
C H A P T E R  X. 

PRESENT-DAY PROBLEMS : LABOUR AND THE 
COMMONWEALTH-SOCIALISM. 

PAUPERISM and poverty, the seamy side of social 
life, formed the subject of the two last chapters. 
But the consideration of the duty of Christian 
citizenship with regard to them is met by a . 
protest which is loud and emphatic. The pro- 
test is this: “All that you contemplate will not 
heal the hurt. The root of the evil is left 
untouched; the seat of the mischief is left 
unvisited. The ills that you trace are not on 
the surface of society; they belong to the in- 
terior; they are not the sign of maladjustments 
which can be rectified by a wise and far-reach- 
ing philanthropy; they are the consequence of 
a radical unsoundness, the evidence of utterly 
wrong and false conditions. ‘ The whole head is 
sick and the whole heart is faint’ because the 
social fabric is based on, and is reared up in, 
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injustice. The principles and the applications 
of its economy are fatally and cruelly unright- 
eous. Nothing short of a revolution, in respect 
of all that forms the content of the nation’s 
government and wealth, can set the life of the 
people right. Without this, all that you pro- 
pose or can propose will be a mere fiddle- 
faddling with the misery you seek to relieve; 
in and by this, and in and by this alone, can 
there be a real and permanent improvement. 
‘ Small measures do not merely produce small 
effects; they produce no effect at all.’ Go to 
the root of the matter; nothing but a new era, 
bringing in a new political and social constitu- 
tion, will cure the fever-sores that are now 
malignant, and that are bound, in ever-increas- 
ing malignity, to spread.” 

This protest interprets that mass of opinion 
which is usually designated Socialistic. The 
term Socialism has not been in current use for 
more than between sixty and seventy years,l but 
the ideas that it crystallises have, in a kind 
of nebulous form, influenced minds in all ages. 
They found expression in the democracy of 

I t  is a disputed point whether it first arose in the school of 
Owen, or was invented by Pierre Leroux, the author of a system 
known as ‘Humanitarianisn,’ or had for author Louis Rebaud, a 
well-known publicist and a severe critic of socialism.”-Flint on 
Socialism, p. XI. 
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Greece: and in both the ’Republic and the 
Empire of Rome. In the ecclesiastical system 
of the middle ages-with its monastic brother- 
hoods and its religious orders, with the guilds 
and fraternities that it sanctioned, evkn the 
feudalism that flourished in its midst - there 
were anticipations of the theories with which 
we are familiar. But these theories assumed 
more distinct proportions towards the dawn of 
the nineteenth century. The way for them had 
been prepared by the French Encyclopzedists, 
and by ,authors of varying hues of thought. 
Rousseau had sung the praises of a state of 
nature when there was no private property on 
the earth, and when all men were equal. 
Babceuf2 had propounded the scheme that 
may be regarded as the rough draft of de- 
veloped socialism-the scheme of a democracy 
in which all inequalities shall be abolished, all 
superfluities cut off, and all property transferred 
to Government, to be distributed to every citizen 

“The Greek theory, though it likewise regards the State as a 
means to certain ends, regards it as something more. According to 
it, no department of life is outside the scope of politics j and a 
healthy State is at once the end at  which the science aims, and the 
engine by which its decrees are carried out.”-The Greek Theory 
of the State. 
* The Christian name was Joseph. Inasmuch as he had no 
admiration of the Joseph of Scripture, he renounced the name and 
substituted for it Caius Gracchus. 

By Charles John Shebbeare. 
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according to his need. These conceptions of 
civil society and its structure and objects were 
stirring the thoughts of men before the French 
Revolution, and during its stormy period in 
1793. And thereafter, in Saint Simon, Proud- 
hon, Fourier, Louis Blanc, and others, French 
socialism was provided with an eloquent advo- 
cacy and an active missionary propaganda. 

But it was not until the nineteenth century 
was well advanced that this type of view as- 
sumed a distinct economical outline, and was 
embodied in distinct organisations. Prior ’ to  
that date, men like Robert Owen had projected 
communistic societies ; and ardent spirits, such 
as Coleridge and Wordsworth, during the brief 
period of their enthusiasm for “ liberated 
France,” had sketched ideal pantisocracies. 
But it was after Wa,terloo had been fought, it 
was when Europe was suffering from depres- 
sions and reactions subsequent to long years of 
war, unrest, and drainage of resources, that the 
master minds of the new movement appeared. 
And not France, but Germany, gave the 
mightiest impulse - the chief priests of the 
movement being Karl Marxl and Lassalle,2 

The epitaph on his tomb is 
1 Born at TrBves, in 1818. 

