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FOREWORD

THERE is nothing original in this book. It is, in the best meaning of the term, a commonplace book. If it fails to say for half-a-guinea what a multitude of men are saying in pub and club, tavern and train, for nothing, it will be because I have an impediment in my speech arising from the need for controlling the epithets which they can use freely.

It is agreed on all hands that society is sick, perhaps sick unto death. As the visible representative of society the plain man, the average citizen, is the victim of a malaise which has drawn about him a horde of economic busybodies eager to explain the cause of the seizure and to suggest and administer remedies. This book suggests but one remedy, the age-old advice of the onlooker—"give him air". Ignoring the Heath-Robinson-like contraptions of the currency cranks, this book advises the stricken wayfarer to take up his bed and walk. Deriding the nostrums of the rival schools of rejuvenators and the profferers of economic trusses and crutches, it suggests to that smitten traveller to "get up and work it off". It is, however, something different from a course of economic Couéism. It preaches not a faith cure, but a lack-of-faith cure—a cure to be induced by a healthy scepticism about those who have hitherto been the witch doctors of the tribe.

When the British Broadcasting Corporation sent into the homes of its licence-holders a Grand Good-night on New Year's Eve, 1932, its spokesman, after dwelling upon the imminent disasters which menaced those homes from the economic maladministration of the world, concluded by insisting that the only cure for world depression was

want more looms per weaver and the ca' canny school wants more weavers per loom. Mr. Maxton wants monopoly under the title of Nationalization, and Sir Harry McGowan wants monopoly under the title of Rationalization.

The function of applied economics is to make contemporary wants coincident. No economist, as statesman, could possibly make all these wants coincident. There is no political eclecticism which could build a platform from the planks offered by so many different log-rollers. But there is one want that is universal. It is expressed at its broadest in the words of a popular song. Although we flatter ourselves that we are a politically minded race, the average citizen does not think politically. He does not say, "I want this fiscal system or that," or, "I want this mode of government or the other." He says, quite simply, "I want to be happy," and on the promise of what he conceives to be a wider or narrower chance of happiness he votes at the polls or in his union chapel or lodge.

This book, it may be said, is a loose treatise on how to be happy though civilized. It is an expansion of the thought that a "managing" Government is as great an affliction as a "managing" wife into the suspicion that a Planning Body is only a new-fangled name for an old-fangled affliction, a busybody. It is based on the conviction that what is really wanted is not better leadership, more scientific leadership, reformed leadership, dictatorial leadership, democratic leadership, or any other qualified leadership—but less leadership. It enunciates the doctrine that we are suffering not so much from faulty organization as from organization without any adjective whatsoever. It also suggests, with courtesy, as I hope, and in a Pickwickian sense, that in the thieves' kitchen of modern "leadership" too many crooks have spoilt our broth.

The book is no manifesto for perfect freedom. It does not clamour for a return to cut-throat competition. It is not a pleasing fable from the Blue Book of the Laissezfairies. It is only an expression of Individualism inasmuch as it suggests mildly that the individual should be the starting-point of political thought, and not the trade union, or the joint stock company, or the Empire, or the whimsies of some dead dreamer. We live in the age of George V, not in that of Thomas More, or of Utopia, or even of Oliver Twist. This book derides the idea that we shall attain happiness by Marxing through Georgia or merely—as Mr. Chesterton might say1 and advise—by asking for More.

Individualism is not enough. Socialism is too much. No "ism" is necessary. The individual cannot do everything alone; he must indulge in communal co-operation for common purposes. But the individual does not need a Government Department or a Board of Governing Directors to spend his wages for him; educate his children for him; select and "vet" his mate for him before those children are begotten; form his habits for him; arrange his dietary for him; construct his morals for him; select and censor his amusements for him; standardize the commodities of his daily life for him, and arrange his contribution to a burial club for him. He needs a Government which will govern, in the old sense of maintaining law and order and the enforcing of contracts, and which will stand in relation to his life as the policeman theoretically stands in relation to his home—ready at call, but unable to enter without an invitation.

