and others treated it
with ridicule. One of them said it was trying to found
the kingdom of heaven with the furies of hell. The rela-
tions between “ Young Germany 7 and Weitling’s allies
were apparently not cordial, though they had so much
in eommon that, on the one hand, Weitling’s corre-
spondents urge him to keep on good terms with * Young
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Germany,” and, on the other, Marr says he actually tried
to get a common standing ground with the communists,
and thought he had found it in the negation of the
present system of things—the negation of religion, the
negation of patriotism, the negation of subjection to
authority.

Now the importance of this excursus on the Young
Hegelians lies in the fact that Karl Marx was a human-
ist, and looked on humanism as the vital and creative
principle in the renovation of political and industrial
society. In the Deutsche Franzisische Jahrbiicher he
published an article on the Hegelian Philosophy of
Right, in which he says: ¢ The new revolution will be
introduced by philosophy. The revolutionary tradition
of Germany is theoretical. The Reformation was the
work of a monk; the Revolution will be the work of a
philosopher.” The particular philosophy that was to
do the work is that of the German erities, whose ecri-
tique of religion had ended in the dogma that man is
the highest being for man, and in the categorical im-
perative, “to destroy everything in the present order
of things that makes a man a degraded, insulted, for-
saken, and despised being.” But philosophy cannot
work a revolution without material weapons; and it
will find its material weapon in the proletariate, which
he owns, however, was at the time he wrote only begin-
ning to be formed in Germany. DBut when it rises in
its strength, it will be irresistible, and the revolution
which it will accomplish will be the only one known to
history that is not utopian. Other revolutions have
been partial, wrought by a class in the interests of a
class; but this one will be a universal and uniform
revolution, effected in the name of all society, for the
proletariate is a class which possesses a universal char-
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acter because it dissolves all other separate classes into
itself. It is the only class that takes its stand on a
human and not a historical title. Its very sorrows and
grievances have nothing special or relative in them;
they are the broad sorrows and grievances of humanity.
And its claims are like them; for it asks no special
privileges or special prerogatives; it asks nothing but
what all the world will share along with it. The his-
tory of the world is the judgment of the world, and
the duration of an order of things founded on the
ascendancy of a limited class possessing money and
culture, is practically condemned and foredoomed by
the rapid multiplication of a large class outside which
possess neither. The growth of this latter body not
merely tends to produce, but actually és, the dissolu-
tion of the existing system of things. For the existing
system is founded on the assertion of private property,
but the proletariate is forced by society to take the
opposite principle of the negation of private property
for the principle of its own life, and will naturally
carry that principle into all society when it gains the
power, as it is rapidly and inevitably doing. Marx
sums up: “The only practical emancipation for Ger-
many is an emancipation proceeding from the stand-
point of the theory which explains man to be the
highest being for man. In Germany the emancipation
from the middle ages is only possible as at the same
time an emancipation from the partial conquests of the
middle ages. In Germany one kind of bond cannot
be broken without all other bonds being broken too.
Germany is by nature too thorough to be able to revo-
lutionize without revolutionizing from a fundamental
principle, and following that principle to its utmost
limits ; and therefore the emancipation of Germany will
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be the emancipation of man. The head of this eman-
cipation is philosophy; its heart is the proletariate.”
He adds that when things are ripe, *“ when all the inner
conditions have been completed, the German resurrec-
tion day will be heralded by the crowing of the Gallic
cock.”

In this essay we mark already Marx’s overmastering
belief in natural historical evolution, which he had learnt
from Hegel, and which prevented him from having any
sympathy with the utopian projects of the French social-
ists. They vainly imagined, he held, that they could
create a new world right off, whereas it was only possi-
ble to do so by observing a rigorous conformity to the
laws of the development already in progress, by mak-
ing use of the forces already at work, and proceeding in
the direction towards which the stream of things was
itself slowly but mightily moving. Hegel sought the
principle of organic development in the State, but Marx
sought it rather in civil society, and believed he had
discovered it in that most mighty, though unconscious
product of the large system of industry, the modern
proletariate, which was born to revolution as the sparks
fly upward; and in the simultaneous decline of the
middle classes, that is, of the conservative element
which could resist the change. The process which
was, as he held, now converting society into an aggre-
gate of beggars and millionaires was bound eventually
to overleap itself and land in a communism. I shall
not discuss the truth of this conception at present, but
it contributes, along with the sentiments of justice and
humanity that animate — rightly or wrongly — the
ideal of the socialists, to lend something of a religious
force to their movement, for they feel that they are
fellow-workers with the nature of things.
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We left Marx in Paris, and on returning to him, we
find him engaged —as indeed we usually do when his
history comes into notice —in a threefold warfare.
Besides his general war against the arrangements of
modern society, he is always carrying on a bitter and
implacable war against the Prussian Government, and
is often engaged in controversy — sometimes very per-
sonal — with foes of his own philosophical or revolu-
tionary household. After the cessation of the Deutsche
Franzisische Jahrbiicher, Marx edited a paper called
Vorwdrts, and in this and other journals open to him,
he attacked the Prussian administration so strongly
that that administration complained to Guizot, who
gave him orders to quit France. His more personal
controversy at this time arose out of one of the schisms
of the Young Hegelians, and he and his friend Fried-
rich Engels wrote a pamphlet — ¢ Die Heilige Familie ”
against the Hegelian Idealism, and especially against
Bruno Bauer, who had offended him —says Erdmann,
in his ¢ History of Philosophy ” —at once as Jew, as
Radical, and as journalist. When expelled from France,
he went to Brussels, where he was allowed to continue
his war upon the Prussian Government without inter-
ference, till the revolution of 1848. During this period
he devoted his attention more particularly than hither-
to to commercial subjects, and published in 1846 his
“ Discours sur le Libre-échange,” and in 1847 his
“ Misére de la Philosophie,” a reply to Proudhon’s
“ Philosophie de la Misére” — both in French.

While in Brussels, Marx received an invitation from
the London Central Committee of the Communist
League to join that society. This league had been
founded in Paris in 1836, for the purpose of propagat-
ing communist opinions among the working men of
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Germany. Its organisation was analogous to that of
the International and other societies of the same kind.
A certain number of members constituted a Gemeinde,
the several Gemeinden in the same town constituted a
Kreis, a number of Kreise were grouped into a leading
Ireis, and at the head of the whole was the Central
Committee which was chosen at a general congress of
deputies from all the Kreise, and which had since 1840
had its seat in London. The method of the league
was to establish, as a sphere of operation, German
working men’s improvement associations everywhere.
The travelling custom of German working men greatly
facilitated this work, and numbers of these associations
were soon founded in Switzerland, England, Belgium,
and the United States. The reason its committee ap-
plied to Marx was that he had just published a series of
pamphlets in Brussels in which, as he tells us, he *sub-
mitted to a merciless criticism the medley of French-
English socialism and communism and of German
philosophy, which then constituted the secret doctrine
of the League,” and insisted that * their work could
have no tenable theoretical basis except that of a scien-
tific insight into the economical structure of society,
and that this ought to be put into a popular form, not
with the view of carrying out any utopian system, but
of promoting among the working classes and other
classes a self-conscious participation in the process of
historical transformation of society that was taking
place under their eyes.” This is always with Marx
the distinctive and ruling feature of his system. The
French schemes were impracticable utopias, because
they ignored the laws of history and the real structure
of economical society ; and he claims that his own pro-
posals are not only practicable but inevitable, because
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they strictly observe the line of the actual industrial
evolution, and are thus, at worst, plans for accelerating
the day after to-morrow. But, besides this difference
of principle, Marx thought the League should also
change its method and tactics. Its work, being that of
social revolution, was different from that of the old
political conspirators and secret societies, and therefore
needed different weapons; the times, too, were changed,
and offered new instruments. Street insurrections, sur-
prises, intrigues, pronunciamientos might overturn a dy-
" nasty, or oust a government, or bring them to reason,
but were of no avail in the world for introducing col-
lective property or abolishing wage labour. People

would just begin again the day after to work for hire

and rent their farms as they did before. A social revo-
lution needed other and larger preparation; it needed

to have the whole population first thoroughly leavened

with its principles; nay, it needed to possess an inter-
national character, depending not on detached local
outbreaks, but on steady concert in revolutionary action
on the part of the labouring classes everywhere. The
cause was not political, or even national, but social;
and society — which was indeed already pregnant with
the change — must be aroused to a conscious consent
to the delivery. What was first to be done, therefore,
was to educate and move public opinion, and in this
work the ordinary secret society went but a little way.
A secret propaganda might still be carried on, but a pub-
lic and open propaganda was more effectnal and more
suitable to the times. There never existed greater fa-
cilities for such a movement, and they ought to make
use of all the abundant means of popular agitation and
intercommunication which modern society allowed. No
more secret societies in holes and corners, no more small
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risings and petty plots, but a great broad organisation
working in open day, and working restlessly by tongue
and pen to stir the masses of all European countries
to a common international revolution. Marx sought in
short to introduce the large system of production into
the art of conspiracy.

Finding his views well received by the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist League, he acceded to their
request to attend their General Congress at London in
1847, and then, after several weeks of keen diseussion,
he prevailed upon the Congress to adopt * the Manifesto
of the Communist party,” which was composed by him-
self and Engels, and which was afterwards translated
from the German into English, French, Danish, and
Italian, and sown broadcast everywhere just before the
Revolution of 1848. This Communist League may be
said to be the first organisation —and this Communist
Manifesto the first public declaration — of the Interna-
tional Socialist Democracy that now is. The Manifesto
begins by describing the revolutionary situation into
which the course of industrial development has brought
modern society. Classes were dying out; the yeo-
manry, the nobility, the small tradesmen, would soon
be no more; and society was drawn up in two widely
separate hostile camps, the large capitalist class, or
bourgeoisie, who had all the property and power in the
country, and the labouring class, the proletariate, who
had nothing of either. The bourgevisie had played a
most revolutionary part in history. They had over-
turned feudalism, and now they had created proletari-
anism, which would soon swamp themselves. They
had collected the masses in great towns; they had kept
the course of industry in perpetual flux and insecurity
by rapid successive transformations of the instruments
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and processes of production, and by continual recur-
rences of commercial crises; and, while they had re-
duced all other classes to a proletariate, they had made
the life of the proletariate one of privation, of uncer-
tainty, of discontent, of incipient revolution. They ex-
ploited the labourer of political power ; they exploited
him of property, for they treated him as a ware, buying
himn in the cheapest market for the cost of his produe-
tion, that is to say, the cost of his living, and taking
from him the whole surplus of his work, after deduet-
ing the value of his subsistence. Under the system of
wage labour, it could not be otherwise. Wages could
never, by economical laws, rise above subsistence; and
while wage labour created property, it created it always
for the capitalist, and never for the labourer; and in
fact the latter only lived at all, so far as it was for the

interests of the governing class, the bourgeoisie, to per-

mit him. Class rule and wage labour must be swept
away, for they were radically unjust, and a new reign
must be inaugurated which would be politically demo-
cratic and socially communistie, and in which the free
development of each should be the condition for the
free development of all.

The Manifesto went on to say that communism was
not the subversion of existing principles, but their uni-
versalisation. Communism did not seek to abolish the
State, but only the bourgeois state, in which the bour-
geois exclusively hold and wield political power. Com-
munism did not seek to abolish property, but only the
bourgeois system of property, under which private prop-
erty is really already abolished for nine-tenths of socie-
ty, and maintained merely for one-tenth. Communism
did not seek to abolish marriage and the family, but
only the bourgeois system of things under which mar-
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riage and the family, in any true sense of those terms,
were virtually class institutions, for the proletariate
could not have any family life worthy of the name, so
long as their wages were so low that they were forced
to huddle up their whole family, regardless of all
decency, in a single room, so long as their wives and
daughters were victims of the seduction of the dour-
geoisie, and so long as their children were taken away
prematurely to labour in mills for bourgesis manufac-
turers, who yet held up their hands in horror at the
thought of any violation of the institution of the family.
Communism did not tend to abolish fatherland and na-
tionality — that was abolished already for the proletari-
ate, and was being abolished for the bourgeoisie, too, by
the extensions of their trade.

As to the way of emancipation, the proletariate must
strive to obtain political power, and use it to deprive
the bourgeoisie of all capital and means of production,
and to place them in the hands of the State, i.e., of the
proletariate itself organised as a governing body. Now,
for this, immediate and various measures interfering
with property, and condemned by our current economy,
were requisite. Those measures would naturally be
different for different countries, but for the most ad-
vanced countries the following were demanded: (1)
Expropriation of landed property and application of
rent to State expenditure; (2) abolition of inheritance;
(3) confiscation of the property of all emigrants and
rebels; (4) centralisation of credit in the hands of the
State by means of a national bank, with State capital
and exclusive monopoly ; (5) centralisation of all means
of transport in hands of State; (6) institution of
national factories, instruments of production, and im-
provement of lands on a common plan; (7) compulsory
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obligation of labour upon all equally, and establishment
of industrial armies, especially for agriculture, (8) joint
prosecution of agriculture and mechanical arts, and
gradual abolition of the distinetion of town and coun-
try, (9) public and gratuitous education for all chil-
dren, abolition of children’s labour in factories, &c. The
Manifesto ends by saying : — *“ The communists do not
seek to conceal their views and aims. They declare
openly that their purpose can only be obtained by a vio-
lent overthrow of all existing arrangements of society.
Let the ruling classes tremble at a communistic revolu-
tion. The proletariate have nothing to lose in it but
their chains; they have a world to win. Proletarians
of all countries, unite!”

When the French Revolution of February, 1848,
broke out, Marx was expelled without circumstance

from Brussels, and received an invitation from the Pro-

visional Government of Paris to return to France. He
accepted this invitation, but was only a few weeks in
Paris when the German revolution of March occurred,
and he hastened to the theatre of affairs. With his
friends, Freiligrath, Wolff, Engels, and others, he estab-
lished on June 1st in Cologne the New Rhenish Gazette,
which was the soul of the Rhenish revolutionary move-
ment, the most important one of the year in Germany,
and that in which, as we have seen, the young Lassalle
first emerged on the troubled surface of revolutionary
politics. After the coup d’état of November, dissolv-
ing the Prussian Parliament, the New Rhenish Gazette
strongly urged the people to stop paying their taxes,
and thus meet force by force. It inserted an admoni-
tion to that effect in a prominent place in every succes-
sive number, and Marx was twice tried for sedition on
account of this admonition, but each time acquitted.
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The newspaper, however, was finally suppressed by
civil authority after the Dresden insurrection of May,
1849, its last number appearing on June 19th in red
type, and containing Freiligrath’s well-known * Fare-
well of the New Rhenish Gazette™ —spiritedly trans-
lated for us by Ernest Jones — which declared that the
Journal went down with “rebellion™ on its lips, but
would reappear when the last of the German Crowns
was overturned.

Farewell, but not for ever farewell !
They cannot kill the spirit, my brother;

In thunder I'll rise on the field where I fell,
More boldly to fight out another.

When the last of Crowns, like glass, shall break
On the scene our sorrows have haunted,

And the people its last dread * Guilty ' shall speak,
By your side you shall find me undaunted.

On Rhine or on Danube, in war and deed,
You shall witness, true to his vow,

On the wrecks of thrones, in the midst of the field,
The rebel who greets you now.

This vow is no mere Parthian flourish of poetical de-
fiance. Freiligrath and his friends undoubtedly believed
at this time that the political movements of 1848 and
1849 were but preliminary ripples, and would be pres-
ently succeeded by a great flood-wave of revolution
which they heard already sounding along in their dan-
gerously expectant ear. His poem on the Revolution
remains as evidence to us that in 1850 he still clung to
that hope, and it would not have been out of tune with
his sanguine beliefs of the year before if he promised,
not merely that the spirit of the journal would rise
again, but that its next number would be published,
after the Deluge.

Meanwhile Marx went to London, where lie remained
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for the rest of his life. Finding that the revolutionary
spirit did not revive, and that historical societies, which
have not lost their moral and economical vitality, had
a greater readjusting power against political disturbance
than he previously believed, he gave up for the next ten
or twelve years the active work of revolutionising. The
Communist League, which had got disorganised in the
revolutionary year, and was rent in two by a Dbitter
schism in 1850, was, with his concurrence, dissolved in
1852, on the ground that its propaganda was no longer
opportune ; and the story of the Brimstone League,
with its iron discipline and ogrish desires, of which
Mehring says Marx was, during his London residence,
the head-centre, is simply a fairy tale of Karl Vogt’s,
whose baselessness Marx has himself completely ex-
posed. DBefore leaving the Communist League, two
circumstances may be mentioned, because they repeat

themselves constantly in this revolutionary history.

The one is that this schism took place not on a point
of doctrine, but of opportunity ; the extremer members
thought the conflict in Germany on the Hessian ques-
tion offered a good chance for a fresh revolutionary
outbreak, and they left the League because their views
were not adopted. The other is that in one of its last
reports (quoted by Mehring) the League definitely jus-
tifies, and even recommends, assassination and ineendia-
rism — * the so-called excesses, the inflictions of popular
vengeance on hated individuals, or on public buildings
which revive hateful associations.” For the next ten
years Marx lived quietly in London, writing for the
New York Tribune and other journals, and studying
modern industry on this its *classical soil.” A pam-
phlet or two on Louis Napoleon, on Lord Palmerston
(widely circulated by David Urquhart), on the Cologne
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Communistie Trial, a more solid work, the * Kritik der
Politischen Oekonomie ” (1859), and a bitterly personal
polemic with Karl Vogt occasionally interrupted the
even tenour of his way, but he does not claim our at-
tention again till the foundation of the International
Working Men’s Association in 1864.