Ferdinand Lassalle, thinker and fighter.” 
Born at Breslau, in 1825. 

. 
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both of them of Jewish origin. They had im- 
bibed the teaching of the new Hegelian school 
of Philosophy ; and they fittingly represented 

’ Germany-“ too thorough,” as Marx says, “ to 
be able to revolutionise without revolutionising 
from a fundamental principle, and following that 
principle to its utmost limits.” ‘‘ Therefore,” 
as he adds, “the emancipation of Germany will 
be the emancipation of man. The head of this 
emancipation is philosophy, its heart is the pro- 
letariat.” Marx expounded the fundamental 
principle ; he, Lassalle, and their allies were 
ready to follow it to its utmost limits. What 
the principle is and what the limits are, all 
can read, mark, and learn in the Bible of 
the Socialist-the treatise of Marx on Capital. 

When we turn to Great Britain, we can dis- 
cern a preparation for the theories thus system- 
atised in habitudes of philosophical thought 
which were developed in the nineteenth century, 
and in certain social features which the era of 
mechanical invention ushered in. 

From the closing years of the eighteenth 
century many streams of tendency issued, whose 
effect was to modify both ethical and political 
opinion. A more liberal spirit had been infused 
into the popular theologies; the scepticism of 

Article in the ‘ Deutsche Franzosische Jahrbticher. 
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Hume had “ coldly towed” the age towards 
abysses from which, nevertheless, it drew back ; 
the empirical character of the Scottish school of 
philosophy had obtained a vogue; the influence 

. of the destructive theories that originated in 
France had been widely operative ;-these forces, 
combined with a more vivid perception of poli- 
tical and social injustice, helped to form a body 
of thought which, rejecting a priovi and metaphys- 
ical notions, made experience a guide, and utility 
the standard both of public and of private action. 
The patriarch of this school was Jeremy Ben- 
tham, who borrowed from Priestley the cele- 
brated phrase, “The  greatest happiness of the 
greatest number,” and accepted it and applied 
it “ as a plain as well as true standard for what- 
ever is right or wrong, useful, useless, or mis- 
chievous in human conduct, whether in the field 
of morals or of politics.” Keeping in view the 
end indicated in this phrase, Bentham insisted on 
the need of a thorough, a root-and-branch, reform 
of laws and methods of administration; and his 
contention was enforced and extended by his 
followers, the foremost of whom was James Mill. 
They provided “ a political philosophy for radical 
reformers,” and their philosophy rapidly spread. 

The phrase is sometimes ascribed to Hutcheson, and it is 
traced to Helvetius. 
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In  important respects, it differed from, yet by 
the diffusion of its main ideas it prepared the 
way for, socialism. Utilitarians of the earlier 
period held that “all Government is one vast 
evil.” This also is the contention of the ex- 
treme socialistic anarchist ; but they held that it 
is a necessary evil, and that it needs, not to be 
abolished, but to be prevented from doing harm 
by regulation. They anticipated the view of the 
socialist so far as to affirm that, under control, 
the State might act on the whole life of the 
people ; but “ a tendency towards State social- 
ism Bentham would have detested above all 
things, and yet that is the direction inevitably 
taken by supreme authority where the responsi- 
bility for the greater happiness of the greater 
number is imposed upon it by popular demand.” 
They looked on mankind as a unity, they re- 
garded the collective more than the individual 
good, and urged that the individual must give 
way to “ the greater number ” ; but, whilst to this 
extent socialistic, they favoured competition, in- 
sisted on the liberty of the individual, and main- 
tained the inevitable operation of economic laws. 
To them, the chief function of the State was the 
protection of the subject; any movement be- 
yond this line they regarded with jealousy. But, 

Edinburgh Review, April 1901. 
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although differing at vital points from socialistic 
doctrine, English utilitarianism prepared for it. 
It emphasised utility as the one mark of light 
to which all else is subordinate, and by regard to 
which all else must be adjusted. It held up 
social happiness as the end to be promoted, 
often through the sacrifice of the unit; and by 
its denunciation of social injustices and inequali- 
ties, and its insistence on justice as the one con- 
dition of wellbeing, it disposed towards sympathy 
with a voice which quivered with the passion for 
justice to the exploited multitudes? 