The over-organized, beswaddled and dragooned citizen of to-day will not find it easy to attain to sufficient freedom in which to work out his own economic salvation. The dons of a man's alma mater will tell him that mother
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14 The Decay of Happiness

To earn the means of buying goods he, collectively, must find people willing to take the fruits of his own work. If he fails to find suppliers willing to exchange with him or if the maximum amount of his own produce in manufactured goods brings into his country an inadequate supply of food in exchange, famine is once again the immediate menace. It will be realized that when he tries to sell his manufactures on a devalued £ their apparent price abroad is low, since something worth to him, by his costing symbols, £I is bought by the American for the equivalent of 5s.; but, on the other hand, the raw materials from which his manufactures have been wrought have cost four times as much as under the old fully valued pound, and wages will have advanced to enable the worker to buy the dear food which is still entering. Thus an article once quoted in sterling at £I will have to be quoted much higher, and perhaps so much higher that the lower price abroad may not benefit the buyer; so, for example, an article priced at £I is bought for the equivalent of 5s., but if costs force the price of that article up to £4, the new price abroad is still the old equivalent of £I.

The failure of imported food supplies to Great Britain is a matter of graver moment than the failure of food supplies to other countries. Britain has bred a specialist race of urban workers and has neglected her peasantry. She cannot by the utmost stretch of ingenuity and by the most marvellous aids of science quickly become self-supporting. A failure in supply means for her literal and actual famine.

A threatened famine, it is to be assumed, would be met by rationing. The imposition of short commons would itself weaken the stamina of the workers. The time might quickly arrive when there would not be enough to provide even short rations for all. That would mean a fight for what was available. If in London, with its seven or eight millions of dependent population, violent civic conflict arose, one effect would probably be the neglect of the essential public utility services. A London with neglected sewers, gas mains, underground railways and the like, would rapidly be a London swept by plague, and might be a London of collapsed buildings. Men would see the return of the rat.

The migration of men and the return of the rat in big cities and townships during a time of grave and desperate internecine warfare would be the return to barbarism, for there would be no wealthy neighbours able to provide for a disrupted Britain the aid that once went to a disrupted Central Europe.

It is to this possibility that the machines which conquered the fear of famine have brought us. Why? Because we have put our trust in pedants. Because we have elevated politicians and economists to the status of witch doctors and credited with an inhuman foresight men whose qualification was not an ability to direct the future but only to dissect the past.

Mankind, having lost the need, as Commander Kenworthy has forcibly said, for economists of the type of Joseph, whose wisdom was to fill the storehouses and barns, has reached the era of statesmen like Major Walter Elliot, whose remedy against possible famine is to prohibit the entry of foreign food so that the natives of the island may again learn to grow their own. But it is obvious to any clown in any country inn that the machines which once destroyed the fear of famine could, if the world were but properly organized, end the need for all men for arduous labour, giving to each a material standard of life and a cultural opportunity that would eventually make the earth a great and gracious habitat. It is obvious to any superficialist in a soup queue that when a machine will do the work of many agricultural labourers, and when
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16 The Decay of Happiness

the one agricultural worker who manages the machine needs not his old 5,000 calories of food per day but only some 3,500 calories, because of the reduced physical demand upon him, unemployment of labourers is inevitable, and is to be regarded as a boon and not a curse, for the amount of food produced by the one man and the machine is in excess of that once produced by the many, and their consumption demand is less. But there is no boon if the share-out of the product is not adjusted to the circumstances which have been created by the change of method.

It is the thesis of this book that the clown in the country inn and the superficialist in the soup queue, who are the true sociological realists, have proved in the past, and are proving now, better guides to the direction in which communal organization should tend than the professing economists, whether academic or Parliamentarian. It is the secondary argument of this book that the major fault of our time is that the ordinary man, reasoning as an empiricist in economics and as a human being with certain aspirations to personal happiness in politics, has been baulked of an effective control over his economic and political destiny. Even when he has had provided for him some democratic machinery bearing the appearance of an instrument of government he has been bedevilled by dons and bulldosed by caucus-bosses, whether political or trades union, until he has been rendered utterly unable to manipulate the instrument to his true desires.

The average citizen crying aloud that his feudal shoe pinches is fitted with the leg-irons of laissez-faire; protesting next that his fetters are more than he can bear, he is as promptly clapped into the iron boot of modern quasi-nationalization and monopoly. At each stage of his progress he is either told to be grateful that he is so well shod or he is offered as an alternative some equally menacing piece of foot-wear. Never is he permitted to fashion shoes to his liking or to go barefoot. He must limp as best he may in the handiwork of political patchers and economic cobblers.

Politico-economic systems, however, were made for man, and not man for the systems. The debt of a generation is to itself, and not to its posterity. In a recognition of these truisms lies the secret of communal organization for the old ideal of the greatest happiness of the greatest number, which by no means ruled out happiness for the minority. It is the third contention of this book that all "planned economy" is inimical to general happiness, since human psychology is such that it evades the economist as planner.