The International was simply the Communist League
raised again from the dead. Their principles were the
same ; their constitution was the same; and Marx began
his inaugural address to the International in 1864 with
the very words that concluded his Communistic Mani-
festo of 1847, *Proletarians of all nations, unite!”
When the representatives of the English working men
first suggested the formation of an international work-
ing men’s association, in the address they presented in
the Freemasons’ Tavern to the French working men
who were sent over at the instance of Napoleon III.
to the London Exhibition of 1862, they certainly never
dreamt of founding an organisation of revolutionary
socialist democracy which in a few years to come was
to wear a name at which the world turned pale. Their
address was most moderate and sensible. They said
that some permanent medium of interchanging thoughts
and observations between the working men of different
countries was likely to throw light on the economic
secrets of societies, and to help onwards the solution
of the great labour problem. For they declared that
that solution had not yet been discovered, and that the
socialist systems which had hitherto professed to pro-
pound it were nothing but magnificent dreams. More-
over, if the system of competition were to continue,
then some arrangement of concord between employer
and labourer must be devised, and in order to assert
the views of the labouring class effectively in that



136 CONTEMPORARY SOCIALISM.

arrangement, a firm and organised union must be
established among working men, not merely in each
country, but in all countries, for their interests, both
as citizens and as labourers, were everywhere identical.
Those ideas would constitute the basis of a very rational
and moderate programme. DBut when, in the following
year, after a meeting in favour of the Polish insurrec-
tion, which was held in St. Martin’s Hall under the
presidency of Professor Beesly, and at which some of
the French delegates of 1862 were present, a commit-
tee was appointed to follow up the suggestion, this
committee asked Marx to prepare a programme and
statutes for the proposed association, and he impressed
upon it at its birth the stamp of his own revolutionary
socialism. He never had a higher official position in
the International than corresponding secretary for Ger-
many, for it was determined, probably with the view
of securing a better hold of the great English working
class and their extensive trade organisations, that the
president and secretary should be English working
men, and then, after a time, the office of president
was abolished altogether because it had a monarchical
savour. But Marx had the ablest, the best informed,
and probably the most made-up mind in the council;
he governed without reigning; and, with his faithful
German following, he exercised an almost paramount
influence on its action from first to last, in spite of
occasional revolts and intrigues against an authority
which democratic jealousy resented as dictatorial, or —
worse still — monarchial. The statutes of the associa-
tion, which were adopted at the Geneva Congress of
1866, declared that “ the economical subjection of the
labourer to the possessor of the means of labour, 7.e., of
the sources of life, is the first cause of his political,
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moral, and material servitude, and that the economical
emancipation of labour is consequently the great aim
to which every political movement ought to be subordi-
nated.” Now no doubt the *economical emancipation
of labour”™ meant different things to different sections
of the association’s members. To the English trades-
unionists it meant practically better wages; to the
Russian nihilists it meant the downfall of the Czar and
of all central political authority, and leaving the social-
istic communal organisation of their country to manage
itself without interference from above; to some of the
French members (as appeared at the Lausanne Con-
gress in 1867) it meant the nationalisation of credit
and all land except that held by peasant proprietors, a
class which it was necessary to-maintain as a counter-
poise to the State; while, to the German socialists, it
meant the abolition of wages, the nationalisation of
land and the instruments of production, thé assumption
by the State of a supreme direction of all trade, com-
merce, finance, and agriculture, and the distribution
by the State of land, tools, and materials to guilds and
productive associations as the actual industrial execu-
tive. There were thus very different elements in the
composition of the International, but a modus vivend:
was found for some years by nursing an ultimate ideal,
which was desirable, and meanwhile practically work-
ing for a proximate and much narrower ideal, which
was more immediately feasible or necessary. The asso-
ciation could thus hold that nothing could benefit the
working class but an abolition of wages, and could yet,
as it sometimes did, help and encourage strikes which
wanted only to raise wages. At its Congress in Brus-
sels in 1868 it declared that a strike was not a means
of completely emancipating the labourers, but was often
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a necessity in the present situation of labour and capi-
tal. Most of the other practical measures to which the
association addressed itself — the eight hours normal
day of labour, gratuitous education, gratuitous justice,
universal suffrage, abolition of standing armies, aboli-
tion of indirect taxes, prohibition of children’s labour,
State credit for productive associations — contemplated
modifications of the existing system of things, but
always contemplated them as aids to and instalments
of the coming transformation of that system. The
consciousness was constantly preserved that a revolu-
tion was impending, and that, as Lassalle said, it was
bound to come and could not be checked, whether it
approached by sober advances from concession to con-
cession, or flew, with streaming hair and shod with
steel, right into the central stronghold.

This was very much the keynote struck by Marx in .

his inaugural address. That address was simply a
review of the situation since 1848, and an encourage-
ment of his forces to a renewal of the combat. Wealth
had enormously increased in the interval; colonies had
been opened, new inventions discovered, free trade
introduced; but misery was not a whit the less; class
contrasts were even deeper marked, property was more
than ever in the hands of the few; in England the
number of landowners had diminished eleven per cent.
in the preceding ten years: and if this rate were to
continue, the country would be rapidly ripe for revo-
lution. While the old order of things was thus hasten-
ing to its doom, the new order of things had made
some advances. The Ten Hours Act was “not merely
a great practical result, but was the victory of a prin-
ciple. For the first time the political economy of the
bourgeoisie had been in clear broad day put in subjec-

LJL-I_L S T



i |

KARL MARX. 1359

tion to the political economy of the working class.”
Then, again, the experiment of co-operation had now
been sufficiently tried to show that it was possible to
carry on industry without the intervention of an employ-
ing class, and had spread abroad the hope that wage
labour was, like slavery and feudal servitude, only a
transitory and subordinate form, which was destined to
be superseded by associated labour. The International
had for its aim to promote this associated labour; only
it sought to do so, not piecemeal and sporadically, but
systematically, on a national scale, and by State means.
And for this end the labouring class must first acquire
political power, so as to obtain possession of the means
of production ; and to acquire political power they must
unite.

The International, though, as we have seen, possess-
ing no real solidarity in its composition, held together
till the outbreak of the Franco-German war, and of the
revolution of the Paris Commune. It was, of course,
strongly opposed to the war, as it was to all war; and
strongly in favour of the revolution, as it was of all
revolution. Its precise complicity in the work of the
Commune is not easy to determine, but there can be no
doubt that its importance has been greatly exaggerated,
both by the fears of its enemies and the vanity of its
members. Some of the latter were certainly among those
who sat in the Hotel de Ville, but none of them were
leading minds there ; and, as for the association itself, it
never had a real membership, or ramifications, of any
formidable extent. For example, the English trades-
unions were in connection with it, and their members
might be, in a sense, counted among its members, but it
is certain they never recognised it as an authority over
them, and they probably subseribed to it mainly as to a
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useful auxiliary in a strike. The leaders of the Inter-
national, however, were, undoubtedly, heart and soul
v:ith the Commune, and approved probably both of its
aims and methods, and Marx, at the Congress of the
International, at the Hague, in 1872, drew from its
failure the lesson that **rvevolution must be solidary ™
in order to succeed. A revolution in one capital of
Europe must be supported by simultaneous revolutions
in the rest. But, while there is little ground for the
common belief that the International had any important
influence in creating the insurrection of the Commune,
it is certain that the insurrection of the Commune killed
the International. The English members dropped off
from it and never returned, and at its first Congress after
the revolution (the Hague, 1872), the association itself
was rent by a fatal schism arising from differences of
opinion on a question as to the government of the society
of the future, which would probably not have become a
subject of such keen present interest at the time but for
the Paris Commune. The question concerned the main-
tenance or abolition of the State, of the supreme central
political authority, and the discussion brought to light
that the socialists of the International were divided into
two distinet and irrveconcilable camps —the Centralist
Democratic Socialists, headed by Marx, and the Anarchie
Socialists, headed by Michael Bakunin, the Russian rev-
olutionist. The Marxists insisted that the social régime
of collective property and systematic co-operative pro-
duction could not possibly be introduced, maintained,
or regulated, except by means of an omnipotent and
centralised political authority — call it the State, call it
the collectivity, call it what you like — which should
have the final disposal of everything. The Bakunists
held that this was just bringing back the old tyranny
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and slavery in a more excessive and intolerable form.
They took up the tradition of Proudhon, who said that
“the true form of the State is anarchy,” meaning by
anarchy, of course, not positive disorder, but the absence
of any supreme ruler, whether king or convention. They
would have property possessed and industry pursued on
a communistic principle by groups or associations of
workmen, but these groups must form themselves freely
and voluntarily, without any social or political compul-
sion. The Marxists declared that this was simply a
retention of the system of free competition in an aggra-
vated form, that it would only lead to confusion worse
confounded, and that the Bakunists, even in trying to
abolish the evils of laissez-faire, were still foolishly sup-
posing that the world would go of itself. This division
of opinion — really a broader one than that which parts
socialist from orthodox economist — rent the already
enfeebled International into two separate organisations,
which languished for a year or two and passed away.
And so, with high thoughts of spreading a reign of fra-
ternity over the earth, the International Working Men’s
Association perished, because being only human, it could
not maintain fraternity in its own narrow borders. This
is a history that repeats itself again and again in socialist
movements. As W. Marr said in the remark quoted
above, revolutionists will only unite on a negation ; the
moment they begin to ask what they will put in its
place they differ and dispute and come to nought.
Apprehend them, close their meetings, banish their
leaders, and you but knit them by common suffering
to common resistance. You supply them with a nega-
tion of engrossing interest, you preoccupy their minds
with a negative programme which keeps them united,
and so you prevent them from raising the fatal question
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— What next? which they never discuss without break-
ing up into rival sects and factions, fraternal often in
nothing but their hatred. It is the shades that hate
one another, not the colours.” Such disruptions and
secessions may — as they did in Germany — by emula-
tion, increase for a time the efficiency of the organi-
sation as a propagandist agency, but they certainly
diminish its danger as a possible instrument of insur-
rection. A socialist organisation seems always to contain
two elements of internal disintegration. One is the
prevalence of a singular and almost pathetic mistrust of
their leaders, and of one another. The law of suspeects
is always in force among themselves. At meetings of
the German socialists, Liebknecht denounces Schweitzer
as an agent of the Prussian Government, Schweitzer
accuses Liebknecht of being an Austrian spy, and the
frequent hints at bribery, and open charges of treason
against the labourers’ cause, disclose to us now duller
and now more acute phases of that unhappy state of
mutual suspicion, in which the one supreme, superhu-
man virtue, worthy to be worshipped, if haply it eould
anywhere be discovered, is the virtue men honoured
even in Robespierre —the incorruptible. The other
source of disintegration is the tendency to intestine
divisions on points of doctrine. A reconstruction of
society is necessarily a most extensive programme, and
allows room for the utmost variety of opinion and plan.
The longer it is discussed the more certainly do differ-
ences arise, and the movement becomes a strife of
schools in no way formidable to the government. All
this only furnishes another reason for the conclusion
that in dealing with socialist agitations, a government’s
safest as well as justest policy is, as much as may be, to
leave them alone. Their danger lies in the cloudiness
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of their ideas, and that can only be dispersed in the free
breezes of popular discussion. The sword is an idle
method of reasoning with an idea; an idea will event-
ually yield to nothing but argument. Repression, too,
is absolutely impossible with modern facilities of inter-
communication, and ean at best but drive the offensive
elements for a time into subterranean channels, where
they gather like a dangerous choke-damp that may occa-
sion at any moment a serious explosion.

After the fall of the International Marx took no
further part in public movements, but occupied his time
in completing his work * Das Capital,” under frequent
interruption from ill-health, and he died in Paris in the
spring of 1883, leaving that work still unfinished.

The ¢ Das Capital ” of Marx may be said to be the
sacred book of contemporary socialism, and though, like
other sacred books, it is probably a sealed one to the
body of the faithful, for it is extremely stiff reading, it
is the great source from which socialist agitators draw
their inspiration and arguments. Apart from the repre-
sentative authority with which it is thus invested, it
must be at once acknowledged to be an able, learned,
and important work, founded on diligent research, evin-
cing careful elaboration of materials, much acuteness of
logical analysis, and so much solicitude for precision
that a special terminology has been invented to secure it.
The author’s taste for logical distinctions, however, as
he has actually applied it, serves rather to darken than
to elucidate his exposition. He overloads with analysis
secondary points of his argument which are clear enough
without it, and he assumes without analysis primary
positions which it is most essential for him to make
plain. His style and method carries us back to the
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ecclesiastical schoolmen. His superabounding love of
scholastic formalities is unmodern; and one may be
permitted to hope that the odium more than theological
with which he speaks of opponents has become un-
modern too. DBurke is “the sophist and sycophant
Edmund Burke;” Macaulay is also “a sycophant,” and
what is worse, “a systematic falsifier of history,” Ben-
tham is “a genius of civic commonplace;” Earl Russell
is “the tomtit of Liberalism.” The Morning Star is
*an idiotically naive Free Trade organ.” Proudhon is
a Spitzburger, a grocer kind of body, who borrowed a
few ideas *from Gray, Bray, and others,” and made “a
Philistine Utopia™ of them.

Marx’s argument takes the form of an inquiry into
the origin and social effects of capital ; understanding
the word capital, however, in a peculiar sense. Capi-
tal, according to the elementary teaching of political
economy, always means the portion of wealth which
is saved from immediate consumption to be devoted
to productive uses, and it matters not whether it is so
saved and devoted by the labourer who is to use it, or
by some other person who lends it to the labourer at in-
terest or employs the labourer to work with it at a fixed
rate of wages. A fisherman’s boat is capital as much
as a Cunard Company’s steamer, although the boat is
owned by the person who sails it and the steamer by
persons who may never have seen it. The fisherman
is labourer and capitalist in one, but in the case of the
steamer the capital is supplied by one set of people and
the labour undertaken by another. Now Marx speaks
of capital only after this division of functions has taken
place. It is, he says, not a logical but a historical cate-
gory. In former times men all wrought for the supply
of their own wants, the seed and stock they received
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was saved and owned by themselves, capital was an
instrument in the hands of labour. But in modern
times, especially since the rise of foreign commerce in
the 16th century, this situation has been gradually
reversed. Industry is now conducted by speculators,
who advance the stock and pay the labourer’s wages,
in order to make gain out of the excess of the product
over the advances, and labour is a mere instrument in
the hands of capital. The capitalist is one who, with-
out being personally a producer, advances money to
producers to provide them with materials and tools, in
the hope of getting a larger sum of money in return,
and capital is the money so advanced. With this rep-
resentation of capital as money, so long as it is but a
popular form of speech, no fault need be found, but
Marx soon after falls into a common fallacy and posi-
tively identifies capital with money, declaring them to
be only the same thing circulating in a different way.
Money as money, he says, being a mere medium of ex-
change, is a middle term between two commodities
which it helps to barter, and the order of circulation is
C— M— C, i.e., commodity is converted into money and
money is reconverted into eommodity. On the other
hand money as capital stands at the two extremes, and
commodity is a middle term, a medium of converting
one sum of money into another and greater; the order
of circulation being expressed as M— C— M. Of
course capital, like other wealth, may be expressed in
terms of money, but to identify capital with money in
this way is only to introduce confusion, and the real
confusion is none the less pernicious that it presents
itself under an affectation of mathematical precision.
Capital, then, as Marx understands it, may be said to
be independent wealth employed for its own increase,
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and in ‘“societies in which the capitalistic method of
production prevails ” all wealth bears distinctively this
character. In more primitive days, wealth was a store
of means of life produced and preserved for the supply
of the producer’s future wants, but now it * appears as
a huge collection of wares,” made for other people’s
wants, made for sale in the market, made for its own
increase. What Marx wants to discover is how all this
independent wealth has come to accumulate in hands
that do not produce it, and in particular from whence
comes the increase expected from its use, because it is
this increase that enables it to accumulate. What he
endeavours to show is that this increase of value cannot
take place anywhere except in the process of produc-
tion, that in that process it cannot come from the dead
materials, but only from the living creative power of
labour that works upon them, and that it is accordingly
virtually stolen from the labovrers who made it by the
superior economical force of the owners of the dead
materials, without which indeed it could not be made,
but whose service is entitled to a much more limited
reward.

No increase of value, he contends, can occur in the
process of exchange, for an exchange is a mere trans-
position of things of equal value. In one sense both
parties in the transaction are gainers, for each gets a
thing he wants for a thing he does not want. The use-
fulness of the two commodities is thus increased by the
exchange, but their value is not. An exchange simply
means that each party gives to the other equal value
for equal value, and even if it were possible for one of
them to make a gain in value to-day —to get a more
valuable thing for a less valuable thing —still, as all
the world is buyer and seller in turn, they would lose
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to-morrow as buyers what they gained to-day as sellers,
and the old level of value would be restored. No in-
crease whatever would be effected. There is indeed a
class of people whom he describes as always buying and
never selling — the unproducing class who live on théir
money, and who, he says, receive by legal titles or by
force wealth made by producers without giving any-
thing in exchange for it. And it may be supposed that
perhaps value is created by selling things to this class
of persons, or by selling things to them above their true
value, but that is not so: you would have brought no
new value into the world by such a transaction, and
even if you got more for your goods than their worth,
you would only be cheating back from these rich people
part of the money that they had previously received
for nothing. Another supposition remains. Perhaps
new value is created in the process of exchange when
one dealer takes advantage of another — when Peter,
say, contrives to induce Paul to take £40 worth of
wine for £50 worth of iron. But in this case there
has been no increase of value: the value has merely
changed hands, Peter has £10 more than he had
before, and Paul £10 less. The commodities have be-
tween them after the transaction, as they had before it,
a total value of £90, and that total cannot be inecreased
by a mere change of possessor. _
Having thus established to his satisfaction that com-
merce, being only a series of exchanges, cannot produce
any increase of value, or what he terms surplus value,
Marx says that that only makes the problem of the
origin of surplus value more enigmatical than ever.
For we are thus left in presence of an apparent contra-
diction : surplus value cannot spring up in the ecircula-
tion of commodities because circulation is nothing but
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an exchange of equivalents; and yet surplus value can
not spring up anywhere exeept in circulation, because
the class of persons who receive it and live by it do not
produce. Here, then, is a riddle, and Marx sets himself
to rede it. True, he says, value is not created direetly
in the market, but a commodity is purchased in the
market which has the remarkable property of creating
value. That commodity is the human powers of labour.
The very use of these powers, their consumption, their
expenditure, is the creation of value. DBut marvellous
as they are their possessor is obliged to sell them, be-
cause while they are yielding their product he must
meanwhile live, and he sells a day’s use of them for a
day’s means of living. They create in a day far more
than the value of the wages for which they are bought.
This excess is surplus value, and is the secret and foun-
tainhead of all accumulations of eapital. Powers which
can create six shillings’ worth in a day may be procured
in the market for three shillings, because three shillings
will pay for their necessary maintenance. Surplus
value is the difference between the value of the labour-
er’s necessary maintenance and the value of the la-
bourer’s production, and it is in the present system
entirely appropriated by the dealer who advances him
his wages.

Marx thus bases his argument on two principles which
he borrows from current economical writers, without,
however, observing the limitations under which those
writers taught them, and introducing besides important
modifications of his own. The one principle is that
value comes from labour, or as economists stated their
law, that the natural value of commodities is determined
by the cost of their production. The second is only a
special application of the first; that the natural wages

i



L

CTE B

KEARL MARKX. 149

of labour are determined by the cost of its production,
and that the cost of the production of labour is the cost
of the labourer’s subsistence. The fault he finds with
the present system is accordingly this, that while labour
creates all value 1t is paid only by its stated living, no
matter how much value it creates; and he then goes
over the phenomena of modern industrial life to show
how each arrangement is invented so as to extract more
and more value out of the labourer by prolonging his
hours of work or enhancing its speed without giving him
any advantage whatever from the increase of value so
obtained. We shall geta fair view of Marx’s argument,
therefore, if we follow it through the successive heads:
1st, Value; 2nd, Wages; 3rd, Normal day of labour;
4th, Machinery ; 5th, Piecework; 6th, Relative over-
population.