But with the advance of the nineteenth century 
intellectual and political apprehensions assumed a 
more earnest and spiritual tone. The utilitar- 
ianism of Bentham and James Mill was frigid and 
feeble. It scarcely recognised a motive higher 
than an enlightened social selfishness. Its only 
certainties were empirical. I t  gave no final au- 
thority to religion, Its sumwtum bowm, as Arnold 
pointed out, is not identical with human life. 
And thus, whilst it did good service in quickening 
the conscience of the nation as to righteousness, 
and in pointing to needed reconstructions, “ i t  
achieved little success in the enterprise of pro- 
viding new and firmer guidance and support to 

able history and criticism of Utilitarianism. 
‘The English Utilitarians,’ by Leslie Stephen, gives an admir- 
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mankind in their troubles and perplexities ” A 
more potent breath was required to  fill the sails ; 
and this breath came from three sources, From 
the region of abstract thought,-through the deeper 
hold which the idealism interpreted by Coleridge 
gained, and ultimately through the spread of 
Hegelian conceptions among select but ardent 
minds, largely due to the magnetic power of the 
late J. H. Green of Oxford. From the political 
world,-through the disappearance of statesmen 
of the type of Lord Melbourne, and the ascend- 
ancy of men who felt the reality of the two 
nations in Great Britain-the nation in and the 
nation out, the nation rich and the nation poor- 
and the necessity of realising the harmony that 
might quench the discords. And, finally, from the 
Church of Christ,-in consequence of a revival 
of religious and moral life. The rationalism 
which had dried up the channels of enthusiasm 
was shaken off. A new enthusiasm for Christ was 
a new enthusiasm of humanity. A freer, broader 
view of His relation to mankind, and of the re- 
lation of men through Him to  God and to one 
another, opened up vistas both into the truth and 
the worth of personal life, and into the solidarity 
of the race headed in the Son of Man. Measured 
by the vision of the Incarnate Lord, injustices, 

Edinburgh Review, April 1901. 
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oppressions, excessive competitions of man against 
man, stood in broad relief, as not only wrongs, 
but as crimes and sins-denials of the brother- 
hood which is rooted in the sonship of men to 
the one Eternal Father. It was this spirit of life 
that led to the endeavours after co-operation 
which Mr Maurice and Judge Hughes so strenu- 
ously promoted, and to the sympathy with the 
miseries which the Chartist riots of 1848 revealed 
-a sympathy which Charles Kingsley with fierce, 
wild eloquence interpreted in ' Alton Locke.' It 
is this spirit of life that is the inspiration of the 
phase of socialism (if the name can with strict 
propriety be given to it) that is distinguished as 
Christian. 

Thus, climates of judgment and feeling were 
caused to which the exposure of unjust and de- 
graded life- conditions appealed, and by which, 
even when the economic platform of the socialist 
was declined, a mental inclination was developed 
towards the interventions of society, in its or- 
ganised form,-the State,-which the socialist 
advocated. 

Now, besides the poverty and untowardness of 
lot which the Bread Riots and the Chartist con- 
spiracies of the earlier half of the last century evi- 
denced, fostering an acuteness of discontent which 
gave increased impetus to  revolutionary ideas, 
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the discovery and application of steam -power, 
with all the inventions introduced in connexion 
with this power, tended to  a wider separation of 
the two nations referred to. The gap between 
the master and the workman thus created did 
not exist in an earlier day. Master, journeyman, 
and apprentice, were nearer each other in circum- 
stances and in toil. They were visibly associated 
in the production for which all together laboured ; 
and the work had more of a human interest in it. 
There was less specialisation. The labourer was 
a work-man, not a work-hand. When the loom 
was guided by the hand, weavers were compara- 
tively independent persons: in the village or the 
county town many of them plied their task, hav- 
ing their game at quoits when the pause in the 
day’s work occurred, and discussing with one 
another things great and small in Religion and 
in Politics. The weaver was an individualist, 
often an opinionative Radical. All this was 
changed when mechanical power came into use, 
and one machine could do the work of hundreds 
of men. The reign of capital and of the capi- 
talist began; colossal mills and factories were 
started, whose heads were separated by a great 
gulf from their employ6s. Warning voices had 
been sounded at the first stages of this new de- 
parture. Robert Owen prophesied that steam 
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machinery would degrade and impoverish the 
working classes. De Tocqueville bade men keep 
their eyes anxiously in the direction of modern 
manufactures ; for, he said, “ if ever a permanent 
inequality of condition and aristocracy again pene- 
trate into the world, it may be predicted that this 
will be the channel by which they will enter.”l 
It seemed as if these anticipations were being 
fulfilled as the century proceeded. “ The robust 
Saxon,” exclaimed Emerson, ” degenerates in the 
mills to the Leicester stockinger, to the imbecile 
Manchester spinner-far on the way to be spiders 
and needles.’’ The specialisation which was 
developed turned work into a cheerless drudgery, 
in which there was little to interest the mind, and 
no prospect except an everlasting grind at the 
one thing. And, at the opposite pole, was.the 
master and owner of the machinery, personating 
a new type of aristocracy very different from the 
type of the old. The old nobility for the most 
part lived among their tenantry. The relations 
between them and their tenantry were not wholly 
commercial. There were many interchanges of 
personal feeling : kindly relations were often an 
inheritance from past generations; there was a 
common fund of associations, local and historical. 