The doctrine to which the reader is asked to address himself, or invited with equal good-will to discard abruptly at this point, is that the solution to our present discontents must lie in conservation—the conservation of the common sense of the common man against the attacks made upon it by theorists, planners, currency reformers, dictators, propagandists of peculiar panaceas, and pedants.


CHAPTER II



THE RISE OF THE RICH

individual free contract an impossibility; with the result that enterprise is fettered by standard rates, sometimes, as with the railways, affecting not only costs but revenue.

If this is the case in legislation which affects the social habits of the people, it is even more markedly so in legislation which affects their economic life. An enactment, designed to protect pedestrians and horsemen, that steamrollers must be preceded by a footman with a red flag is barely on the Statute Book before it is a hindrance to the development of the internal-combustion engine. An eight-hour day is hardly made the legal minimum when it becomes a hindrance to those technocrats who desire to

apply machinery to the giving of extended leisure through a six- or four-hour day. Licensing laws designed to prevent expenditure of time and money during a period of national emergency are almost immediately felt as irrational curbings of personal leisure or publicans' enterprise. Schemes of protection against unemployment impose upon entrepreneurs so many obligations that the cost of their fulfilment checks enterprise and causes the very unemployment which they were devised to prevent. Forms of registration multiply until they both add to costs and detract from enthusiasm. Dictated forms of conduct multiply until the entrepreneur, upon whom economic progress depends, is compelled before taking any new step, and sometimes before fulfilling even the routine duties of his business, to take expert opinion as to what will be demanded of him.

The constant interference of a political body eventually results in a new change in the psychology of the persons affected. The State ceases to be regarded as a central entity to which the community gives a certain amount of money for communal purposes, and to which the community turns for certain communal purposes which are of their nature the function of a central authority—such as the administration of justice, the conduct of foreign relations, the preparation of defence, and the like—and becomes regarded as an initiating body from which should come the incentives to and directions for enterprise. The individual citizen, the joint enterprise, and the organized locality no longer regard the responsibility for their economic support as resting upon themselves, but as resting upon the remote central authority. It is no longer the man who must find work, but some Ministerial body which must find work for the man. It is no longer the trader who must explore markets, but the Board of Trade. If the individual exerts his energy or his ingenuity he is

probably confounded by some ordinance or rule or regulation. He therefore ceases to exert himself and awaits advice or direction from some bureau. He neither creates nor seizes opportunity, but waits for opportunity to be presented to him, bearing the National Mark or some other sign of official approval. In the picturesque exaggeration of the Rugger field, the individual citizen can neither seize the ball nor take a pass, but waits for it to be handed to him on a soup plate.

Individualism having been first hampered and then ended by Paternalism, the State, with its usual inability to move as quickly as the national psychology changes, then realizes that Paternalism is injuring national character, and returns to Individualism, managing with characteristic success to obtain the worst of both psychological worlds.

Ardent supporters of the existing political system are apt to talk as if man in these islands had steadily emerged from serfdom to self-government and had by a laborious process escaped from dictatorship to democracy. Ardent detractors of the system preach the contrary doctrine, that man from the relative freedoms of feudalism and the mediæval organization has been entrapped at last either into a bureaucratic tyranny, such as Lord Hewart has recently denounced, or into a democratic muddle, such as Sir Ernest Benn is never tired of denouncing, in which the bureaucratic method of Government by Committee is less a designed tyranny than a tragic confusion wherein inept ideologues are given freedom to fetter efficient practical men.

Neither school is, as I see it, a sound interpreter of history. Man has not emerged from serfdom; he has merely changed masters and the conditions of his service. Man has not lost a primal freedom and been entrapped into tyranny; he has merely changed the form of ill-ease

and the type of his tyrant. Those who say there is a golden age behind us and those who say there is a golden age before us are equally deceiving themselves. There can be no political or economic golden age while there is psychological growth. You cannot satisfy an appetite which grows by what it feeds upon, whether it be an appetite for more freedom or an appetite for more discipline. Still less can you hope to satisfy a multitude in which some want extended freedom, some want more rigid discipline, and some want both at once. The best that can be hoped for is that some mode of organization may be devised under which neither appetite is completely neglected.

Such a mode will not be fashioned by experts; it can only be fashioned by humanists. Leadership by a priest-craft must always have the defects of its qualities, whether the leaders be priests of a theological or of an economic system. The history of social and economic progress—progress meaning a going forward, and not necessarily, be it marked, a going forward from worse to better—consists in a series of failures on the part of a priestcraft to satisfy its laity in material affairs.