1st. Value. Marx holds that all capital —all indus-
trial advances except wages —is absolutely unproduc-
tive of value, and therefore not entitled to the acknowl-
edgment known as interest. The original value of all
such capital — the purchase price of the materials, to-
gether with a certain allowance made for tear and wear
of machinery —is carried forward into the value of the
product, and preserved in it, and even that could not
be done except by labour. The old value is preserved
by labour, and all new value is conferred by it, and there-
fore interest is a consideration entirely out of the ques-
tion. It is obvious to object that labour by itself is as
unproductive as capital by itself, but Marx would reply
that while labour and capital are equally indispensable
to produce new commodities, it is labour alone that pro-
duces new value, for value is only so much labour pre-
served, it is merely a register of so many hours of work.
His whole argument thus turns upon his doctrine of the
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nature of value, and that doectrine must therefore be
closely attended to.

What, then, is value? Marx considers that most
errors on this subject have arisen from confusing value
with utility on the one hand or with price on the other,
and he regards his diserimination of value from these
two ideas as his most important contribution to political
economy. He takes his start from the distinction cur-
rent since the days of Adam Smith between value in
use and value in exchange, and of course agrees with
Smith in making the value of a commodity in exchange
to be independent of its value in use. Water had great
value in use and none in exchange, and diamonds had
great value in exchange and little in use. Value in use
is therefore not value strictly so called, it is utility ; but
strictly speaking value in exchange, according to Marx,
is not value either, but only the form under which in
our state of society value manifests itself. There was
no exchange in primitive society when every family pro-
duced things to supply its own wants, and there would
be no exchange in a communism, for in an exchange the
transacting parties stand to one another equally as pri-
vate proprietors of the goods they barter. And where
there was no exchange there could of course be no ex-
change-value. No doubt there was value for all that
in primitive times, and there would be value under a
communism, though it would manifest itself in a differ-
ent form. But as we live in an exchanging society,
where everything is made for the purpose of being ex-
changed, it is in exchange alone that.we have any expe-
rience of value, and it is only from an examination of
the phenomena of exchange that we can learn its na-
ture.

What, then, is value in exchange? It is the ratio in
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which one kind of useful commodity exchanges against
another kind of useful commodity. This ratio, says
Marx, does not in the least depend on the usefulness of
the respective commodities, or their capacity of gratify-
ing any particular want. For, first, that is a matter of
quality, whereas value is a ratio between quantities; and
second, two different kinds of utility cannot be com-
pared, for they have no common measure, but value, be-
ing a ratio, implies comparison, and comparison implies
a common measure. A fiddle charms the musical taste,
a loaf satisfies hunger, but who can calculate how much
musical gratification is equivalent to so much satisfac-
tion of hunger. The loaf and the fiddle may be com-
pared in value, but not by means of their several uses.
Third, there are many commodities which are useful and
yet have no value in exchange ; air, for example, water,
and, he adds, virgin soil. In seeking what in the ex-
change the value depends on, we must therefore leave
the utility of the commodities exchanged entirely out of
account, and if we do so there is only one other attri-
bute they all possess in common, and it must be on that
attribute that their value rests. That attribute is that
they are all products of labour. While we looked to the
utility of commodities, they were infinite in their va-
riety, but now they are al. reduced to one sober charac-
teristic, they are so many different quantities of the
same material, labour. Diversity vanishes; there are no
longer tables and chairs and houses, there is only this
much and that much and the next amount of preserved
human labour. And this labour itself is not diserimi-
nated. It is not joiner work, mason work, or weaver
work ; it is merely human labour in the abstract, incor-
porated, absorbed, congealed, in exchangeable commodi-
ties. In an exchange commodities ave quantities of
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labour jelly, and they exchange in the ratio of the amount
of labour they have taken in.

Value, then, is quantity of abstract labour, and now
what is quantity of labour? How is it to be ascertained?
Labour is the exertion or use of man’s natural powers
of labour, and the quantity of labour is measured by
the duration of the exertion. Quantity of labour is
thus reduced to time of labour, and is measured by
hours and days and weeks. Marx accordingly defines
value to be an immanent relation of a commodity to
time of labour, and the secret of exchange is that “a
day’s labour of given length always turns out a produet
of the same value.” Value is thus something inherens
in commodities before they are brought to market, and
is independent of the circumstances of the market.

Marx has no sooner reduced value to the single uni-
form element of time of labour, and excluded from its
constitution all considerations of utility and the state
of the market, than he reintroduces those considerations
under a disguised form. In the first place, if a day's
labour of given length always produces the same value,
it is obvious to ask whether then an indolent and un-
skilful tailor who takes a week to make a coat has pro-
duced as much value as the more expert hand who turns
out six in this time, or, with the help of a machine, per-
haps twenty? Marx answers, Certainly not, for the
time of labour which determines value is not the time
actually taken, but the time required in existing social
conditions to produce that particular kind of commodity
— the time taken by labour of average efliciency, using
the means which the age affords —in short, what he
calls the socially necessary time of labour. Value is an
immanent relation to socially necessary time of labour.
Marx’s standard is thus, after all, not one of guantity
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of labour pure and simple ; it takes into account, besides,
the average productive power of labour in different
branches of industry. ¢ The value of a commodity,”
says he, * changes directly as the quantity, and inversely
as the productive power, of the labour which realises
itself in that commodity.” DBefore we know the value
of a commodity we must therefore know not only the
quantity of labour that has gone into it, but the pro-
ductive power of that labour. We gather the quantity
from the duration of exertion, but how is average pro-
ductive power to be ascertained? Dy simply ascertain-
ing the total product of all the labour engaged in a
particular trade, and then striking the average for each
labourer. Diamonds occur rarely in the crust of the
earth, and therefore many seekers spend days and
weeks without finding one. Hits and misses must be
taken together: the productive power of the diamond
seeker is low; or, in other words, the time of labour
socially necessary to procure a diamond is high, and its
value corresponds. In a good year the same labour
will produce twice as much wheat as in a bad ; its pro-
ductive power is greater; the time socially necessary
to produce wheat is less, and the price of the bushel
falls. The value of a commodity is therefore influenced
by its comparative abundance, whether that be due to
nature, or to machinery, or to personal skill.

But, in the next place, if value is simply so much
labour, it would seem to follow, on the one hand, that
nothing could have value which cost no labour, and, on
the other, that nothing could be devoid of value which
cost labour. Marx’s wethod of dealing with these two
objections deserves close attention, because it is here
that the fundamental fallacy of his argument is brought
most clearly out. He answers the first of them by draw-
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ing a distinction between value and price, which he and
his followers count of the highest consequence. Things |
which cost no labour may have a price, but they have
no wvalue, and, as we have seen, he mentions among
such things conscience and virgin soil. No labour has
touched those things ; they have no immanent relation
to socially necessary time of labour; they have not, and
cannot have any value, as Marx understands value.
But then, he says, they command a price. Virgin soil
is actually sold in the market; it may procure things
that have value though it has none itself. Now, this
distinction between value and price has no bearing on
the matter at all, for the simple reason that, as Marx
himself admits, price is only a particular form of value.
Price, he says, is *“the money form of value;” it is
value expressed in money ; it is the exchange value of
a commodity with money. To say that uncultivated
land may have a price but not a value is, on Marx’s
own showing, to say that it has an exchange value
which can be definitely measured in money, and has
yet no value. DBut he has started from the phenomena
of exchange ; he has told us that exchange value is the
only form in which we experience value now; and he
thus arrives at a theory of value which will not explain
the facts. If he argued that a thing had value, but no
exchange value, his position might be false, but he says
that a thing may have exchange value but no value,
and so his position is contradictory. Moreover, he de-
seribes money accurately enough as a measure of value,
and says that it could not serve this function except it
were itself valuable, Z.e., unless it possessed the quality
that makes all objeects commensurable, the quality of
being a product of labour. Yet here we find him ad-
mitting that virgin soil, which, ex Aypothesi, does not
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possess that quality, and ought therefore to be incom-
mensurable with anything that possesses it, is y2t meas-
ured with money every day. Such are some of the
absurdities to which Marx is reduced by refusing to
admit that utility can confer value independently of
labour.

Let us see now how he deals with the other objection.
If labour is just value-forming substance, and if value
is just preserved labour, then nothing which has cost
labour should be destitute of value. But Marx frankly
admits that there are such things which have yet got
no value; and they have no value, he explains, because
they have no utility. * Nothing ean have value with-
out being useful. If it is nseless the work contained
in it is useless, and therefore has no value.” He goes
further; he says that a thing may be both useful and
the product of labour and yet have no value. « He
who by the produce of his labour satisfies wants of his

~own produces utility but not value. To produce a
ware, .e., a thing which has not merely value in use,

but value in exchange, he must produce something
which is not only useful to himself, but useful to
others,” 7.e., socially useful. A product of labour which
is useless to the producer and everybody else has no
value of any sort; a produet of labour which, while use-
ful to the producer, is useless to any one else, has no
exchange value. It satisfies no want of others. This
would seem to cover the case of over-production, when
commodities lose their value for a time because nobody
wants them. Lassalle explained this depreciation of
value by saying that the time of labour socially neces-
sary to produce the articles in question had diminished.
Marx explains it by saying that the labour is less so-
cially useful or not socially useful at all. And why
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is the labour not socially useful? Simply because the
product is not so. The social utility or inutility of the
labour is a mere inference from the social utility or inu-
tility of the produet, and it is therefore the latter con-
sideration that influences value. Marx tries in vain to
exclude the influence of that consideration, or to ex-
plain it as a mere subsidiary qualification of labour.
Labour and social utility both enter equally into the
constitution of value, and Marx’s radieal error lies in
defining value in terms of labour only, ignoring utility.

For what, after all, is value? Is Marx’'s definition
of it in the least correct? No. Value is not an
inherent relation (whatever that may mean) of a com-
modity to labour; it is essentially a social estimate of
the relative importance of commodities to the society
that forms the estimate. It is not an immanent prop-
erty of an object at all; it is a soecial opinion expressed
upon an object in comparison with others. This social
opinion is at present collected in an informal but effec-
tive way, through a certain subtle tact acquired in the
market, by dealers representing groups of customers
on the one hand, and manufacturers representing groups
of producers on the other, and it may be said to be
pronounced in the verdict of exchange, i.e., according
to Mill's definition of value, in the quantity of one
commodity given in exchange for a given quantity of
another. Now, on what does this social estimate of the
relative importance of commodities turn? In other
words, by what is value and difference in value deter-
mined ? Value is constituted in every objeet by its
possession of two characteristics: 1st, that it is socially
useful ; 2nd, that it costs some labour or trouble to
procure it. No commodity lacks value which possesses
both of these characteristics; and no commodity has
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value which lacks either of them. Now there are two
kinds of commodities. Some may be produced to an
indefinite amount by means of labour, and since all
who desire them can obtain them at any time for the
labour they cost, their social desirableness, their social
utility, has no influence on their value, which, therefore,
always stands in the ratio of their cost of production
alone. Other classes of commodities cannot be in this
way indefinitely multiplied by labour; their quantity
is strictly limited by natural or other causes; those
who desire them cannot get them for the mere labour
of producing them ; and the value of commodities of
this sort will consequently always stand in excess of
their relative cost of production, and will be really
determined by their relative social utility. In faet, so
far from the labour required for their production being
any guide to their value, it is their value that will
determine the amount of labour which will be ventured
in their production. A single word may be added in
explanation of the conception of social utility. Of
course a commodity which is of no use to any one but
its owner has no economic value, unless it happens to
get lost, and, in any case, it is of no consequence in
the present question. The social utility of a com-
modity is its capacity to satisfy the wants of others
than the possessor, and it turns on two considerations :
1st,-the importance of the want the commodity satis-
fies, and, 2nd, the number of persons who share the
want. All commodities which derive a value from
their rarity or their special excellence belong to this
latter class, and the vice of Marx’s theory of value is
simply this, that he takes a law which is true of the
first class of commodities only to be true of all classes
of them.
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2. Wages. Having concluded by the vicious argument
now explained that all value is the creation of the per-
sonal labour of the workman —is but the registered
duration of exertion of his labouring powers — Marx
next proceeds to show that, as things at present exist,
the value of these labouring powers themselves is fixed
not by what they create but by what is necessary to
create or at least renovate them. The rate of wages,
economists have taught, is determined by the cost of the
production of labouring powers, and that is identical
with the cost of maintaining the labourer in working
vigour. Marx accepts the usunal explanations of the
elasticity of this standard of cost of subsistence. It
includes, of course, the maintenance of the labourer's
family as well as his own, because he will die some day,
and the permanent reproduction of powers of labour
requires the birth of fresh hands to succeed him. It
must also cover the expenses of training and apprentice-
ship, and Marx would probably agree to add, though he
does not actually do so, a superannuation allowance for
old age. It contains, too, a variable historical element,
differs with climate and country, and is, in fact, just the
customary standard of living among free labourers of the
time and place. The value of a commodity is the time
of labour required to deliver it in normal goodness, and
to preserve the powers of labour in normal goodness a
definite quantity of provisions and comforts is necessary
according to time, country, and customs. The part of
the labouring day required to produce this definite
quantity of provisions and comforts for the use of the
day may be called the mecessary time of labowr — the
time during which the workman produces what is neces-
sary for keeping him in existence —and the value cre-
ated in this season may be called necessary value. DBut
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the workman’s physical powers may hold on labonring
longer than this, and the rest of his working day may
accordingly be called surplus time of labour, and the
value created in it surplus value. This surplus value
may be created or increased in two ways: either by
reducing or cheapening the labourer’'s subsistence, i.e.,
by shortening the term of necessary labour; or by pro-
longing the length of the working day, i.e., by increas-
ing the term of surplus labour. There are limits indeed
within which this kind of action must stop. The quan-
tity of means of life cannot be reduced below the min-
imum that is physically indispensable to sustain the
labourer for the day, and the term of labour cannot be
stretched beyond the labourer’s ecapacity of physical
endurance. But within these limits may be played an
important rdle, and the secret of surplus value lies in
the simple plan of giving the labourer as little as he is
able to live on, and working him as long as he is able
to stand. A labourer works 12 hours a day because he
cannot work longer and work permanently and well,
and he gets three shillings a day of wages, because three
shillings will buy him the necessities he requires. In
six hours’ labour he will create three shillings’ worth of
value, and he works the other six hours for nothing,
creating three shillings’ worth of surplus value for the
master who advances him his wages. It is from these
causes that we come on the present system of things to
the singular result that powers of labour which create
six shillings a day are themselves worth only three shil-
lings a day. This absurd coneclusion, says Marx, could
never have held ground for an hour, had it not been hid
and disguised by the practice of paying wages in money.
This makes it seem as if the labourer were paid for the
whole day when he is only paid for the half. Under
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the old system of feudal servitude there were no such
disguises. The labourer wrought for his master one
day, and for himself the other five, and there was no
make-believe as if he were working for himself all the
time. But the wages system gives to surplus labour
that is really unpaid the false appearance of being paid.
That is the mystery of iniquity of the whole system, the
source of all prevailing legal conceptions of the relation
of employer and employed, and of all the illusions about
industrial freedom. The wages system is the lever of
the labourer's exploitation, because it enables the capi-
talist to appropriate the entire surplus value created by
the labourer — ¢.e., the value he creates over and above
what is necessary to recruit his labouring powers withal.

Now surplus value, as we have seen, is of two kinds,
absolute and relative. Absolute surplus value is got by
lengthening the term of surplus labour; relative surplus
value by shortening the term of necessary labour, which
is chiefly done by inventions that cheapen the necessaries
of life. The consideration of the first of these points
leads Marx into a discussion of the normal length of the
day of labour; and the consideration of the second into
a discussion of the effects of inventions and machinery
on the condition of the working classes. We shall
follow him on these points in their order.

3. Normal day of labour. There is a normal length
of the day of labour, and it ought to be ascertained and
fixed by law. Some bounds are set to it by nature.
There is a minimum length, for example, beneath which
it cannot fall; that minimal limit is the time required
to create an equivalent to the labourer’s living, but as
under the capitalistic system the capitalist has also to be
supported out of it, it can never be actually shortened
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to this minimum. There is also a maximum length
above which it cannot rise, and this upper limit is fixed
by two sorts of considerations, one physical, the other
moral. 1st. Physical limits. These are set by the physi-
cal endurance of the labourer. The day of labour cannot
be protracted beyond the term within which the labourer
can go on from day to day in normal working condition
to the end of his normal labouring career. This is
always looked to with respect to a horse. He cannot
be wrought more than eight hours a day regularly with-
out injury. 2nd. Moral limits. The labourer needs time
(which the horse does not, or he would perhaps get it)
for political, intellectual, and social wants, according to
the degree required by society at the time. Between
the maximum and minimum limit there is, however,
considerable play-room, and therefore we find labouring
days prevailing of very different length, 8 hours, 10, 12,
.14, 16, and even 18 hours. There is no principle in the
existing industriat economy which fixes the length of
the day; it must be fixed by law on a sound view of
the requirements of the case. Marx pitches upon eight
hours as the best limit, because it affords a security for
the permanent physical efficiency of the labourer, and
gives him leisure for satisfying those intellectual and
social wants which are becoming every day more largely
imperative. He makes no use of the reason often urged
for the eight hours day, that the increased intelligence it
would tend to cultivate in the working class would in
many ways conduce to such an increase of production
as would justify the shorter term of work. DBut he is
very strong for the necessity of having it fixed by law,
and points out that even then employers will need to
be carefully watched or they will find ways and means
of extending the day in spite of the law. When the



162 CONTEMPORARY SOCIALISM.

day was fixed in England at ten hours in some branches
of industry, some masters gained an extra quarter or
half-hour by taking five minutes off each meal time,
and the profit made in these five minutes was often
very considerable. He mentions a manufacturer who
said to him, “If you allow me ten minutes extra time
every day you put £1,000 a year into my pocket,” and
he says that is a good demonstration of the origin of
surplus value, for how much of this £1,000 would be
given to the man whose extra ten minutes’ labour had
made it? Marx enters very fully into the history of
English factory legislation, acknowledges the great
benefit it has conferred both upon the labouring class
and the manufacturers, and says that since the Act of
1850 the cotton industry has become the model indus-
try of the country. He prefers, too, the gradual course
of English legislation on the subject to the revolution-
ary method adopted by France in 1848, and this is.
worth noticing, because it is a preference we should not
have expected. In England, he says, restrictions were
first put upon the labour of children, then of women,
then of men; first in one industry, then in another,
then in a third, and for many years without any declara-
tion of principle at all. In France, on the other hand,
a twelve hours Aect was introduced right off as a prin-
ciple over the whole country, and in every branch of
production at the same time. And what is the result?
In England the gain has been permanent, in France
not.