1 Democracy in America, Book 11. chap. XX. 

English Traits, p. 240. 
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“ The estate ” was a subject of pride and interest 
alike to tenant and to peer or squire, and a reci- 
procity of services of various kinds linked the 
family in the hall or castle to all the families on 
the estate, But this new aristocracy was com- 
mercial in all its attitudes to the workers em- 
ployed. By the exaction of the toil, and the 
payment of the wages, the bond was fulfilled. In 
many cases, the bond was exceeded, and acts of 
consideration and benevolence were performed. 
But it was an excess of that which was accepted 
as the contract. The mill-lords, the cotton or 
iron aristocrats, rose to the heights of opulence, 
and only occasionally did they stoop from their 
heights to survey the condition of those by whose 
labour they were made wealthy. Nor has the posi- 
tion improved; in some respects, it has become 
worse rather than better. I t  was possible to im- 
press the new aristocracy in the earlier period 
with a sense of moral responsibility for those 
whom they employed, and the illustrations of this 
sense of responsibility were frequently noble. But 
limited liability companies, syndicates of many 
sorts, have become the order of the day; and to 
these, as such, the one concern is the dividend. 
, Now, all this marks one of those changes in 
social estate as to which Mr Lecky says, that “ in  
widening the chasm and impairing the sympathy 
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between rich and poor they cannot fail, however 
beneficial may be their effects, to bring with them 
grave dangers to the State. It is incontestable,” 
he adds, “ that the immense increase of manufac- 
turing population has had this tendency.” l .  And 
we need not limit our view to the manufacturing 
element. In recent years, another class has been 
largely augmented-the class of those who amass 
wealth by combinations, rings, pools, speculations 
of one kind and another, whose fortunes are not 
made through capital going to support productive 
labour-rendering the separation of wealth-land 
still more harsh, and the inequality still more 
glaring. 

Add to  the impression some concomitants of 
the alterations in social life effected during the 
bygone century. The rush from the rural dis- 
tricts into the great centres of industrial activity 
depleted the country, congested the town, and is 
the cause of the constant tendency of a large 
section to  poverty-the section that is composed 
of those whose means of livelihood are irregular 
and uncertain, and of those the nature of whose 
employments subjects them to risks of accident 
to limb and to  loss of health, And the amount of 
child-labour, which is a result of the competition 
of modern industry, threatens to injure the p b -  

1 England in the Eighteenth Century, vol. ii. P. 693. 
0 
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ical and moral tone of the community. In work- 
shops, in home industries, on the streets, thousands 
of children are daily at work. The law of the 
land, indeed, protects them. Ten Acts bearing 
on this protection stood in the Statute - Book 
sixty years ago : the ten have been multiplied ten 
times. But, notwithstanding all the protection as 
to age, manner, and hours of employment, the fact 
remains that children earning wages, sometimes 
in addition to the work of school, are pressed into 
services, even in evasion of the law. In purchasing 
the evening newspaper from the boy or the girl 
who offers it, we little think of what this one item 
-street-hawking-signifies. A Manchester school 
board reports that 66 per cent of the children 
committed to industrial schools is composed of 
street - hawkers ; and magistrates and police 
officials have again and again reminded us that 
this child-work tends to form habits of loafing, 
and to destroy the aptitude for continuous and 
strenuous effort, 