The economic history of the English is a tangled story, but it can be seen without overmuch distortion as a simple one. The remnants of Rome and the survivals of the Saxons took a new form under the Norman. Rome, it is true, remains in many of our civic distinctions and in the names of certain functionaries, but it is the Norman who gives its shape to what of our longest lasting economic and social organization survives after a century of industrialism. Despite the crowded changes of the last four generations, the modern economic man is still the recognizable child of the Norman manor.

The manor remained the outstanding feature of English social and industrial life through the eras of both Norman

and Plantagenet kings. An understanding of the manorial system is the base and finale of all economic study. It is not, as some zealots suppose, a method of organization to which we can return, but neither is it, as some expositors would have us believe, a method from which we have even yet wholly departed.

The manor, as a rule, corresponded very roughly to the modern parish. The community which inhabited it was, to all intents, self-supporting. The lord who ruled it had his tenure from the Crown, either directly or indirectly, and the condition of lordship was military service. The original settlement of a community, in any place, at any time, has generally depended upon one of two factors: either the site has been strategically defensible or it has been that of a holy place. Defensibility implies the presence of the elementary factors of sustenance, water and cultivable land. The survival of a holy place almost wholly depends upon the same factors. The lord of a Norman manor very naturally dwelt in the most defensible spot of the area which he ruled. He had his castle, and about it spread the lands of the demesne from which the major sustenance of his household came. Most of the inhabitants lived in the village, a scattered collection of rude dwellings, near the centre of the manor, and occupied little land, although all, or nearly all, were cultivators.

Outside the demesne-lands stretched arable land, meadow land, a common pasturage and the waste of wood, scrub and marsh. The arable land was organized for the communal benefit. It was divided into half-acre strips—small allotments—distributed in such a way that the land of the individual cultivator might be scattered over the whole extent of the tract. A man with many strips would not control a self-contained area, for it might be that no two of his strips lay side by side.



The Rise of the Rich

After harvest the arable land, now stubble, was thrown open for grazing, and the next year saw a new partition of strips. Rotation of crops was achieved by dividing the arable into three fields, one for wheat, one for oats or barley, and one to lie fallow, the fallow being the next year devoted to wheat, and the wheat field to oats and barley. The meadow land was organized somewhat similarly, and thrown open to common pasture after the hay harvest. From the waste came sustenance for swine and the supply of wood for fires and implements. The manor also had certain closes which were not subject to an annual interchange. The community as a whole employed some herdsmen and shepherds to prevent cattle and sheep from straying and doing mischief.

The landlord held the land, but he did not in our modern sense own the land. Not only was he not the absolute master of the cultivators; he was not his own master. He was subject to forfeiture if he did not render to the king those dues and services which were Cæsar's, but he could not inflict forfeiture upon the cultivators while they continued to render to him his own due. The lord had to provide protection and sustenance, through the means of sustenance, and the cultivator in return gave certain services and goods. Money did not complicate the relationship. The benevolent autocrat in the castle was paid in kind by the peasant proprietor. The cultivator in return for the right to cultivate his own holdings, gave certain days to the cultivation of his lord's land. Having laboured on his own behalf, he gave his labour to his lord. The exchange of services was simple, even if the sharing of the fruits of the combined services was unequal.

In practice, of course, this simplicity was far from Arcadian. Manners and customs were crude, and lords differed in their interpretation of the relation between them and the inhabitants of the manor. The standard of living was low, with little variety, but it was probably no lower and little less varied than that of the people of Zetland in Scott's The Pirate, many centuries later where against the sparse background of hard material living move men and women of deep emotional satisfactions and repressions. The dominant factor in communal relationships must have been the ever-present sense of interdependence combined with a common experience which gave a ready understanding of motives and actions. The community sense was strong. The dispensation of justice might be arbitrary, but it was understandable. The victim of the law could appreciate why he was so treated. The ordinary person was not baffled by the origin of restrictions upon conduct, however much he might be hurt by their operation. The sense of interdependence and of common understanding is what was lost during the centuries when the manor gave place to the town, the town to the city, the city to the industrial organization.

The growth of towns, or the growth of a town, was not rapid. The eighty towns of Domesday Book included many walled settlements that were by any measure of population and importance only defensible villages. In what towns there were the inhabitants were subject to much the same régime as the cultivators of a manorial holding. They were controlled by a lord, either the king or a manorial lord. They paid dues either for land or for trading liberties. But as towns grew in both number and size this control was loosened and lost. A charter of freedom could be bought either for a lump sum down, to ease the very present necessity of the Crown for gold, or by an annual payment. Towns became autonomous, and their burgesses replaced the central authority of a single man by a council of certain of their own number charged to maintain the liberties and to administer those affairs which were of necessity communal.