4. FEffects of machinery, and the growth of fized eapital
on the working classes. The whole progress of industrial
improvements is a history of fresh creations of relative
surplus value, and always for the benefit of the capi-
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talist who advances the money. Everything that econo-
mises labour or that adds positively to its produetivity,
contracts the labourer’s own part of the working day
and prolongs the master’s. Division and subdivision
of labour, combination, co-operation, organisation, in-
ventions, machinery, are all “on the one hand elements
of historical progress and development in the economie
civilisation of society, but on the other are all means of
civilised and refined exploitation of the labourer.” They
not only increase social wealth at his expense, but in
many cases they do him positive injury. These im-
provements have cost capitalists nothing, thongh capital-
ists derive the whole advantage of them. Subdivision,
combination, organisation, are simply natural resources
of social labour, and natural resources of any kind are
not produced by the capitalist. Inventions, again, are
the work of science, and science costs the capitalist
nothing. Labour, association, science — these are the
. sources of the inerease; capital is nowhere, yet it sits
and seizes the whole. Machinery, of course, is capital,
but then Marx will not admit that it creates any value,
and contends that it merely transfers to the product
the value it loses by tear and wear in the process of
production. The general effect of industrial improve-
ments, according to Marx, is — 1st, to reduce wages;
Znd, to prolong the day of labour; 3rd, to overwork
one-half of the working class; 4th, to throw the rest out
of employ; and, 5th, to concentrate the whole surplus
return in the hands of a few capitalists who make their
gains by exploiting the labourers, and increase them by
exploiting one another. This last point we need not
further explain, and the third and fourth we shall un-
fold under the separate heads of Piecework and Rela-
tive Over-population. The remaining two I shall take
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up now, and state Marx’s views about a little more
fully.

(). Industrial improvements tend to reduce wages.
They do so, says Marx, through first mutilating the
labourer intellectually and coporeally. As a result of
subdivision of labour, workmen are rapidly becoming
mere one-sided specialists. Headwork is being sepa
rated more and more from handwork in the labourer’s
occupation, and this differentiation of function leads to
a hierarchy of wages which affords great opportunity
for exploiting the labourer. Muscular power is more
easily dispensed with than formerly, and so the cheaper
labour of women and children is largely superseding the
dearer labour of men. If this goes on much further the
manufacturer will get the labour of a whole family for
the wages he used to pay to its head alone, and the
labourer will be converted into a slave-dealer who sells
his wife and children instead of his own labour. That
this kind of slavery will find no sort of resistance from
either master or labourer, is to Marx’s mind placed
beyond doubt by the fact that though the labour of
children under 13 years of age is prohibited in English
factories, advertisements appear in public prints for
¢ children that can pass for 13.”

(5). Industrial improvements tend to lengthen the day
of labour. Machinery can go on for ever, and it is the
interest of the capitalist to make it do so. He finds,
moreover, a ready and specious pretext in the greater
lichtness of the work as compared with hand labour,
for keeping the labourer employed beyond the normal
limits of human endurance. Capitalists always com-
plain that long hours are a necessity in consequence of
the increasing extent of fixed capital which cannot
otherwise be made to pay. DBut this is a mistake on

-
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their part, says Marx. For, according to the factory
inspectors’ reports, shortening the day of labour to 10
hours has inereased production and not diminished it,
and the explanation is that the men can work harder
while they are at it, if the duration of their labour
is shortened. Shortening the day of labour has not
only increased production, but actually increased wages.
Mr. Redgrave, in his Report for 1860, says that during
the period 1839-1859 wages rose in the branches of
industry that adopted the ten hours’ prineiple, and fell
in trades where men wrought 14 and 15 hours a day.
Small wages and long hours are always found to go
together, because the same causes which enable the
employer to reduce wages enable him to lengthen the
labouring day.

5. Piecework. Industrial improvements tend, Marx
maintains, to overwork, to undue intensification of
labour, for machinery can go at almost any rate all day
and all night, and labourers are compelled by various
expedients to work up to it. Among these expedients
none is more strongly condemned by Marx than piece-
work, as encouraging over-exertion and overtime. He
says that though known so early as the 14th century
piecework only came into vogue with the large system
of production, to which he thinks it the most suitable
form of payment. He states (though this is not quite
accurate) that it is the only form of payment in use in
workshops that are under the factory acts, because in
these workshops the day of labour cannot be length-
ened, and the capitalist has no other way open to him of
exploiting the labourer but by increasing the intensity
of the labour. He ridicules the idea of a writer who
thought * the system of piecework marked an epoch in
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the history of the working man, because it stood half-
way between the position of a mere wage labourer
depending on the will of the capitalist and the position
of the co-operative artisan who in the not distant future
promises to combine the artisan and the capitalist in his
own person.” DBetter far, he holds, for the labourer to
stick to day’s wages, for he can be much more easily
and extensively exploited by the piece system. He con-
tends that experience has proved this in trades like the
compositors and ship carpenters, in which both systems
of payment are in operation side by side, and he cites
from the factory inspectors’ reports of 1860 the case of
a factory employing 400 hands, 200 paid by the piece
and 200 by the day. The piece hands had an interest
in working overtime, and the day hands were obliged
to follow suit without receiving a farthing extra for the
additional hour or half-hour. This might be stopped
by furthur legislation, but then Marx holds that the
system of piece payment is so prone to abuse that when
one door of exploitation shuts another only opens, and
legislation will always remain ineffectual. Every pecul-
iarity of the system furnishes opportunity either for
reducing wages or increasing work. On the piece sys-
tem the worth of labour is determined by the worth of
the work it does, and unless the work possess average
excellence the stipulated price is withheld. There is
thus always a specious pretext ready to the employer’s
hand for making deductions from wages on the ground
that the work done did not come up to the stipulated
standard. Then again, it furnishes the employer with
a definite measure for the intensity of labour. He
judges from the results of piecework how much time
it generally takes to produce a particular piece, and
labourers who do not possess the average productivity
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are turned off on the ground that they are unable to
do a minimum day’s work. Even those who are kept
on get lower average wages than they would on the day
system. The superior workman earns indeed better
pay working by the piece, but the general body do not.
The superior workman can afford to take a smaller
price per piece than the others, because he turns out a
greater number of pieces in the same time, and the
employer fixes, from the case of the superior workman,
a standard of payment which is injurious to the rest.
In the end a change from day's wages to piece wages
will thus be found to have merely resulted in the
average labourer working harder for the same money.
Marx, however, admits that when a definite scale of
prices has been in long use and has become fixed as a
custom, there are so many difficulties to its reduetion
that employers are obliged, when they seek to reduce
it, to resort to violent methods of transforming it into
time wages again. He gives an example of this from
the strike of the Coventry ribbon-weavers in 1860, in
resistance to a transformation of this kind.

These are only some of the evils Marx lays at the
door of piecework; he has many more charges. From
rendering the superintendence of labour unnecessary, it
leads to abuses like the sub-contracts known in this
country as *the sweating system,” or what is a variety
of the same, to contracts of the employer with his
manager, whereby the latter becomes responsible for
the whole work, and employs and pays the men. From
making it the pecuniary interest of the labourer to work
overtime, pieee'wnrk induces him to overstrain his pow-
ers, and both to transgress the legal or normal limits
of the day of labour, and to raise or exceed the normal
degree of the intensity of labour. Marx, quoting from
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Dunning, says that it was customary in the engineering
trade in London for employers to engage a foreman of
exceptional physical powers, and pay him an extra
salary per quarter to keep the men up to his own pace ;
an expedient which, he adds, is actually recommended
to farmers by Morton in his * Agricultural Enecyclo-
pedia.” He attributes to piecework, especially in its
operation on women and children, the degeneration of
the labouring class in the potteries, which is shown in
the Report of the Commission on the Employment of
Children. But while Marx thus objects to piecework
because it leads to overwork, he objects to it also
because it leads to underwork. It enables employers
to engage more hands than they require, when they
entertain perhaps only an imaginary expectation of
work, for they know they run no risk, since paying by
the piece they pay only for what is done. The men
are thus imperfectly employed and insufficiently paid.

6. Relative Qver-population. One of the worst features
of modern industrial development is the vast number of
labourers whom it constantly leaves out of employ. This
Marx calls relative over-population. Of absolute over-
population he has no fear. He is not a Malthusian. He
holds that there is no population law applicable to all
countries and times alike. Soecial organisms differ from
one another as animals do and plants; they have differ-
ent laws and conditions. Every country and age has
its own law of population. A constant and increasing
‘over-population is a characteristic of the present age ; it
is a necessary consequence of the existing method of
carrying on industry ; but it is nothing in the nature of
an absolute over-growth ; it is only, to Marx’s thinking,
a relative superfluity. There is plenty of work for all,

]
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more than plenty. If those who have employment were
not allowed to be overwrought, and if work were to-
morrow to be limited to its due amount for every one
according to age and sex, the existing working popula-
tion would be quite insufficient to carry on the national
production to its present extent. Even in England,
where the technical means of saving labour are enor-
mous, this could not be done except by converting
most of our present “unproductive” labourers into
productive. There is therefore, Marx conceives, no
reason why any one should be out of work; but at
present, what with the introduction of new machinery,
the industrial eycles, the commercial crises, the changes
of fashion, the transitions of every kind, we have always,
besides the industrial army in actual service, a vast
industrial reserve who are either entirely out of employ-
ment or very inadequately employed. This relative
over-population is an inevitable consequence of the
capitalistic management of industry, which first com-
pels one-half of the labouring community to do the
work of all, and then makes use of the redundancy
of labour so created to compel the working half to
take less pay. Low wages spring from the excessive
competition among labourers caused by this relative
over-population. * Rises and falls in the rate of wages
are universally regulated by extensions and contractions
in the industrial reserve army which correspond with
changes in the industrial cycle. They are not deter-
mined by changes in the absolute number of the labour-
ing population, but through changes in the relative
distribution of the working class into active army and
reserve army — through increase or decrease in the rel-
ative numbers of the surplus population — through the
degree in which it is at one time absorbed and at another
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dismissed.” The fluctuations in the rate of wages are
thus traced to expansions or contractions of capital, and
not to variation in the state of population. Marx ridi-
cules the theory of these fluctuations given by political
economists, that high wages lead to their own fall by
encouraging marriages, and so in the end increasing
the supply of labour, and that low wages lead to their
own rise by discouraging marriages and reducing the
supply of labour. That, says Marx, is very fine, but
before high wages could have produced a redundant
population (which would take eighteen years to grow
up), wages would, with modern industrial cycles have
been up, down, and up again through ordinary fluctua-
tions of trade.

Relative over-population is of three kinds, current,
latent, and stagnaut. Current over-population is what
comes from incidental caunses, the ordinary changes that
take place in the every day course of industry. A trade
is slack this season and brisk the next, has perhaps its
own seasons, like house-painting in spring, posting in
summer. Or one trade may from temporary reasons be
busy, while others are depressed. In the last half-year
of 1860 there were 90,000 labourers in London out
of employment, and yet the factory inspectors report
that at that very time much machinery was standing
idle for want of hands. This comes from the labourer
being mutilated, — that is, specialised — under modern
subdivision of labour, and fit for only a single narrow
craft. Another current cause of over-population is that
under the stress of modern labour the workman is old
before his years, and while still in middle life becomes
unfit for full work, and passes into the reserve. Marx
says this is the real reason for the prevalence of early
marriages among the working class. They are generally
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condemned for being improvident, but they are really
resorted to from considerations of providence, for work-
ing men foresee that they will be prematurely disabled
for work, and desire, when that day comes, to have
grown-up children about them who shall be able to sup-
port them. Other current causes are new inventions
and new fashions, which always throw numbers out of
work. Latent over-population is what springs from
causes whose operation is long and slow. The best
example of it is the case of the agricultural labourers.
They are being gradually superseded by machinery, and
as they lose work in the country they gather to the
towns to swell the reserve army there. A great part of
the farm servants are always in this process of transition,
a few here, and a few there, and a few everywhere. The
constancy of this flow indicates a latent over-population
in the rural districts, and that is the cause of the low
wages of agricultural labourers. By stagnant over-
population Marx means that which is shown in certain
branches of industry, where none of the workmen are
thrown back entirely into the reserve, but none get full
regular employment.




CHAPTER IV.
THE FEDERALISM OF CARL MARLO.

MARLo and Rodbertus are sometimes spoken of as the
precursors of German socialism. This, however, is a
mistake. The socialism which now exists appeared in
Germany among the Young Hegelians forty years ago,
before the writings of either of these economists were
published, and their writings have had very little in-
fluence on the present movement. Rodbertus, it is true,
communicated a decided impulse to Lassalle, both by
his published letter to Von Kirchmann in 1853, and
by personal correspondence subsequently. He was a
landed proprietor of strongly liberal opinions, who was
appointed Minister of Agriculture in Prussia in 1848,
but after a brief period of office retired to his estates,
and devoted himself to economical and historical study.
He took a very decided view of the defects of the ex-
isting industrial system, and held in particular that, in
accordance with Ricardo’s law of necessary wages, the
labourer’s income could never rise permanently above
the level of supplying him with a bare subsistence, and
consequently that, while his labour was always inereas-
ing in productivity, through mechanical inventions and
other means, the share which he obtained of the prod-
uct was always decreasing. What was required was
simply to get this tendency counteracted, and to devise

arrangements by which the labourer’s share in the prod-
172
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uct might inerease proportionally with the produet it-
self, for otherwise the whole working population would
be left behind by the general advancement of society.
The remedy, he conceives, must lie in the line of a fresh
contraction of the sphere of private property. That
sphere had been again and again contracted in the in-
terests of personal development, and it must be g0 once
more. And the contraction that was now necessary
was to leave nothing whatever in the nature of private
property except income. This proposal is substantially
identical with the scheme of the socialist; it is just the
nationalisation of all permanent stock; but then he
holds that it could not be satisfactorily carried out in
less than five hundred years. Rodbertus’s writings have
never been widely known, but they attracted some
attention among the German working class, and he was
invited, along with Lassalle and Lothar Bucher, to
address the Workipg Men’s Congress in Leipzig in 1863.
He promised to come and speak on the law of necessary
wages, but the Congress was never held in consequence
of the action of Lassalle in precipitating his own move-
ment, and from that movement Rodbertus held entirely
aloof. He agreed with Lassalle’s complaints against
the present order of things, but he disapproved of his
plan of reform. He did not think the scheme of found-
ing productive associations on State credit either feasi-
ble or desirable, and he would still retain the system
of wages, though with certain improvements introduced
by law. He thought, moreover, that Lassalle erred
gravely in making the socialists a political party, and
that they should have remained a purely economical
one. Besides, he looked on it as mere folly to expect,
with Lassalle, the accomplishment in thirty years of
changes which, as we have seen, he believed five cen-
turies little enough time to evolve.
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Rodbertus may thus be said to have had some rela-
tions with the present movement, but Marlo stands
completely apart from it; and his large and important
work, ¢ Untersuchungen iiber die Organisation der
Arbeit, oder System der Welt-6konomie,” published at
Kassel in 1850-5—though original, learned, and lucid
— has remained so absolutely unknown that none of the
lexicons mention his name, and even an economist like
Schaeffle — who was the first to draw public attention
to it, and has evidently been considerably influenced by
it himself —had never read it till he was writing his
own work on socialism (1870). DBut though Marlo
cannot be said to have contributed in any respect to the
present socialistic movement, his work deserves atten-
tive consideration as a plea for fundamental social re-
form, advanced by a detached and independent thinker,

who has given years of patient study to the phenomena

of modern economical life, and holds them to indicate
the presence of deep-seated and wide-spread social dis-
ease. Carl Marlo is the nom de plume of a German pro-
fessor of technology named Winkelblech, and he gives
us in the preface to his second volume, a touching
account of how he came to apply himself to social
questions. In 1843 he made a tour of investigation
through Northern Europe in connection with a techno-
logical work he was engaged in writing, and visited
among other places the blue factory of Modum, in Nor-
way, where he remained some days, charmed with the
scenery, which he thought equal to that of the finest
valleys of the Alps. One morning he went up to a
neighbouring height, whence he could see the whole
valley, and was calmly enjoying the view when a
German artisan came to ask him to undertake some com-
mission to friends in the fatherland. They engaged in
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conversation. The artisan went over his experiences,
and repeated all the privations he and his fellows had
to endure. His tale of sorrow, so alien apparently to
the ravishing beauty around, made a profound impres-
sion on Winkelblech, and altered the purpose and work
of his life. *“ What is the reason,” he asked himself,
“that the paradise before my eyes conceals so much
misery ? Is nature the source of all this suffering, or is
it man that is to blame forit? 1 had before, like so
many men of science, looked while in workshops, only
on the forges and the machinery, not on the men —on
the products of human industry, and not on the produ-
cers, and I was quite a stranger to this great empire of
misery that lies at the foundation of our boasted ecivili-
sation. The touching words of the artisan made me
feel the nullity of my scientific work and life in its
whole extent, and from that moment I resolved to make
the sufferings of our race, with their causes and reme-
dies, the subject of my studies.” He pursued these
studies with the greatest industry for several years, and
found the extent of men’s sufferings to be greatly be-
yond his expectation. Poverty prevailed everywhere
— among labourers and among employers, too — with
peoples of the highest industrial development, and with
peoples of the lowest —in luxurious cities, and in the
huts of villagers — in the rich plains of Lombardy, no
less than the sterile wilds of Scandinavia. He arrived
at the conclusion that the causes of all this lay not in
nature, but in the fact that human institutions rested
on false economical foundations, and he held the only
possible remedy to consist in improving these institu-
tions. He became convinced that technical perfection
of production, however great, would never be able to
extinguish poverty or lead to the diffusion of general
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comfort, and that civilisation wgs now come to a stage
in its development at which further progress depended
entirely on the advancement of political economy.
Political economy was, therefore, for our time the most
important of all sciences, and Winkelblech now deter-
mined to give himself thoroughly to its study. Hith-
erto he had not done so. * During the progress of my
investigations, he says, the doctrines of economists, as
well as the theories of soecialists, remained almost un-
known to me except in name, for I intentionally
abstained from seeking any knowledge of either, in
order that I might keep myself as free as possible from
extraneous influences. It was only after I arrived at
the results described that I set myself to a study of
economical literature, and came to perceive that the
substance of my thoughts, though many of them were
not new, and stood in need of correction, departed com-
pletely from the accepted principles of the science.”
He reached the conclusion that there prevailed every-
where the symptoms of a universal social disease, and
that political economy was the only physician that could
cure it ; but that the prevailing system of economy was
quite incompetent for that task, and that a new system
was urgently and indispensably required. To set forth
such a system is the aim of his book. He derides
Proudhon’s idea of social reforms coming of themselves
without design, and argues strongly that no reform
worthy the name can ever be expected except as the
fruit of economical researches. He agrees with the
socialists in so far as they seek to devise a new econom-
ical system, but he thinks they make a defective diag-
nosis of the disease, and propose an utterly inadequate
remedy. He counts them entirely mistaken in attrib-
uting all existing evils to the unequal distribution of
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wealth, a deficiency of production being, in his opinion,
a much more important source of misery than any error
of distribution. In fact, his fundamental objection to
the existing distribution is that it is not the distribution
which_conduces to the highest production, or to the
most fruitful use of the natural resources at the com-
mand of society. He differs from the German socialists
in always looking at the question from the stand-point
of society in general, rather than from that of the pro-
letariate alone, and he maintains that a new organisation
of labour is even more necessary for the interest of the
capitalists than for that of the labourers, because he
believes the present system will infallibly lead, unless
amended, to the overthrow of the capitalist class, and
the introduction of communism. His point of view is
moreover purely economical and scientific, entirely free
from all partisan admixture, and while he declares
himself to be a zealous member of the republican party,
he says that he purposely abstains from intervention in
polities because he regards the political question as one
of very minor rank, and holds that, with sound social
arrangements, people could live more happily under the
Russian autocracy than, with unsound ones, they could
do under the French republic. The organisation of
labour is, in his opinion, something quite independent
of the form of the State, and its final aim ought to be
to produce the amount of wealth necessary to diffuse
universal comfort among the whole population without
robbing the middle classes. These characteristics suffi-
ciently separate him from the socialist democrats of the
present day.