The influence of such, and of many other, 
features in producing the discontent that is 
the ally of socialism is obvious. Karl Marx 
went to London in 1850, and there he resided 
for years. The immediate result of his mission 
was not encouraging. He  agitated, he wrote 
pamphlets: in 1864, bn the formation of the 
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International Working Men’s Association, he 
raised the battle-cry of an earlier time, “Pro- 
letarians of all nations, unite ! ” His labour 
seemed to be in vain. The association was 
short-lived. Sick at heart, he retired to Paris, 
where he died in the sixty-sixth year of his 
age. But the seed that he sowed, and that ap- 
parently had died, was quickened. Out of the 
ruins of the Working Men’s Association arose, 
in 1881, the Social Democratic Federation. The 
efforts that had preceded it in England were 
wanting “ in the fundamental principle,” and in 
“the purpose to carry that to its utmost limits.” 
The new federation was thorough: and eager 
spirits-such as the poet Morris, Hyndman, 
Dr Aveling, Marx’s son-in-law, and the Rev. 
Stewart Headlam-rallied around it. It had a 
brief career of prosperity, and then it was split 
into two parties-the seceding party, led by 
Morris, forming the Socialist League. From 
that league also Morris at a later date seceded. 
In  Scotland, one socialistic society inclined to 
the confederation, and another to the league. 

In the present day, there are several organisa- 
tions-Labour Leagues, hc.-propagating social- 
istic tenets, conspicuous among which is the 
Fabian Society, including persons of more or 
less pronounced views, whose tracts and essays 
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are widely circulated. The most influential of 
all agencies is the New Unionism, which has 
largely captured trades-unions. There can be 
no doubt that the socialism which finds a 
variety of expression in Great Britain, on the 
Continent, in the United States, is an im- 
portant factor in social life, and one to be 
anxiously scrutinised. What is i t ?  What does 
it inculcate? What are its “utmost limits”? 
What are the good and the evil, the beneficial 
and the dangerous, elements in i t ?  What in it 
is to be resisted? What is to be utilised? 
These are questions which the Church must 
face if it would serve its generation. The 
labour problem, with all that adheres to it, 
is one of the problems of the hour. 

Let us discriminate. 
I. Is socialism to be regarded as the inevitable 

consequence, or the necessary trend, of demo- 
cracy? That it is so is the assertion of many 
who anticipate the downfall of what they style 
the Bourgeoisie-the society whose dominating 
element is that of the middle-class capitalist. 
Babceuf, when he took the name of Caius 
Gracchus and formed’the union of the iggltwux, 
urged that a real democracy can attain to its 
ideal only by means of socialism; and German 
writers, such as Stahl, look on it as the natural 
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terminus of democracy. Now, there is a close 
alliance between the two. The one, indeed, 
postulates the other. Its theory of the State 
must be a democratic theory. At its core, there 
is the conception that all haxe a share-the 
extreme view is an equal share-in the entire 
good of the nation, and that the Government 
of the nation should be organised on the recog- 
nition of this common interest, and for the pur- 
pose of giving full effect to it. But, as has 
been frequently pointed out, it  depends on the 
nature of the Government and the conditions 
of the people whether the movement towards 
socialistic distributions shall or shall not be 
allowed to overbear the freedom of the indi- 
vidual, and shall or shall not be so controlled 
as to secure the utilities which Collectivism can 
realise, whilst allowing ample scope for personal 
enterprise. In  the great military empires of the 
Continent, democratic feeling is bitterly hostile 
to the actual Government,-the more pronounced 
sentiment is bitterly hostile to all governments, 
-and it insists on a radical revolution in all 
that concerns the State. On the other hand, 
in the United States of America, with its non- 
military and democratic constitution, the idea 
on which the executive has been built up is 
that its aim is the protection of the individual 



214 Pvesent- Day Pro6 bms. 

, citizen, in order that he may have free and full 
play for his energy, and that he may have the 
undisturbed enjoyment of its fruits. There are 
checks on the possession of land, but there are 
few checks on commercial and industrial opera- 
tion. The one thing provided for is, that every 
man shall have the opportunity of doing the 
best he can for himself without the intervention 
of the powers of the State. And though social- 
istic tenets have a following which, as the popu- 
lation increases and the complexities that such 
an increase causes multiply, will probably be- 
come larger, the main current of opinion is 
strongly anti-socialistic. 
I The position is, that socialism must “either 
mean industrial democracy or nothing.” But 
democracy as a form of government does not 
necessarily involve socialism. Some of the 
most strenuous upholders of democracy have 

\ repudiated socialism. De Tocqueville, for ex- 
ample, put the issue thus in the French Parlia- 
$merit: “Democracy extends the sphere of 
individual independence ; socialism contracts it. 
Democracy gives every individual man his ut- 
most possible value ; socialism makes every man 
aneagent, an instrument, a cipher. Democracy 
.and socialism coincide only in the single word 

John Ruskin as Social Reformer, p, 204. . .  
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equality. But observe the difference. Demo- 
cracy desires equality in liberty ; socialism seeks 
equality in compulsion and servitude.” With- 
out wholly indorsing this statement, it  may be 
held that, though the democratic apprehension 
of society demands ‘‘ a self-government in which 
the whole of the self, the organic experience , 

and judgment of the whole rational system, 
shall find direct conscious expression,” this 
demand is separable from that of the socialist 
-from the contention that the State shall not 
only express the experience of society, but shall 
undertake the administration of industry, and 
shall distribute the tools and instruments of 
production to the citizens. 
2. What is the relation between socialism and 

communism? That they are related at vital 
points is made evident by the study of both 
systems. But to neither is the whole conten- , 

tion of the other necessary. To the socialist, a 
kind of communism is essential ; for, his demand 
is that inequalities of estate shall cease, and com- 
munism implies equality of estate. According to 
some Continental socialistic programmes, nations 
are to be broken up and the element of nation- 
ality is to be eliminated by the formation of small 
communities, in which property shall be held in 

Speech in 1849. ‘ 9 Rsskin as Social Reformer, p. 206. 
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common, and so distributed that all their con- 
stituents shall be equally benefited.1 But this is 
an extreme view, the adherence to which is very 
limited. Many advocates of socialistic tenets in- 
sist on only the minimum of the communistic 
conception. On the other hand, whilst the com- 
munist must hold to a collective ownership of 
land or of goods, he may, and frequently does, 
part from the socialist on the question of the 
intervention of the State. In  a previous chapter, 
reference was made to the monastic institutions 
of the mediaval period, whose only enforcement 
was a religious motive and the voluntary self- 
abnegation of those who entered the orders. In  
the United States of America, there are, or lately 
were, more than seventy fraternities, among them 
being the sects of the Shakers and the Rappists, 
whose bond of union is partly materialistic, partly 
ethical, partly religious, but which have no political 
character or aim. Their sole object is to practise 
certain rules of life and conduct, based on the 
principle that each member must contribute to 
the commonwealth in service regulated, as he 
himself must be controlled, by the will of the 
fraternity or its head, or, as in the case of the 
Shakers, those who are supposed to interpret the 
Christ-Spirit. To this extent, therefore, there is 

This was the proposal of some Spanish and Italian socialists. 
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an acceptance of the collectivist ideal, but there 
is not an acceptance of the expression of this ideal 
propounded by socialism. 

3. Further; in the present day, persons differing 
in political sentiment are united in the desire and 
endeavour to reduce inequalities of opportunity, 
and terminate the exploitation of masses of the 
population. Are they to be regarded as, if not 
socialists, tending towards socialism 3 

I t  is in the interest of the agitator to paint the 
iniquity of existing social arrangements with a 
brush which has been dipped in the strongest 
possible colours. Marx, for example, described 
the bowgeoisie reign to be the conversion of 
society into an aggregate of beggars and million- 
aires.l Who that includes in his purview all the 
facts of the situation can be misled by such a 
description 7 Who can indorse the assertion 
that the condition of the labouring class under 
the heel of capitalism is simply a movement from 
a bad into an ever worse? These are exaggera- 
tions which common-sense contemptuously rejects. 
“The more things improve, the louder becomes 
the exclamation about their badness.” This is 
(as has previously been remarked) because, first, 
the general improvement sheds an intenser iight 
on the features that are grim and sad; because, 

Contemporary Socialism, p. 141. 
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second, the social conscience has been more fully 
educated and is more sensitive in regard to  them ; 
and because, third, every advance in wellbeing 
creates new wants which clamour to be satisfied. 
Nevertheless, though overdrawn representations 
are set aside or largely discounted, earnest men 
and women of varying shades of opinion keenly 
feel all that is only too true in the socialist’s 
indictment, and are ready to dismiss preconcep- 
tions or prejudices in the attempt to find a solu- 
tion of the problem presented. But they are not, 
on this account, to be ranked as socialists. 