His book was published gradually in parts, sometimes
after long intervals, between 1848 and 1856, when it
was finally interrupted by his death. It remains, there-
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fore, incomplete. It was to have consisted of three
parts; 1st, a historical part, containing an exposition
and estimate of the various economical systems; 2nd,
an elementary or doctrinal part, containing an exposi-
tion of the principles of economical science ; and, 3rd, a
practical part explaining his plan for the organisation of
labour. The first two parts are all we possess; the
third, and most important, never appeared, which must
be regretted by all who recognise the evidences of origi-
nal power and singular candour that the other parts
present.

Marlo’s account of the social problem is that it arises
from the fact that our present industrial organisation is
not in correspondence with the idea of right which is
recognised by the public opinion of the time. That
idea of right is the Christian one, which takes its stand
on the dignity of manhood, and declares that all men,
simply because they are men, have equal rights to the
areatest possible happiness. Up till the French Revo-
lution, the idea of right that prevailed was the heathen
one, which might be called the divine right of the
stronger. The weak might be made a slave without
wrong ; he might be treated as a thing, and not as a
person or an equal, who had the same right with his
master or his feudal superior to the greatest possible
enjoyment. Nature belonged to the conqueror, and his
dominion was transmitted by privilege. Inequality of
right was therefore the characteristic of this period;
Marlo ealls it monopolism. But at the Freneh Revolu-
tion the Christian idea of right rose to its due ascend-
ancy over opinion, and the sentiments of love and
justice began to assume a control over public arrange-
ments. Do as you would be done by, became a rule for
polities as well as for private life, and the weak were
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supported against the strong. Equality of right was
the mark of .the new period ; Marlo ecalls it panpolism.
This idea could not be realised before the present day,
because it had never before taken possession of the pub-
lic mind, but it has done this now so thoroughly that
it cannot be expected to rest till it has realised itself
in every direction in all the practical applications of
which it is susceptible. The final arbiter of institutions
is always the conception of right prevailing at the time;
contemporary industrial arrangements are out of har-
mony with the contemporary conception of right ; and
stability cannot be looked for until this disturbance is
completely adjusted.

Now the first attempts that society made to effect
this adjustment were not unnaturally attended with
imperfection. In the warmth of their recoil from the
evils of monopolism, men ran into extreme and dis-
torted embodiments of the opposite principle, and they
ran contrary ways. These contrary ways are Liberal-
ism and Communism. Liberalism fixed its attention
mainly on the artificial restrictions, the privileges, the
services, the legal bonds by which monopoly and ine-
quality were kept up, and it thought a perfect state
of society would be brought about if only every chain
were snapped and every fetter stripped away. It con-
ceived the road to the greatest possible happiness for
every man, was the greatest possible freedom; it idol-
ised the principle of abstract liberty, and it fancied if
evil did not disappear, it was always because something
still remained that needed emancipation. Communism,
on the other hand, kept its eyes on the inequalities of
monopolistic society; imagined the true road to the
greatest possible happiness was the greatest possible
equality ; that all ills would vanish as soon as things
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were levelled enough; in short, it idolised the principle
of abstract equality. Modern Liberalism and modern
Communism are therefore of equal birth: they have
the same historical origin in the triumph of the prinei-
ple of equality of right in 1789 ; they are only different
modes of attempting to reduce that principle to prac-
tice; and Liberalism happens to be the more widely
disseminated of the two, not because it represents that
principle better, but merely because being more purely
negative than the other, it was easier of introduction,
and so got the start of Communism in the struggle of
existence. According to Marlo, they are both equally
bad representatives of the principle, and their chief
good lies in their mutual eriticism, by means of which
they prepare the way for the true system, the system of
Federalism, which will be presently explained. The
history of revolution, he says, begins in the victory of
Liberalism and Communism together over Monopolism ;
it proceeds by the conflict of the victors with one
another, and it ends in the final triumph of Federalism
over both.

Marlo next criticises the two systems of Liberalism
and Communism with considerable acuteness. DBoth
the one and the other are utopias; they are absorbed in
realising an abstract principle, and they, as a matter of
fact, produce exactly the opposite of what they aim at.
Communism seeks to reach the greatest possible happi-
ness by introducing first the greatest possible equality.
But what is equality ? Is it equality when each man
gets a coat of the same size, or is it not rather when
each man gets a coat that fits him? Some communists
would accept the former alternative. They would
measure off the same length to the dwarf and the giant,
to the ploughman and the judge, to the family of three
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and the family of thirteen. But this would be clearly
not equality, but only inequality of a more vicious and
vexatious kind. Most communists, however, prefer the
second alternative, and assign to every man according
to his needs, to every man the coat that fits him. DBut
then we must first have the cloth, and that is only got
by labour, and every labourer ought if possible to pro-
duce his own coat. The motive to labour, however,
is weakened on the Communistic system, and if those
who work less are to be treated exactly like those who
work more, then that would be no abolition of mo-
nopoly, but merely the invention of a new monopoly,
the monopoly of indolence and incapacity. The skilful
and industrious would be exploited by the stupid and
- lazy. Besides, production would for the same reason,
insufficient inducement to labour, be diminished, prog-
ress would be stopped, and therefore the average of
human happiness would decline. Communism thus
conducts to the opposite of everything it seeks. It
seeks equality, it ends in inequality ; it seeks the aboli-
tion of monopoly, it creates a new monopoly : it seeks
to increase happiness, it actually diminishes it. It is a
pure utopia, and why? DBecause it misunderstands its
own principle. Equality does not mean giving equal
things to every man; it means merely affording the
greatest possible playroom for the development of every
personality, and that is exactly the principle of freedom.
The greatest possible equality and the greatest possible
freedom can only be realised together; they must spring
out of the same conditions, and a system of right which
shall adjust these conditions is just what is now wanted.

Liberalism is a failure from like causes. It seeks to
realise happiness by freedom ; it realises neither. For
it mistakes the nature of freedom, as the Communists
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mistake the nature of equality. It takes freedom to be
the power of doing what one likes, instead of being the
power of doing what is right. Its whole bent is to
exempt as much as possible of life from authoritative
restraint, and to give as much scope as exigencies will
allow to the play of individuality. It is based on no

positive conception of right whatever, and looks on the

State as an alien whose interference is something ex-
ceptional, only justified on occasional grounds of public
necessity or general utility. It fails to see that there
are really no affairs in a community which are out
of relation to the general wellbeing, and destitute of
political significance. Nothing demonstrates the error
of this better than the effects of the Liberal régime

itself. For half a century the industrial concerns of -

the people have been treated as matters of purely
private interest, and this policy has resulted in a politi-
cal as well as economical revolution. Industrial free-
dom, which has produced capitalism in the economical
field, has resulted in political life in the ascendency of
a new class, a plutocracy, “ the worst masters,” said De
Tocqueville, *“the world has yet seen, though their
reign will be short.” The change which was effected
by the legislation of the Revolution was not the devel-
opment of a fourth estate, as 1s sometimes said; it was
really nothing more than the creation of a money aris-
tocracy, and the putting of them in the place of the old
hereditary nobility. The system of industrial right
that happens to prevail, therefore, so far from being,
as Liberals fancy, outside the sphere of political inter-
est, is in truth the very element on which the distribu-
tion of political power, in the last analysis, depends.
Nothing is more political than the social question.
Liberals think slight of that question, but it is, says

-
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Marlo, the real question of the day, and it is neither
more nor less than the question of the existence or
abolition of Liberalism, the question of the mainte-
nance or subversion of the principle of industrial free-
dom, the question of the ascendency or overthrow of
a money aristocracy. The fight of our age is a fight
against a plutocracy bred of Liberalism. It is not, as
some represent it, a struggle of labourers against em:
ployers; it is a joint struggle of labourers and lower
bourgeoisie against the higher bourgeoisie, a struggle
of those who work and produce against those who
luxuriate idly on the fruits of others’ labour. As com-
pared with this question, constitutional questions are
of very minor importance, for no matter whether the
State be monarchy or republic, if the system of indus-
trial right that prevails in it be the system of industrial
freedom, the real power of the country will be in the
hands of the capitalist elass. He who fails to see this,
says Marlo, fails to understand the spirit of his time.
It is always the national idea of right that governs
both in social and political relations, and as long as the
national idea of right is that of Liberalism, we shall
continue to have capitalism and a plutocracy. It is the
mind that builds the body up, and it is only when a
new system of right has taken as complete possession
of the national consciousness as Liberalism did in 1789,
that the present social conflict will cease and a better
order of things come in.

From want of such a system of right —from want
even of seeing the necessity for it, Liberalism has de-
feated its own purpose. It sought to abolish monopoly ;
it has only substituted for the old monopoly of birth
the more grievous monopoly of wealth. It sought to
establish freedom; it has only established plutocratic
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tyranny. It has erred because it took for freedom an
abstraction of its own and tried to realise that, just as
Communism erred by taking for equality an abstraction
of its own and trying to realise that. The most perfect
state of freedom is not reached when every man has
the power of doing what he likes, any more than the
most perfect state of equality is reached when every
man has equal things with every other; but the great-
est possible freedom is attained in a condition of society
where every man has the greatest possible playroom
for the development of his personality, and the greatest
possible equality is attained in exactly the same state
of things. Real freedom and real equality are in fact
identical. Every right contains from the first a social
element as well as an individual element, and it cannot
be realised in the actual world without observing a due
adjustment between these two elements. Such an
adjustment can only be discovered by a critical exami-
nation of the economical constitution of society, and
must then be expressed in a distinct system of industrial
right, which imposes on individual action its just limits.
True liberty is liberty within these limits; and the
true right of property is a right of property under the
same conditions. The fundamental fault of Liberalism,
the cause of its failure, is simply that it goes to work
without a sound theory of right, or rather perhaps with-
out any clear theory at all, and merely aims at letting
every one do as he likes, with the understanding that
the State can always be called in to correct accidents
and excesses.

This defect is what Federalism claims to supply. It
claims to be the only theory that abandons abstractions
and keeps closely to the nature of things, and therefore
to be the only theory that is able to realise even
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approximately the Christian principle of equality of
right. The name furnishes no very precise clue to the
solution it designates, and it has no reference to the
federative form of State, for which Marlo expressly
disavows having any partiality. He has chosen the
word merely to indicate the fact that society is an
organic confederation of many different kinds of asso-
ciations — families, churches, academies, mercantile com-
panies, and so on ; that association is not only a natural
form, but the natural form in which man’s activity
tends to be carried on; and that in any sound system
of industrial right this must be recognised by an exten-
sion of the collective form of property and the co-opera-
tive form of production. Communism, says Marlo, is
mechanical, Liberalism is atomistie, but Federalism is
organic. When he distinguishes his theory from com-
munism, it must be remembered that it is from the
communism which he has ecriticised, and which he
would prefer to denominate Equalism; it is from the
communism of Baboeuf, which would out of hand give
every man according to his needs, and would conse-
quently, through impairing the motives to industry,
leave those needs themselves in the long run less satis-
factorily provided for than they are now. But his sys-
tem is nearly identical with the communism of the Young
Hegelians of his own time — that is, with the German
socialism of the present day — although he arrived at it
in entire independence of their agitations, and builds
it on deductions peculiar to himself. Like them, he
asks for the compulsory transformation of land and the
instruments of production from private property into
collective property; like them, he asks for this on
grounds of social justice, as the necessary mechanism
for giving effect to positive rights that are set aside
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under the present system; and he says himself, «If
you ask the question, how is the democratic social
republic related to Federalism, the most suitable answer
is, as the riddle to its solution.”

He starts from the position that all men have equally
the right to property. Not merely in the sense, which
is commonly acknowledged, that they have the right to
property if they have the opportunity of acquiring it;
but in the further significance, that they have a right
to the opportunity. They are in-fact born proprietors
—de jure at least, and they are so for two reasons.
First, God has made them persons, and not things, and
they have, therefore, all equally a natural right to their
amplest personal development. If society interferes
with this liberty of personal development — if it suffers
any of its members to become the slaves of others, for
example — it robs them of original rights which belong
to them by the mere fact of their manhood. But, sec-
ondly, property, resources of some sort, being indispen-
sable means of personal development, God, who has
imposed the end, has supplied the means. He has given
nature, the earth and the lower creation, into the do-
minion of man, not of this or that man, or class of men,
but of mankind, and consequently every man has,
equally with every other, a right to participate in the
dominion of nature, a right to use its bounty to the
extent required for his personal development. No ap-
propriation of nature can be just which excludes this
possibility and robs any man of this natural right. It
is, therefore, wrong to allow to any single person, or to
any limited number of persons, an absolute dominion
over natural resources in which everybody else has, by
nature, a right to some extent to share. He who should
have complete and exclusive lordship over all nature,
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would be lord and master of all his fellowmen, and in
a period after natural agents are all appropriated the
system of complete and absolute property leaves the
new comers at the mercy of those who are already in
possession. They can only work if the latter give them
the productive instruments; they can only reap from
their work so much of its fruits as the latter are pleased
to leave with them; and they must perish altogether
unless the latter employ them. They are slaves, they
are beggars, and yet they came into the world with the
rights of a proprietor, of which they can never be di-
vested. Nature laid covers for them as well as for the
rest, and a system of property is essentially unjust which
ousts them from their seat at her table. The common
theory of property starts from the premiss, that all men
have the right to property, and draws the conclusion,
that, therefore, some men have the right to monopolise
it. .As usually understood, the proprietary right is as
much a right of robbery as a right of property, and
Proudhon would have been quite correct in describing
property as theft, if no better system of property could
be devised than the present.

But such a system can be devised; one under which
the rights of new comers may be respected without dis-
turbing those of possessors. This can only be done by
putting entirely aside the complete and absolute form of
property which is in so much favour with Liberalism,
and by making the right of property in any actual pos-
session a strietly limited and circumseribed right from
the first —the right not to an arbitrary control over a
thing, but to a just control over it. So long as property
is always thought of as an arbitrary and absolute do-
minion over a thing, the proprietary right cannot possi-
bly be explained in a way that does not make it a right
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given to some to rob others. Why not, therefore, define
property from the beginning as subject to limitations,
and contrive a new form or system of it, in which these
limitations shall for ever receive due recognition, and
no man be thereafter denied the opportunity of acquir-
ing as much of the bounty of nature as is necessary for
him to carry out his personal development?

That is Marlo’s task, and it would have been an easy
one, if all goods, if everything that satisfies a human
want, had been supplied directly by nature, as air is
supplied, without the need of industry to procure it or
the power of industry to multiply it. Then the prob-
lem would be solved very simply as the earlier com-
munists desired to solve it. Every member of society
would be entitled to partake of nature’s supplies, as he
now does of air, in the measure of his need, and when
those supplies ran exhausted, just as when the air be-
came vitiated, society would be entitled, nay obliged, to
suppress further propagation. But the question is far
from being so simple. Nature only yields her bounties
to us after labour; they are only converted into means
of life by labour; and they are capable of being vastly
multiplied by labour. This element of labour changes
the situation of things considerably, and must be al-
lowed a leading réle in determining a just right and sys-
tem of property. The only case where a proprietary
right can be recognised which is unmodified by this
consideration, is the case of those who are unable to
labour. They fall back on their original right to a
share in the bounty of nature in the measure that their
personal development requires; in other words, accord-
ing to their needs. Their share does not lie waste,
though they are unable to work it themselves, and their
share belongs to them immediately because they are
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persons, and not because they may afterwards become
labourers. Marlo recognises, therefore, antecedently to
labour the right to existence, and this right he proposes
to realise for the weak and disabled by means of a com-
pulsory system of national insurance.