Lately, when referring in the House of Lords 
to some proposals in the direction of social re- 
form, the Prime Minister said: “They are con- 
nected with great evils, and no one who is not 
absolutely blind will deny the existence of these 
evils. I t  is our duty to do all we can to find 
remedies ; even if we are called socialist for doing 
so we shall be reconciled to it.” A good man, in 
supporting what he believes to be right, is not 
concerned as to the terms that may be cast at  
him. But we only confuse words when we attach 
the name to those who devise liberal measures for 
the amelioration of wrongs and ills, whilst they 
separate themselves from the revolution that is 
behind the name. In  1848, M. Proudhon was 
asked by a magistrate, ‘( What is socialism 3 ’’ 



He replied, (‘ Every aspiration towards the ameli- 
oration of society.” In that case,” said the 
magistrate, ‘‘ we are all socialists.” (‘ That is 
precisely what I think,” rejoined M. Proudhon. 
But Professor Flint, who relates this, rightly 
demands, “What, then, was the use of the 
definition ? ” 1 
4. Once more; is it to be argued that the exten- 

sion of the powers of the State for the promotion 
of material and moral wellbeing means socialism ? 

Practically, the Zaissez faire doctrine of econ- 
omists has been abandoned. John Stuart Mill, 
as the interpreter of Znissez f a h ,  laid it down as 
a first principle that ‘( the sole end for which man- 
kind are warranted, individually or collectively, 
in interfering with the liberty of action of any of 
their members is self-protection ; the sole purpose 
for which power can be rightly exercised is to 
prevent harm to others.”2 We have travelled 
far beyond this position. Mere self-protection 
is not now regarded as ‘‘ the sole end” of the 
interference of mankind collectively. Mere pre- 
vention of harm to others is not now regarded 
as “ the  sole purpose for which power can be 
rightly exercised.” The State is not now viewed 
merely as a constable, with the two commands, 
“Keep moving,” and, “Hands off from one 

1 Socidisiii, p. 23. 3 Essay 011 Liberty. 
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another.” It is looked upon as the instrument 
by which, through legislation confirming action 
initiated by individuals or by public bodies, and 
in certain cases initiating action, the good of 
the community may be furthered, healthier and 
wealthier life may be secured, and society may 
be enabled to make increase to “ the  edifying 
of itself in And if in recent years it has 
more and more acknowledged an ethical char- 
acter and responsibility, is not this only the 
carrying out, in the changed circumstances of 
the day, of a traditional ideal of government? 
When our forefathers maintained that it is the 
duty of the State to provide for the moral and 
religious welfare of the people, and therefore to 
establish and confirm the Christian religion, they 
virtually asserted that, as the guardian of all 
social interests, the State is bound to protect 
and promote the righteousness which exalts a 
nation. Many Legislative Acts, whose object is 
to make life more wholesome and virtuous, re- 
ceived the royal assent during the Victorian era. 
A n m x k d  Poor Laws, Factory and Workshop 
Acts, compulsory Elementary Education without 
the charging of fees, Workmen’s Compensation 
Acts, Acts for inebriates, Acts forbidding the 
sale of spirituous liquors to children, are illus- 
trations. And, in other ways, the power of 

‘ 
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collective intervention has been enlarged. The 
control of the telegraph system has been added 
to that of postal communication. The Legis- 
lature has sanctioned the action of corporations, 
with a view to better housing and to the recrea- 
tion and health of the labouring classes. Means 
of locomotion and of telephonic exchanges have 
been municipalised. We are using the powers 
of the State with ever-increasing readiness, not 
simply for the protection of individual citizens, 
but for the promotion of the greater happiness 
of the greater number. But socialism means 
something more and else than this. 

What it asks is not so much State help as State 
transformation. The help is conceded when good 
cause is shown. But there is a great gulf fixed 
between carefully considered State action in sup- 
plement of the endeavours of the community for 
purposes the carrying out of which implies a 
monopoly of means, or which cannot be done 
or so well done except through such action, and 
that which socialism in its more crystallised form 
contemplates. 

What, then, does it contemplate? in other 
words, What is socialism ? 