The other natural proprietary rights are consequent
in one way or another upon labour. First, there is the
right to labour. If every man has a right to a share in
the dominion of nature, then every man who is able to
labour has a right to obtain the natural resources that
are necessary to give him employment according to
capacity and trade. No private appropriation of these
resources can divest him of his title to get access to
them, and if he cannot find work himself, the State is
bound to provide it for him in publiec workshops. Second,
every man has a right to the most profitable possible
application of labour to natural resources. He has an
interest in seeing the common stock put to the best
account, and he is wronged in this interest when waste
is permitted, when -inferior methods are resorted to, or
when the distribution of work and materials is ill
arranged. Now the best arrangement is when each
man is equipped according to the measure and quality
of his powers. Nature will be then best worked, and
man's personal development will then be best furthered.
If such an arrangement cannot be effected on the system
of property now in vogue, while it may be under another,
it is every man’s right to have the former system sup-
planted by the latter. The most economical form of
property is the most just. Third, the next right is a
richt to an almost unlimited control over the fruits of
one's own labour. Not over the means of labour; these
can only be justly or economically held by a ecircum-
seribed control ; but over the fruits of labour: these
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ought to be retained as exclusive property, for the sim-
ple reason that the natural resources will be so turned
to the best account. On any other system of payment
the motive to labour is impaired, and the amount of its
produce diminished. Distribution by need defeats its
own end; the very needs of the community would be
less amply satisfied after it than before it. Distribution
according to work is the sound economical principle, and
therefore the just one. Marlo here leaves room for the
play of the hereditary principle and of competition to
some extent, and he allows the free choice of oceupation
on similar grounds. Men will work best in lines their
own tastes and powers lead them to. Everything is
determined by economical utility, and economiecal utility
is supposed to be at its height when the natural resources
of a country are distributed among its inhabitants accord-
ing to the requirements of their labouring powers.

This condition of things can only be realised, first, if
population is regulated ; second, if unproductive labour
is suppressed ; and third, if the means of labour are made
common property. The necessity for regulating popu-
lation comes, of course, from the limitation of the natu-
ral resources at society’s command. In any community
there is a certain normal limit of population — the limit
at which all the natural resources are distributed among
all the inhabitants according to their powers —and the
community will learn when this limit is reached from
the number of workmen who are unable to obtain
private employment, and are obliged to seek work from
the State. Then it can regulate population by various
expedients. It may require the possession of a certain
amount of fortune as a preliminary condition to mar-
riage, and raise this amount according to necessity. It
may encourage emigration. It may forbid marriages
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under a fixed age. and to prevent illegitimacy, it might
give natural children the same rights as legitimate ones,
But Marlo trusts most to the strong preventive check
that would be supplied by the power imparted to work-
ing men under the Federal régime of imiproving their
position.

The same necessity that makes it legitimate, and,
indeed, imperative to regulate population, makes it
legitimate and imperative also to suppress what Marlo
calls unproductive acquisition, 7.e., the acquisition by
persons who are able to work of any other property
than they earn as the fruit of their work: and to sup-
press likewise all waste of the means of life and enjoy-
ment, such, for example, as is involved in the maintenance
of unnecessary horses, dogs, or other animals that only
eat up the products of the soil. The obligation to labour
and the curtailment of luxury would come into exercise
before the restrictions on population, and be more and
more rigorously enforced as the normal limit of popula-
tion was approximated.

But the most important and the most necessary inno-
vation is the conversion of land and the instruments of
production into the form of collective property. The
form in which property should be held ought to be
strictly determined by considerations of economical util-
ity. From such considerations the Liberals themselves
have introduced important changes into the system of
property ; they have abolished fiefs, hereditary tenancies,
entail, servitudes, church and village lands, all the
peculiarities of monopolistic society, because, as they
said, they wished to substitute a good form of property
for a bad : and they at least have no right, Marlo thinks,
to turn round now on Communists or Federalists for
proposing to supersede this good form of property by a
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better. They have themselves transformed property by
law, and they have transformed it on grounds of econom-
ical advantage ; the_}i have owned that the economical
superiority of a particular form of property imposes a
public obligation for its compulsory introduction. They
asserted the competency of the State against the monop-
olists, and they cannot now deny it against the socialists.
If the private form of property is best, then let the State
maintain it; but if the collective form is best, then the
State is bound, even on the principles of Liberals them-
selves, to introduce it. The question can only be deter-
mined by experience of the comparative economical
utility of the two. Without offering any detailed proof
of his proposition from experience Marlo then affirms
that the most advantageous form of property is reached
when the instruments of production are the collective
property of associations, and the instruments of enjoy-
ment (except wells, bridges, and the like) are the prop-
erty of individuals. Each man’s house would still be
his castle ; his house and the fulness thereof would still
belong to him ; but outside of it he could acquire no
individual possessions. Of land and the means of labour,
he should be joint-proprietor with others, or rather joint-
tenant with them under the Crown. Industrial property
would Dbe held in common by the associations that
worked it, and these associations would be organised
by authority with distinct charters of powers and
functions.

Marlo thus arrives at the same practical scheme as
Marx, though by a slightly different road. Marx builds
his claim on Ricardo’s theory of value and Ricardo’s
law of necessary wages. Marlo builds his on man’s
natural right, as a sharer in the dominion of nature, to
the most advantageous exercise of that dominion.

"
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CHAPTER V.

THE SOCIALISTS Gi"' THE CHAIR.

 TuE Socialists of the Chair have done themselves
injustice and sown their course with embarrassing mis-
conceptions by adopting too hastily an infelicitous name.
It is more descriptive than most political nicknames,
and therefore more liable to mislead. It was first used
in 1872 in a pamphlet by Oppenheim, then one of the
leaders of the National Liberals, to ridicule a group of
young professors of political economy who had begun
to show a certain undefined sympathy with the socialist
agitations of Lassalle and Von Schweitzer, and to write
of the wrongs of the labouring classes and the evils of
the existing industrial system with a flow of emotion
which was thought to befit their years better than their
position. A few months later these young professors
called together at Eisenach a Congress of all who shared
their general attitude towards that class of questions.
In opening this Congress — which was attended by
almost every economist of note in Germany, and by a
number of the weightiest and most distinguished Lib-
eral politicians — Professor Schmoller employed the
name “ Socialists of the Chair” to describe himself and
those present, without adding a single qualifying re-
mark, just as if it had been their natural and chosen
designation. The nickname was no doubt accepted so

readily, partly from a desire to take the edge off the
193
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sneer it was meant to convey, but partly also from the
nobler feeling which makes men stand by a truth that
is out of favour. Not that they approved of the con-
tentions of social democracy out and out, but they
believed there was more basis of truth in them than
persons in-authority were inclined to allow, and besides
that the truth they contained was of special and even
pressing importance. They held, as Schmoller said,
that “Social Democracy was itself a consequence of
the sins of modern Liberalism.” They went entirely
with the social democrats in maintaining both that a
grave social erisis had arisen, and that it had been
largely brought about by an irrational devotion on the
part of the Liberals to the economical doctrine of laissez-
Jaire. But they went further with them. They be-
lieved that the salvation of modern society was to come,
not indeed from the particular scheme of reconstruction
advocated by the social democrats, but still from appli-
cations in one form or another of their fundamental
principle, the principle of association. And it was for
that reason —it was for the purpose of marking the
value they set upon the associative prineiple as the chief
source of healing for the existing ills of the nations —
that they chose to risk misunderstanding and obloquy by
accepting the nickname put upon them by their adver-
saries. The late Professor Held, who claims as a merit
that he was the first to do so, explains very clearly what
he means by calling himself a socialist. Socialism may
signify many different things, but, as he uses the word,
it denotes not any definite system of opinions or any par-
ticular plan of social reform, but only a general method
which may guide various systems, and may be employed
more or less according to circumstances in directing
many different reforms, He is a socialist because he
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would give much more place than obtains at present to
the associative principle in the arrangements of economi-
cal life, and because he cannot share in the admiration
many economists express for the purely individualistic
basis on which these arrangements have come to stand.
A socialist is simply the opposite of an individualist.
| The individualist considers that the perfection of an in-
- dustrial economy cousists in giving to the principles of
self-interest, private property, and free competition, on
“which the present order of things is founded, the am-
plest scope they are capable of receiving, and that all
existing economical evils are due, not to the operation
of these principles but only to their obstruction, and
will gradually disappear when self-interest comes to be
better understood, when competition is facilitated by
easier inter-communication, and when the law has ceased
from troubling and left industry at rest. The socialist,
in Held’s sense, is, on the other hand, one who rejects
the comfortable theory of the natural harmony of indi-
vidual interests, and instead of deploring the obstrue-
tions which embarrass the operations of the principles
of competition, self-interest, and private property, thinks
that it is precisely in consequence of these obstructions
that industrial society contrives to exist at all. Strip
these principles, he argues, of the restraints put upon
them now by custom, by conscience, by public opinion,
by a sense of fairness and kind feeling, and the inequali-
ties of wealth would be immensely aggravated and the
labouring classes would be unavoidably ground fo mis-
ery. Industrial society would fall into general anarchy,
into a bellum omnium contra omnes, in which they that
have would have more abundantly, and they that have
not would lose even what they have. Held declines to
join in the admiration bestowed by many scientific econ-
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omists upon this state of war, in which the battle is
always to the rich. He counts it neither the state of
nature, nor the state of perfection, of economical so-
ciety, but simply an unhappy play of selfish and oppos-
ing forces, which it ought to be one of the distinet aims
of political economy to mitigate and counteract. Indi-
vidualism has already had too free a course, and espe-
cially in the immediate past has enjoyed too sovereign a
reign. The work of the world cannot be carried on by
a fortuitous concourse of hostile atoms, moving continu-
ally in a strained state of suspended social war, and
therefore, for the very safety of industrial society, we
must needs now change our tack, give up our individu-
alism, and sail in the line of the more positive and con-
structive tendencies of socialism. To Held’s thinking
accordingly, socialism and individualism are merely two
contrary general principles, ideals, or methods, which
may be employed to regulate the constitution of eco-
nomical society, and he declares himself a socialist be-
cause he believes that society suffers at present from an
excessive application of the individualistic” principle,
and can only be cured by an extensive employment of
the socialistic one.

This is all clear enough, but it is simply giving to the
word socialism another new meaning, and creating a
fresh source of ambiguity. That term has already con-
tracted definite associations which it is impossible to
dispel by mere word of mouth, and which constitute a
refracting medium through which the principles of the
Socialists of the Chair cannot fail to be presented in a
very misleading form. These writers assume a special
position in two relations — first, as theoretical econo-
mists, and, second, as practical politicians or social re-
formers; and in both respects alike the term socialism
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is peculiarly inappropriate to deseribe their views. In
regard to the first point, by adopting that name they
have done what they could to * Nicodemus " themselves
into a sect, whereas they might have claimed, if they
chose, to be better exponents of the catholic tradition
of the science than those who found fault with them.
This is a claim, however, which they would be shocked
indeed to think of presenting. - With a natural partiality
for their own opinions, they exaggerated immensely the
extent and also the value of their divergence from the
traditional or, as it is sometimes called, the classical
economy. In the energy of their recoil from the dog-
matism which had for a generation usurped an excessive
sway over economical science, they were carried too far
in the opposite direction, but they had in their own
minds the sensation that they were carried a great deal
farther than they really were. They liked to think of
their historical method as constituting a new epocly, and
effecting a complete revolution in political economy,
but, as will subsequently appear, that method, when
reduced to its real worth, amounts to no more than an
application, with somewhat distincter purpose and wider
reach, of the method which Smith himself followed.
Of this they are in some degree conscious. Brentano,
who belongs to the extreme right of the school, says
that Smith would have been a Socialist of the Chair to-
day if he were alive; and Samter, who belongs to the
extreme left, though he is doubtful regarding Smith,
has no hesitation in claiming Mill, whom he looks upon
as standing more outside than inside the school of Smith.
Their position is, therefore, not the new departure which
many of them would fain represent it to be. They are
really as natural and as legitimate a line of descent from
Adam Smith as their adversaries the German Manches-
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ter Party, who claimed the authority of his name. Per-
haps they are even more so, for in science the true
succession lies with those who carry the prineiples of
the master to a more fruitful development, and not
with those who embalm them as sacred but sterile sim-
ulacra.

But it is as practical reformers that the Socialists of
the Chair suffer most injustice from their name. Since
the word socialism was first used by Reybaud fifty years
ago, it has always been connected with utopian or revo-
lutionary ideas. Now the Socialists of the Chair are
the very opposite of revolutionaries both by creed and
practice. None of the various parties which occupy
themselves with the social problem in Germany is so
eminently and advisably practical. Their very histori-
cal method, apart from anything else, makes them so.
It gives them a special aversion to political and social
experiments, for it requires as the first essential of any
project of reform that it shall issue naturally and easily
out of — or at least be harmonious with — the historical
conditions of the time and place to which it is to be
applied. Roscher, who may be regarded as the founder
of the school, says that reformers ought to take for their
model Time, whose reforms are the surest and most ir-
resistible of all, but yet so gradual that they cannot be
observed at any given moment. “They make therefore
on the whole a very sparing use of the socialistic prin-
ciple they invoke. Certainly the world, in their eyes,
is largely out of joint, but its restoration is to proceed
gently, like Solomon’s temple, without sound of ham-
mer. Some of them of course go farther than others,
but they would all still leave us rent, wages, and profits,
the three main stems of individualism. They struck
the idea of taxing speculative profits out of their pro-
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gramme, and so far from having any socialistic thought of
abolishing inheritance, none of them except Von Scheel
would even tax it exceptionally. Samter stands alone
in urging the nationalisation of the land; and Wagner
stands alone in desiring the abolition of private property
in ground-rents in towns; the other members cannot
agree even about the expediency of nationalising the
railways. They work of set purpose for a better distri-
bution of wealth — for what Schmoller calls a progres-
sive equalization of the excessive and even dangerous
differences of culture that exist at present —but they
recoil from all suggestion of schemes of repartition, and
they have no fault to find with inequality in itself. On
the contrary they regard inequality as being not merely
an unavoidable result of men’s natural endowments,
but an indispensable instrument of their progress and -
eivilisation. Schmoller explains that their political
principles are those of Radical Toryism, as portrayed
in Lord Beaconsfield’s novels; and he means that they
rest on the same active sympathy with the ripening as-
pirations of the laboring classes, and the same zealous
confidence in the authority of the State, and in these
respects are distinguished from modern Liberalism,
whose governing sympathies are with the interests and
ideas of the bourgeoisie, and which entertains a positive
jealousy of the action of the State. The actual reforms
which the Socialists of the Chair have hitherto pro-
moted, have been in the main copied from our own Eng-
lish legislation —our factory acts, our legalisation of
Trade Unions, our Savings Banks, our registration of
Friendly Societies, our sanitary legislation, &e., &e. —
measures which have been passed, with the concurrence
of men of opposite shades of opinion, out of no social
theory, but from a plain regard to the obvious necessi
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ties of the hour. So that we have been simply Social-
ists of the Chair for a generation without knowing it,
doing from a happy political instinct the works which
they deduce out of an elaborate theory of economical
politics. Part of their theory, however, is, that in prac-
tical questions they are not to go by theory, and the
consequence is that while they sometimes lay down gen-
eral principles in which communism might steal a shel-
ter, they control these principles so much in their
application by econsiderations of expediency, that the
measures they end in proposing differ little from such
as commend themselves to the common-sense and pub-
lic spirit of middle-class Englishmen.

Their general theory had been taught in Germany for
twenty years before it was forced into importance by
the policy it suggested and thé controversies it excited in
connection with the socialist movement which began in
1863. Wilhelm Roscher, professor of political economy
in Leipzig, first propounded the historical method in his
“ Grundriss zu Vorlesungen iiber die Staatswirthschaft
nach geschichtlicher Methode,” published in 1843, though
it deserves to be noticed that in this work he spoke of
the historical method as being the ordinary inductive
method of scientific economists, and distinguished it
from the idealistic method proceeding by deduction from
preconceived ideas, which he said was the method of the
socialists. He had no thought as yet of representing his
method as diverging from that of his predecessors, even
in detail, much less as being essentially different in prin-
ciple. Then the late Bruno Hildebrand, professor of
political science at Jena, in his work on the * National
Economy of the Present and the Future,” published in
1847, proclaimed the historical method as the harbinger
and instrument of a new era in the science, but he
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speaks of it only as a restoration of the method of dili-
gent observation which Adam Smith practised, but
which his disciples deserted for pure abstractions. In
'1853, a more elaborate defence and exposition of the
historical method appeared in a work on *Political
- Economy from the Standpoint of the Historical Method,”
by Carl G. A. Knies, professor of national economy at
Heidelberg. But it was never dreamt that the ideas
broached in these works had spread beyond the few
solitary thinkers who issued them. The Free Traders
were still seen ruling everything in the high places of
the land in the name of political economy, and they
were everywhere apparently accepted as authorised
interpreters of the mysteries of that, to the ordinary
public, somewhat occult science. They preached the
freedom of exchange like a religion which contained
at once all they were required to believe in economical
matters, and all they were required to do. There was
ground for Lassalle’s well known taunt : *Get a starling,
Herr Schultze, teach it to pronounce the word ‘ex-
change,’ *exchange, *exchange,” and you have produced
a very good modern economist.” The German Manches-
ter Party certainly gave to the principle of laissez-faire,
laissez-aller, a much more unconditional and universal
application than any party in this country thought of
according to it. They looked on it as a kind of ortho
doxy which it had come to be almost impious to challenge.
It had been hallowed by the consensus of the primitive
fathers of the science, and it seemed now to be confirmed
beyond question experimentally by the success of the
practical legislation in which it had been exemplified
during the previous quarter of a century. The adherents
of the new school never raised a murmur against all this
up till the eventful time of the socialist agitation and
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the formation of the new German Empire, and the reason
is very plain. On the economical questions which came
up before that period, they were entirely at one with the
Free Traders, and gave a hearty support to their ener-
getic lead. They were, for example, as strenuously

opposed to protective duties and to restrictions upon

liberty of migration, settlement, and trading, as Man-
chester itself. DBut with the socialist agitation of 1863,
a new class of economical questions came to the front
— questions respecting the condition of the working
classes, the relations of ecapital and labour, the distri-
bution of national wealth, and the like — and on these
new questions they could not join the Free Traders in
saying *“hands off.” They did not believe with the
Manchester school that the existing distribution of

wealth was the best of all possible distributions, because

it was the distribution which Nature herself produced.

They thought, on the contrary, that Nature had little

to do with the matter, but even if it had more, there
was only too good cause for applying strong corrections
by art. They said it was vain for the Manchester Party
to deny that a social question ‘existed, and to maintain
that the working classes were as well off as it was prac-
tical for economical arrangements to make them. They
declared there was much truth in the charges which so-
cialists were bringing against the existing order of things,
and that there was a decided call upon all the powers
of society, and, among others, especially upon the State,
to intervene with some remedial measures. A good
opportunity for concerted and successful action seemed
to be afforded when the German Empire was established,
and this led to the convening of the Eisenach Congress
in 1872, and the organisation of the Society for Social
Politics in the following year.
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Men of all shades of opinion were invited to that Con-
gress, provided they agreed on two points, which were
expressly mentioned in the invitation: 1st, in entertain-
ing an earnest sense of the gravity of the social crisis
which existed, and 2nd, in renouncing the principle of
laissez-faireand all its works. The Congress was attended
by 150 members, including many leading politicians and
most of the professors of political economy at the Uni.
versities. Roscher, Knies, and Hildebrand were there,
with their younger disciples Schmoller, professor at
Strasburg and author of the *History of the Small
Industries; ” Lujo Brentano, professor at Breslau, well-
known in this country by his book on “English Gilds”
and his larger work on *“English Trade Unions;"” Pro-
fessors A. Wagner of Berlin and Schénberg of Tiibingen.
Then there were men like Max Hirsch and Duncker the
publisher, both members of the Imperial Diet, and the
founders of the Hirsch-Duncker Trade Unions: Dr.
Engel, director of the statistical bureau at Berlin; Pro-
fessor von Holtzendorff, the eriminal jurist; and Profess-
or Gneist, historian for the English Constitution, who
was chosen to preside. After an opening address by
Schmoller, three papers were read and amply discussed,
one on Factory Legislation by Brentano, a second on
Trade Unions and Strikes by Schmoller, and a third on
Labourers’ Dwellings by Engel. This congress first gave
the German public an idea of the strength of the new
movement; and the Free Trade party were completely,
and somewhat Dbitterly, disenchanted, when they found
themselves deserted, not as they fancied merely by a few
effusive young men, but by almost every economist of
- established reputation in the country. A sharp contro-
versy ensued. The newspapers, with scarcely an excep-
tion, attacked the Socialists of the Chair tooth and nail,
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and leading members of the Manchester party, such as
Treitschke the historian, Bamberger the Liberal politi-
cian, and others, rushed eagerly into the fray. They
were met with spirit by Schmoller, Held, Von Scheel,
Brentano, and other spokesmen of the Eisenach position,
and one result of the polemic is, that some of the misun-
derstandings which naturally enough clouded that posi-
tion at the beginning have been cleared away, and it is
now admitted by both sides that they are really much
nearer one another than either at first supposed. The
Socialists of the Chair did not confine their labours to
controversial pamphlets. They published newspapers,
periodicals, elaborate works of economical investigation ;
they held meetings, promoted trade-unions, insurance
societies, savings banks; they breught the hours of
labour, the workmen’s houses, the effects of speculation
and crises, all within the sphere of legislative consider-
ation. The moderation of their proposals of change has
conciliated to a great extent their Manchester opponents.
Even Oppenheim, the inventor of their nickname, laid
aside his scoffing, and seconded some of their measures
energetically. Indeed, their chief adversaries are now
the socialists, who cannot forgive them for going one
mile with them and yet refusing to go twain — for adopt-
ing their diagnosis and yet rejecting their presecription.
Brentano, who is one of the most moderate, as well as
one of the ablest of them, takes nearly as grave a view
of the state of modern industrial society as the socialists
themselves do; and he says that if the evils from which
it suffers could not be removed otherwise, it would be
impossible to avoid much longer a socialistic experi-
ment. But then he maintains that they can be removed
otherwise, and one of the chief motives of himself and
his allies in their practical work is to put an end to



THE SOCIALISTS OF THE CHAIR. 205

gocialistic agitation by curing the ills which have ex-
cited it. |

The key to the position of the Socialists of the Chair
lies in their historical method. This method has noth-
ing to do with the question sometimes discussed whether
the proper method of political economy is the indue-
tive or the deductive. On that question the historical
school of economists are entirely agreed with the clas-
sical school. Roscher, for example, adopts Mill’s de-
seription of political economy as a concrete deductive
science, whose d priori conclusions, based on laws of
human nature, must be tested by experience, and says
that an economical fact can be said to have received a
scientific explanation only when its induective and de-
ductive explanations have met and agreed. He makes,
indeed, two qualifying remarks. One is, that it ought
to be remembered that even the deduective explanation
is based on observation, on the self-observation of the
person who offers it. This will be admitted by all.
The other is, that every explanation is only provisional,
and liable to be superseded in the course of the progress
of knowledge, and of the historical growth of social and
economical structure. This will also be admitted, and it
is no peculiarity of political economy. There is no sci-
ence whose conclusions are not modified by the advance
of knowledge ; and there are many sciences besides
political economy whose phenomena change their type
in lapse of time. Roscher’s proviso, therefore, amounts
to nothing more than a caution to economical investi-
gators to build their explanations serupulously on the
facts, the whole facts, and nothing but the facts, and to
be specially on their guard against applying to the cir-
cumstances of one period or nation explanations and
recommendations which are only just regarding another.
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The same disease may have different symptoms in a
child from what it has in a man, and a somewhat dif-
ferent type at the present day from what it had some
centuries ago; and it may therefore require a quite dif-
ferent treatment. That is a very sound principle and
a very self-evident one, and it contains the whole es-
sence of the historical method, which, so far as it is a
method of investigation at all, is simply that of other
economists applied under a more dominating sense of the
complexity and diversity of the phenomena which are
subjected to it. There is consequently with the his-
torical school more rigour of observation and less rigour
of theory, and this peculiarity leads to practical results
of considerable importance, but it has no just preten-
sions to assume the dignity of a new economical method,
and it is made to appear much bigger than it is by
looming through the scholastic distinctions in which it
is usually set forth.

The historical school sometimes call their method
the realistic and ethical method, to distinguish it from
what they are pleased to term the idealistic, and selfish
or materialistic method of the earlier economists. They
are realists because they cannot agree with the majority
of economists who have gone before them in believing
there is one, and only one, ideal of the best economical
system. There are, says Roscher, as many different
ideals as there are different types of peoples, and he
completely casts aside the notion, which had generally
prevailed before him, that there is a single normal sys-
tem of economical arrangements, which is built on the
natural laws of economiecal life, and to which all nations
may at all times with advantage conform. It is against
this notion that the historical school has revolted with
so much energy that they wish to make their opposition
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to it the flag and symbol of a schism. They deny that
there are any natural laws in political economy ; they
deny that there is any economical solution absolutely
valid, or capable of answering in one economical sit-
uation because it has answered in another. Roscher,
Knies, and the older members of the school make most
of the latter point; but Hildebrand, Sehionberg, Schmoll-
er, Brentano, and the younger spirits among them, di-
rect against the former some of their keenest attacks.
They declare it to be a survival from the exploded
metaphysies of the much-abused Aufklirung of last cen-
tury. They argue that just as the economists of that
period took self-interest to be the only economical mo-
tive, because the then dominant psychology — that of
the selfish or sensual school — represented it as the only
real motive of human action, of which the other motives
were merely modifications; so did they come to count
the reciprocal action and reaction of the self-interest of
different individuals to be a system of natural forces,
working according to natural laws, because they found
the whole intellectual air they breathed at the time
filled with the idea that all error in poetry, art, ethies,
and therefore also economies, had come through depart-
ing from Nature, and that the true course in everything
lay in giving the supremacy to the nature of things.
We need not stop to discuss this historical question as
to the origin of the idea; it is enough here to say that
the Socialists of the Chair maintain that in economical
affairs it is impossible to make any such distinction
between what is natural and what is not so. Every-
thing results from nature, and everything results from
positive institution too. There is in economics either
no nature at all, or there is nothing else. Human will
effects or aifeei%s all; and human will is itself influenced,
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of course, by human nature and human condition.
Roscher says that it is a mistake to speak of industry
being forced into *unnatural™ courses by priests or
tyrants, for the priests and tyrants are part and parcel
of the people themselves, deriving all their resources
from the people, and in no respect Archimedeses stand-
ing outside of their own world. The action of the State
in economical affairs is just as natural as the action of
the farmer or the manufacturer, and the latter is as
much matter of positive institution as the former. But
while Roscher condemns this distinetion, he does not go
the length his disciples have gone, and reject the whole
idea of natural law in the sphere of political economy.
Gn the contrary, he actually makes use of the expres-
sion, “the natural laws of political economy,” and asserts
that, when they are once sufficiently known, all that is
then needed to guide economical politics is to obtain
exact and reliable statistics of the situation to which
they are to be applied. Now that statement is exactly
the position of the classical school on the subject. Eco-
nomical politics is, of course, like all other polities, an
affair of times and nations:; but economical science
belongs to mankind, and contains prineciples which may
be accurately enough termed, as Roscher terms them,
natural laws, and which may be applied, as he would
apply them, to the improvement of particular economi-
cal situations, on condition that sufficiently complete
and correct statistics are obtained beforehand of the
whole actual circumstances. Economical laws are, of
course, of the nature of ethical laws, and not of physi-
cal ; but they are none the less on that account nat-
ural laws, and the polemie instituted by the Socialists
of the Chair to expel the notion of natural law from
the entire territory of political economy, is unjustifiable.
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Phenomena which are the result of human action will
always exhibit regularities while human character re-
mains the same; and, moreover, they often exhibit
undesigned regularities which, not being imposed upon
them by man, must be imposed upon them by Nature.
While, therefore, the Socialists of the Chair have made
a certain point against the older economists by showing
the futility and mischief of distingunishing between what
is natural in economics and what is not, they have
erred in seeking to convert that point into an argument
against the validity of economical principles and the
existence of economical laws. At the same time their
position constitutes a wholesome protest against the
tendency to exaggerate the completeness or finality of
current doctrines, and gives economical investigation a
beneficial direction by setting it upon a more thorough
and all-sided observation of facts.

But when they complain of the earlier economists
being so wedded to abstractions, the fault they chiefly
mean to censure is the habit of solving practical eco-
nomical problems by the unconditional application of
certain abstract principles. It is the “absolutism of
solutions "’ they condemn. They think economists were
used to act like doctors who had learnt the principles
of medicine by rote and applied them without the least
discrimination of the peculiarities of individual consti-
tutions. With them the individual peculiarities are
everything, and the principles are too much thrown
into the shade. Economical phenomena, they hold,
constitute only one phase of the general life of the par-
ticular nations in which they appear. They are part
and parcel of a special concrete social organism. They
are influenced — they are to a great extent made what
they are — by the whole ethos of the people they pertain
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to, by their national character, their stage of culture,
their habits, customs, laws. Eeconomical problems are
consequently always of necessity problems of the time,
and can only be solved for the period that raises them.
Their very nature alters under other skies and in other
ages. They neither appear everywhere in the same
shape, nor admit everywhere of the same answer. They
must therefore be treated historically and empirieally,
and political economy is always an affair for the nation
and never for the world. The historical school inveigh
against the cosmopolitanism of the current economical
theories, and declare warmly in favour of nationalism ;
according to which every nation has its own political
economy just as it has its own constitution and its own
character. Now here they are right in what they affirm,
wrong in what they deny. They are right in affirming
that economical politics is national, wrong in denying
that economical science is cosmopolitan. In German
the word economy denotes the concrete industrial
system as well as the abstract science of industrial sys-
tems, and one therefore readily falls into the error of
applying to the latter what is only true of the former.
There may be general principles of engineering, though
every particular project can only be successfully accom-
plished by a close regard to its particular conditions.
In claiming a cosmopolitan validity for their principles,
economists do not overlook their essential relativity.
On the contrary, they describe their economical laws as
being in reality nothing more than tendencies, which
are not even strictly true as scientific explanations, and
are never for a moment contemplated as unconditional
solutions for practical situations., Moreover Roscher,
in defining his task as an economist, virtually takes up
the cosmopolitan standpoint and virtually rejects the



—rp——

THE SOCIALISTS OF THE CHAIR. 211

national. He says a political economist has to explain
what is or has been, and not to show what ought to be,
he quotes the saying of Dunoyer, Je n'impose rien, je ne
propose méme rien, j expose; and states that what he
has to do is to unfold the anatomy and physiology of
social and national economy. He is a scientifie man,
and not an economical politician, and naturally assumes
the position of science, which is cosmopolitan, and not
that of politics, which is national and even opportunist.

I pass now to a perhaps more important point, from
which it will be seen that the Socialists of the Chair are
far from thinking that political economy has nothing to
do with what ought to be. Next to the realistie school,
the name they prefer to describe themselves by is the
ethical school. By this they mean two things, and
some of them lay the stress on the one and some on the
other. They mean, first, to repudiate the idea of self-
interest being the sole economical motive or force..
They do not deny it to be a leading motive in industrial
transactions, and they do not, like some of the earlier
socialists, aim at its extinction or replacement by a
social or generous principle of action. DBut they main-
tain that the course of industry never has been and
never will be left to its guidance alone. Many other
social forces, national character, ideas, customs — the
whole inherited etlos of the people — individual pecul-
iarities, love of power, sense of fair dealing, public
opinion, conscience, local ties, family connections, civil
legislation —all exercise upon industrial affairs as real
an influence as personal interest, and, furthermore, they
exercise an influence of precisely the same kind. They
all operate ethically, through human will, judgment,
motives, and in this respect one of them has no advan-
tage over another. It cannot be said, except in a very
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limited sense, that self-interest is an essential and abid-
ing economical force and the others only accidental and
passing. For while customs perish, enstom remains;
opinions come and go, but opinion abides; and though
any particular act of the State’s intervention may be
abolished, State intervention itself cannot possibly be
dispensed with. It is all a matter of more or less, of
here orthere. The State is not the intruder in industry
it is represented to be. It is planted in the heart of the
industrial organism from the beginning, and constitutes
in fact part of the nature of things from which it is
sought to distinguish it. It is not unnatural for us
to wear clothes because we happen to be born naked,
for Nature has given us a principle which guides us
to adapt our dress to our climate and circumstances.
Reason is as natural as passion, and the economists who
repel the State’s intrusion and think they are thus
leaving industry to take its natural course, commit the
same absurdity as the moralist who recommends men to
live according to Nature, and explains living according
to Nature to mean the gratification as much as possible
of his desires, and his abandonment as much as possible
of rational and, as he conceives, artificial plan. The
State cannot observe an absolute neutrality if it would.
Noun-intervention is only a particular kind of interven-
tion. There must be laws of property, succession, and
the like, and the influence of these spreads over the
whole industrial system, and affects both the character
of its production and the incidence of its distribution
of wealth.

But, second, by ecalling their method the -ethical
method, the historical school desire to repudiate the
idea that in dealing with economical phenomena they
are dealing with things which are morally indifferent,

Y { Free
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like the phenomena of physies, and that science has
nothing to do with them but to explain them. They
have certainly reason to complain that the operation of
the laws of economy is sometimes represented as if it
were morally as neutral as the operation of the law of
gravitation, and it is in this conception that they think
the materialism of the dominant economical school to
be practically most offensively exhibited. Economical
phenomena are not morally indifferent ; they are ethical
in their very being, and ought to be treated as such.
Take, for example, the labour contract. To treat it as
a simple exchange between equals is absurd. The
labourer must sell his labour or starve, and may be
obliged to take such terms for it as leave him without
the means of enjoying the rights which society awards
him, and discharging the duties which society claims
from him. Look on him as a ware, if you will, but
remember he is a ware -that has life, that has connec-
tions, responsibilities, expectations, domestic, social,
political. To get his bread he might sell his freedom,
but society will not permit him; he may sell his health,
he may sell his character, for society permits that; he
may go to sea in rotten ships, and be sent to work in
unwholesome workshops; he may be herded in farm
bothies where the commonest decencies of life cannot

be observed; and he may suck the strength out of pos-

terity by putting his children to premature toil to eke
out his precarious living. Transactions which have
such direct bearings on freedom, on health, on morals,
on the permanent well-being of the nation, can never
be morally indifferent. They are necessarily within
the sphere of ends and ideals. Their ethical side is one
of their most important ones, and the science that deals
with them is therefore ethical. For the same reason
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they come within the province of the State, which is
the normal guardian of the general and permanent
interests, moral and economical, of the community.
The State does not stand to industry like a watchman
who guards from the outside property in which he has
himself no personal concern. It has a positive indus-
trial office. It is, says Schmoller, the great eduecational
institute of the human race, and there is no sense in
suspiciously seeking to reduce its action in industrial
affairs to a minimum. His theory of the State is that
of the Cultur-Staat, in distinction from the Polizei-
Staat, and the Rechts-Staat. The State can no longer
be regarded as merely an omnipotent instrument for
the maintenance of tranquillity and order in the name
of Heaven; nor even as a constitutional organ of the
collective national authority for securing to all indi-
viduals and classes in the nation, without exception,
the rights and privileges which they are legally recog-
nised to possess; but it must be henceforth looked upon
as a positive agency for the spread of universal culture
within its geographical territory.

With these views, the Socialists of the Chair could
not fail to take an active concern with the class of topies
thrown up by the socialist movement, and exciting still
so much attention in Germany under the name of the
social question. They neither state that question nor.
answer it like the socialists, but their first offence, and
the fountain of all their subsequent offending, in the
judgment of their Manchester antagonists, consisted in
their acknowledgment that there was a social question
at all. Not that the Manchester party denied the ex-
istence of evils in the present state of industry, but they
looked upon these evils as resulting from obstructions
to the freedom of competition which time, and time



|
k
|
|
i

THE SOCIALISTS OF THE CHAIR. 215

alone, would eventually remove, and from moral causes
with which economists had no proper business. The
Socialists of the Chair, however, could not dismiss their
responsibility for those evils so easily. They owned at
once that a social erisis had arisen or was near at hand.
The effect of the general adoption of the large system
of production had been to diminish the numbers of the
middle classes, to reduce the great bulk of the lower
classes permanently to the position of wage-labourers,
and to introduce some grave elements of peril and dis-
tress into the condition of the wage-labourers them-
selves. They are doubtless better fed, better lodged,
better clad, than they were say in the middle and end
of last century, when not one in a hundred of them had
shoes to his feet, when seven out of eight on the Con-
tinent were still bondsmen, and when three out of every
four in England had to eke out their wages by paro-
chial relief. But, in spite of these advantages, their life
has now less hope and less security than it had then.
Industry on the great scale has multiplied the vicissi-
tudes of trade, and rendered the labourer much more
liable to be thrown out of work. It has diminished the
avenues to comparative independence and dignity which
were open to the journeyman under the régime of the
small industries. And while thus condemned to live
by wages alone all his days, he could entertain no rea-
sonable hope — at least before the formation of trade
unions — that his wages could be kept up within reach
of the measure of his wants, as these wants were being
progressively expanded by the general advance of cul-
ture. Moreover, the twinge of the case lies here, that
while the course which industrial development is taking
seems to be banishing hope and security more and more
from the labourer’s life, the progress of general civili-
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sation is making these benefits more and more im-
peratively demanded. The working classes have been
growing steadily in the scale of moral being. They
have acquired complete personal freedom, legal equal-
ity, political rights, general education, a class conscious-
ness, and they have come to cherish a very natural
and legitimate aspiration that they shall go on progres-
sively sharing in the increasing blessings of civilisation.
Brentano says that modern public opinion concedes this
claim of the working man as a right to which he is en-
titled, but that modern industrial conditions have been
unable as yet to secure him in the possession of it;
hence the Social Question. Now some persons may be
ready enough to admit this claim as a thing which it is
eminently desirable to see realised, who will yet demur
to the representation of it as a right, which puts society
under a corresponding obligation. DBut this idea is a
peculiarity belonging to the whole way of thinking of
the Socialists of the Chair upon these subjects. Some
of them indeed take even higher ground. Schmoller,
for example, declares that the working classes suffer
positive wrong in the present distribution of national
wealth, considered from the stand-point of distributive
justice ; but his associates as a rule do not agree with
him in applying this abstract standard to the case.
Wagner also stands somewhat out of the ranks of his
fellows by throwing the responsibility of the existing
evils directly and definitely upon the State. According
to his view, there can never be anything which may be
lecitimately called a Social Question, unless the evils
complained of are clearly the consequences of existing
legislation, but he holds that that is so in the present
case. He considers that a mischievous turn has been
given to the distribution of wealth by legalising indus-
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trial freedom without at the same time imposing certain
restrictions upon private property, the rate of interest,
and the speculations of the Stock Exchange. The State
has, therefore, caused the Social Question; and the State
is bound to settle it. The other Socialists of the Chair,
however, do not bring the obligation so dead home to
the civil authority alone. The duty rests on society,
and, of course, so far on the State also, which is the
chief organ of society; but it is not to State-help alone,
nor to self-help alone, that the Socialists of the Chair
ask working men to look; but it is to what they term
the self-help of society. Society has granted to the
labouring classes the rights of freedom and equality,
and has, therefore, come bound to give them, as far as
it legitimately can, the amplest facilities for practically
enjoying these rights. To give a man an estate mort-
gaged above its rental is only to mock him; to confer
the status of freedom upon working men merely to leave
them overwhelmed in an unequal struggle with capital
is to make their freedom a dead letter. Personal and
civil independence require, as their indispensable ac-
companiment, a certain measure of economical indepen-
dence likewise, and consequently to bestow the former
as an inalienable right, and yet take no concern to
make the latter a possibility, is only to discharge one-
half of an obligation voluntarily undertaken, and to
deceive expectations reasonably entertained. No doubt
this independence is a thing which working men must
in the main win for themselves, and day after day, by
labour, by providence, by association; but it is never-
theless an important point to remember, with Brentano,
that it forms an essential part of an ideal which society
has already acknowledged to be legitimate, and which
it is therefore bound to second every effort to realise.
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The Social Question, conceived in the light of these
considerations, may accordingly be said to arise from
the fact that a certain material or economic independ-
ence has become more necessary for the working man,
and less possible. It is more necessary, because, with
the sanction of modern opinion, he has awoke to a new
sense of personal dignity, and it is less possible, in con-
sequence of circumstances already mentioned, attendant
upon the development of modern industry. It is not,
as Lord Macaulay maintained, that the evils of man's
life are the same now as formerly, and that nothing has
changed but the intelligence which has become con-
scious of them. The new time has brought new evils
and less right or disposition to submit to them. It is
the conflict of these two tendencies which, in the think-
ing of the Socialists of the Chair, constitutes the soecial
crisis of the present day. Some of them, indeed, de-
scribe it in somewhat too abstract formulz, which exer-
cise an embarrassing influence on their speculations.
For example, Von Scheel says the Social Question is
the effect of the felt contradiction between the ideal of
personal freedom and equality which hangs before the
present age, and the increasing inequality of wealth
which results from existing economical arrangements ;
and he proposes as the general principal of solution,
that men should now abandon the exclusive devotion
which modern Liberalism has paid to the principle of
freedom, and substitute in its room an adhesion to free-
dom plus equality. But then equality may mean a
great many different things, and Von Scheel leaves us
with no precise clue to the particular scope he would
give his principle in its application. He certainly seems
to desire more than a mere equality of right, and to aim
at some sort or degree of equality of fact, but what or
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how he informs us not; just as Schmoller, while pro-
pounding the dogma of distributive justice, condemns
the communistic principle of distribution of wealth as
being a purely animal principle, and offers us no other
incorporation of his dogma. In spite of their antipathy
to abstractions, many of the Socialists of the Chair in-
dulge considerably in barren generalities, which could
serve them nothing in practice, even if they did not
make it a point to square their practice by the histori-
cal conditions of the hour.

Brentano strikes on the whole the most practical key-
note, both in his conception of what the social question
is and of how it is to be met. What is needed, he
thinks, very much is to give to modern industry an
organisation as suitable to it as the old guilds were to
the industry of earlier times, and this is to be done in
great part by adaptations of that model. He makes
comparatively little demand on the power of the State,
while of course agreeing with the rest of his school in
the latitude they give to the lawfulness of its interven-
tion in industrial matters. He would ask it to bestow
a legal status on trade-unions and friendly societies,
to appoint courts of conciliation, to regulate the hours
of labour, to institute factory inspection, and to take
action of some sort on the daily more urgent subject of

labourers’ dwellings. But the elevation of the labour-'

ing classes must be wrought mainly by their own well-
guided and long-continued efforts, and the first step is
zained when they have resolved earnestly to begin.
The pith of the problem turns on the matter of wages,
and, so far at any rate, it has already been solved
almost as well as is practicable by the English trade-
unions, which have proved to the world that they are
always able to convert the question of wages from the

i
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question how little the labourer can afford to take, into
the question how much the employer is able to give —
t.e., from the minimum to the maximum which the
state of the market allows. That is of course a very
important change, and it is interesting to know that
F. A. Lange, the able and distinguished historian of
Materialism, who had written on the labour question
with strong socialist sympathies, stated to Brentano
that his account of the English trade-unions had
converted him entirely from his belief that a social-
istic experiment was necessary. Brentano admits that
‘the effect of trade-unions is partial only; that they
really divide the labouring eclass into two different
strata — those who belong to the trade-unions being
raised to a higher platform, and those who do not
being left as they were in the gall of bitterness. DBut
then, he observes, great gain has been made when at
least a large section of the working class has been
brought more securely within the pale of advancing
culture, and it is only in this gradual way — section by
section — that the elevation of the whole body can be
eventually accomplished. The trade-union has im-
ported into the life of the working man something of
the element of hope which it wanted, and a systematic
scheme of working-class insurance is now needed to
introduce the element of security. DBrentano has pub-
lished an excellent little work on that subject; and
here again he asks no material help from the State.
The working class must insure themselves against all
the risks of their life by association, just as they must
keep up the rate of their wages by association ; and for
the same reasons — first, because they are able to do so
under existing economical conditions, and second, be-
cause it is only so the end can be gained consistently
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with the modern moral conditions of their life —1.e.,
with the maintenance of their personal freedom, equal-
ity, and independence. Brentano thinks that the sound
prineciple of working-class insurance is that every trade-
union ought to become the insurance society for its
trade, because every trade has its own special risks and
therefore requires its own insurance premium, and be-
cause malingering, feigned sickness, claims for loss of
employment through personal fault, and the like, can-
not possibly be checked except by the fund being ad-
ministered by the local lodges of the trade to which the
subseribers belong. The insurance fund might be kept
separate from the other funds of the union, but he sees
no reason why it should not be combined with them, as
it would only constitute a new obstacle to ill-considered
strikes, and as striking in itself will, he expects, in
course of time, give way to some system of arbitration.
Brentano makes no suggestion regarding the mass of
the working class who belong to no trade-union. They
cannot be dealt with in the same way, or so effectively.
But this is quite in keeping with the general principle
of the Socialists of the Chair—in which they differ
toto ceelo from the socialists —that society is not to be
ameliorated by rigidly applying to every bit of it the|
same plan, but only by a thousand modifications and
remedies adapted to its thousand varieties of circum-
stances and situations.



CHAPTER VI.
THE CHRISTIAN SOCIALISTS.

THE idea that a radical affinity exists between Chris-
tianity and socialism in their general aim, in their
essential prineiples, in their pervading spirit, has strong
attractions for a certain, by no means inferior, order of
mind, and we find it frequently maintained in the course
of history by representatives of both systems. Some
of the principal socialists of the earlier part of this
century used to declare that socialism was only Chris-
tianity more logically carried out and more faithfully
practised ; or, at any rate, that socialism would be an
idle superfluity, if ordinary Christian prineciples were
really to be acted upon honestly and without reserve.
St. Simon published his views under the title of the
“ Nouveau Christianisme,” and asserted that the pre-
vailing forms of Christianity were one gigantic heresy;
that both the Catholic and the Protestant Churches
had now lost their power, simply because they had
neglected their great temporal mission of raising the
poor, and because their clergy had given themselves up
to barren discussions of theology, and remained abso-
lutely ignorant of the living social questions of the
time ; and that the true Christian régime which he was
to introduce was one which should be founded on the
Christian principle that all men are brothers; which

should be governed by the Christian law, ¢ Have ye
232
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love one to another?” and in which all the forces of
society should be mainly consecrated to the amelioration
of the most numerous and poorest class. Cabet was
not less explicit. He said that *if Christianity had
been interpreted and applied in the spirit of Jesus
Christ, if it were rightfully understood and faithfully
obeyed by the numerous sections of Christians who
are really filled with a sincere piety, and need only to
know the truth to follow it, then Christianity would
have sufficed, and would still suffice, to establish a
perfect social and political organisation, and to deliver
mankind from all its ills.”

The same belief, that Christianity is essentially social-
istic, has at various times appeared in the Church itself.
The socialism of the only other period in modern his-
tory besides our own century, in which socialistic ideas
have prevailed to any considerable extent, was, in fact,
a direct outcome of Christian conviction, and was
realised among Christian sects. The socialism of the
Anabaptists of the Reformation epoch was certainly
mingled with political ideas of class emancipation, and
contributed to stir the insurrection of the German
peasantry ; but its real origin lay in the religious fer-
vour which was abroad at the time, and which buoyed
sanguine and mystical minds on dreams of a reign of
God. When men feel a new and better power arising
strongly about them, they are forward to throw them-
selves into harmony with it, and there were people,
touched by the religious revival of the Reformation,
who sought to anticipate its progress, as it were, by
living together like brothers. Fraternity is undoubt-
edly a Christian idea, come into the world with Christ,
spread abroad in it by Christian agencies, and belong-
ing to the ideal that hovers perpetually over Christian
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society. It has already produced social changes of
immense consequence, and has force in it, we cannot
doubt, to produce many more in the future; and it is
therefore in nowise strange that in times of religious
zeal or of social distress, this idea of fraternity should
appeal to some eager natures with so urgent an author-
ity, both of condemnation and of promise, that they
would fain take it at once by force and make it king.
The socialism of the present day is not of a religious
origin. On the contrary, there is some truth in the
remark of a distinguished economist, M. Paul Leroy-
Beaulieu, that the prevalence of socialistic ideas is
largely due to the decline of religious faith among the
working classes. If there is only the one life, they feel
they must realise their ideal here and realise it quickly,
or they will never realise it at all. However this may
be, the fact is certain that most contemporary socialists
have turned their backs on religion. They sometimes
speak of it with a kind of suppressed and settled
bitterness as of a friend that has proved faithless: “ We
are not atheists, we have simply done with God.” They
seem to feel that if there be a God, He is at any rate
no God for them, that He is the God of the rich, and
cares nothing for the poor, and there is a vein of most
touching, though most illogieal reproach in their hos-
tility towards a Deity whom they yet declare to have
no existence. They say in their heart, There is no
God, or only one whom they decline to serve, for He 1s
no friend to the labouring man, and has never all these
centuries done anything for him. This atheism seems
as much matter of class antipathy as of free-thought;
and the semi-political element in it lends a peculiar
bitterness to the socialistic attacks on religion and the
Church, which are regarded as main pillars of the
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established order of things, and irreconcilable obstruc-
tives to all socialist dreams. The Church has, therefore,
as a rule looked upon the whole movement with a natu-
ral and justifiable suspicion, and has for the most part
dispensed to it an indiscriminate condemnation. Some
churchmen, however, scruple to assume this attitude;
they recognise a soul of good in the agitation, if it
could be stripped of the revolutionary and atheistie
elements of its propaganda, which they hold to be, after
all, merely accidental accompaniments of the system, at
once foreign to its essence and pernicious to its purpose.
It is in substance, they say, an economical movement,
both in its origin and its objects, and so far as it stands
on this ground they have no hesitation in declaring that
in their judgment there is a great deal more Christian-
ity in soecialism than in the existing industrial régime.
Those who take this view, generally find a strong bond
of union with socialists in their common revolt against
the mammonism of the church-going middle classes,
and against current economical doctrines, which seem
almost to canonize what they count the heartless and
un-Christian principles of self-interest and competition.

Such, for example, was the position maintained by
the Christian Socialists of England thirty years ago —a
band of noble patriotic men who strove hard, by word
and deed, to bring all classes of the community to a
knowledge of their duties, as well as their interests, and
to supersede, as far as might be, the system of unlimited
competition by a system of universal co-operation.
They inveighed against the Manchester creed, then in
the flush of success, with an almost prophetic fury of
conviction, as if it were the special Antichrist of the
nineteenth century. Lassalle himself has not used
harder words of it. Maurice said he dreaded above
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everything ¢ that horrible catastrophe of a Manchester
ascendency, which I believe in my soul would be fatal
to intellect, morality, and freedom;” and Kingsley
declared that “of all narrow, conceited, hypocritical,
anarchie, and atheistic schemes of the universe, the
Cobden and Bright one was exactly the worst.” They
agreed entirely with the socialists in condemning the
reigning industrial system: it was founded on unright-
eousness ; its principles were not only un-Christian, but
anti-Christian ; and in spite of its apparent commercial
victories, it would inevitably end in ruin and disaster.
Some of them had been in Paris and witnessed the
Revolution of 1848, and had brought back with them
two firm convictions — one, that a purely materialistic
civilisation, like that of the July Monarchy, must sooner
or later lead to a like fate; and the other, that the
socialist idea of co-operation contained the fertilizing
germ for developing a really enduring and Christian
civilisation. Mr. Ludlow mentioned the matter to
Maurice, and eventually a Society was formed, with
Maurice as president, for the purpose of promoting eo-
operation and education among the working classes.
It is beyond the scope of the present work to give any
fuller account of this interesting and not unfruitful
movement here; but it is to the purpose to mark two
peculiarities which distinguish it from other phases of
socialism.” One is, that they insisted strongly upon the
futility of mere external changes of condition, unat-
tended by corresponding changes of inner character and
life. *There is no fraternity,” said Maurice, finely,
“without a common Father.” Just as it is impossible
to maintain free institutions among a people who want
the virtues of freemen, so it is impossible to realise fra-
ternity in the general arrangements of society, unless
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men possess a sufficient measure of the industrial and
social virtues. Hence the stress the Christian Socialists
of England laid on the education of the working classes.
The other peculiarity is, that they did not seek in any
way whatever to interfere with private property, or to
invoke the assistance of the State. They believed self-
help to be a sounder principle, both morally and politi-
cally, and they believed it to be sufficient. They held
it to be sufficient, not merely in course of time, but im-
mediately even, to effect a change in the face of society.
For they loved and believed in their cause with a
generous and touching enthusiasm, and were so sincerely
and absolutely persuaded of its truth themselves, that
they hardly entertained the idea of other minds resisting
it.. “I eertainly thought,” says Mr. Hughes, * (and for
that matter have never altered my opinion to this day)
that here we had found the solution of the great labour
question ; but I was also convinced that we had nothing
to do but just to announce it, and found an association
or two, in order to convert all England, and usher in
the millennium at once, so plain did the whole thing
seem to me. I will not undertake to answer for the
rest of the council, but I doubt whether I was at all
more sanguine than the majority.” Seventeen co-oper-
ative associations in London, and twenty-four in the
provinces (which were all they had established when
they ceased to publish their Journal), may seem a poor
result, but their work is not to be estimated by that
alone. The Christian Socialists undoubtedly gave a
very important impetus to the whole movement of co-
operation, and to the general cause of the amelioration
of the labouring classes.

The general position of Maurice and his allies (though
with important differences, as will appear) has been
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taken up again by two groups in Germany at the present

day —one Catholic, the other Protestant—in dealing

with the social question which has for many years agi-

tated that country. In one respect the Christian Social-

ists of England were more fortunate than their German

brethren. Nobody ever ventured to question the purity

of their motives. The intervention of the clergy in

politics is generally unpopular: they are thought, rightly

or wrongly, to be churchmen first, and patriots after-
wards; but it was impossible to suspect Maurice and

his friends of being influenced in their efforts at reform

by considerations of ecclesiastical or electoral interest,

or of having any object at heart but the social good of
the nation. It is otherwise with the Christian Socialists

of Germany. Neither of the two German groups affects

to conceal that one great aim of its work is to restore

and extend the influence of the Church among the
labouring classes, and it is unlikely that the Clerical

party in Germany were insensible to the political advan-

tage of having organisations of working men under

ecclesiastical control, though it ought to be acknowl-

edged that these organisations were contemplated before

the introduction of universal suffrage. But even though

ecclesiastical considerations mingled with the motives of
the Christian Socialists, we see no reason to doubt the

genuineness of their interest in the amelioration of
the masses, or the sincerity of their conviction of the

economical soundness of their programme.

The Catholie group deserves to be considered first,
becanse it intervened in the discussion much sooner than
the Evangelical, and because it originated a much more
important movement—Ilarger in its dimensions than the
other, and invested with additional consequence from
the circumstance that being promoted under the coun-
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tenance of dignitaries, it must be presumed to have
received the sanction of the Roman Curia, and may
therefore afford an index to the general attitude which
the Catholic Church is disposed to assume towards
Continental socialism. The soecialist agitation had no
sooner broken out, in 1863, than Dr. Déllinger, then a
pillar of the Church of Rome, strongly recommended
the Catholic clubs of Germany to take the question up.
These clubs are societies for mutual improvement, rec-
reation, and benefit, and are composed mainly of working
men. Father Kolping, himself at the time a working

‘man, had, in 1847, founded an extensive organisation of

Catholic journeymen, which, in 1872, had a total mem-
bership of 70,000, and consisted of an affiliation of small
journeyman clubs, with a membership of from 50 to 400
each, in the various towns of Germany. Then there
were also Catholic apprentice elubs —in many cases in
alliance with those of the journeymen; there were
Catholic master clubs, Catholic peasant clubs, Catholic
benefit clubs, Catholic young men’s clubs, Catholic
credit elubs, Catholic book clubs, ete., ete. These clubs
naturally afforded an organisation ready to hand for any
general purpose the members might share in common,
and being composed of working men, they seemed rea-
sonably caleulated to be of effective service in forwar