But behind all control, whether of the lord, the king, or the council, was a control which was at once a positive directing force and, as it were, a court of appeal or consolation. The ethic of the community, however disregarded on occasion, was not an empiric code of relationships devised from the experience of what would and what would not permit a community to flourish or to survive. It was a mystic code which dictated the relation of man to man and inferior to superior by the revealed code of relationship between all men and their Creator.

did not always tend to increase the respect of the parish for its incumbent.

The common need to force sustenance from a not too yielding earth with implements that were still crude, the common need to protect the community from maurauders, the common acceptance of local law, and the common adhesion to a mystical creed expounded and interpreted with sacramental rites by priests who, as persons, were low with the humble and, as ambassadors of an aloof Authority, were greater than the highest, gave a unity of interest and a unity of character so potent that it subdued very quickly the difference between Norman conqueror and Saxon conquered. Romantic history may make play with William's ravaging of the North, and with romantic rebels like Hereward the Wake or Robin Hood, but realistic history must see a mode of life rapidly toning both the racial temperaments into a common character. To recapitulate briefly, the manor was not a mere system but a mode of living, and the mode remoulded the men. The Normans were to the manor born, and the Saxons as its adopted children soon acquired its ways.

At that time the economics of life were supremely simple. It may be broadly said that no man pestered the throne or the people with economic theories, and that the accumulation of wealth was not a motive which greatly affected the people in the mass. Where accumulation was a motive, it was merely a motive of self-preservation against a coming shortage or against a feared attack. No villein strove to accumulate in order that he might buy his way into a superior social caste. Had he striven he could not have achieved, and had he achieved he could not have used his accumulation for such a purpose. The troubles of the time were not in our modern sense economic but personal. A man might strike against the king's deer and lose his hand, but he could not strike against his

lord and lose his land. If the king—as the king on more than one occasion did—evicted men, he evicted them in the mass to make a hunting ground. He could not, nor could his deputy, the lord of the manor, evict them for caprice, as Naboth was evicted.

The villein was in many respects a slave. He was tied to the land on which he was littered. His freedom of action was severely circumscribed. He was made to work, and he could not do as he might wish even with his own family. But in other respects he was far from being a slave. The safeguards against injustice possessed by freemen were not his, but to protect him he had "the custom of the manor", interpreted and enforced by the Manorial Court, which was an open court wherein both freemen and villeins shared the privilege and duty of acting as judges or assessors. The manorial lord might occasionally ride rough-shod over both manor and court, but against such tyrants there was always a very effective remedy, once applied with a certain melodrama against a king in the New Forest. Many a manorial lord had reason to "ware Red William's arrow". None had any reason to fear an economic blockade.

But if in the individual cultivator or citizen wealth was not a motive, wealth grew. Barbarism was, in time, but a league behind the manor; barbarism fringed it in space. Barbarism might well lie before it. But it escaped a return to barbarism because despite hard living, violent manners, superstition, and lack of culture, it had both discipline and a communal unity.

The development and progress of England under the manorial system has been succinctly described by G. E. Trevelyan:—

No ancient system must be judged in the abstract, or by purely modern standards. The great merit of

the manorial system in its day was this, that among men of primitive passions and violent habits, it promoted stability, certainty and law. A court that focussed public opinion and tradition, and that actually kept written records from the Thirteenth Century onwards, was established as part of the normal life of the English village. . . During the centuries when this system flourished in England, wealth slowly accumulated; more land came under the plough: flocks and herds multiplied in spite of frequent murrain; and in spite of no less frequent famine and pestilence the population went up.

Agriculture and craftsmanship were both unscientific; trade and exchange were matters of either natural and haphazard bargaining or easy expedients; transport and communications were affairs of individual adventurings in a land that had all but lost the roads of Rome. Religion however divine in revelation, was received and practised as an organized superstition. The Faith had taught man neither to love his neighbour as himself nor to render unto Cæsar the things which were Cæsar's except within the confines of his own community. But the Faith had apparently, taught one thing supremely well—or to avoid undue contention, let us say that with the Faith flourished an older fetish—fairness. The test of manhood was not only virility, it was also fair dealing. Against unfair dealing the manorial customs and the manorial court were, in intent and largely in effect, a stout barrier and a redressant.

In the townships as they grew this sense of the necessity for fairness became more apparent and obvious. Not only "negative" means of redressing unfairness, but positive means of ensuring fairness were created and became important. The growth of wealth was at first unorganized. It was almost an unnoticed by-product of the mode of life embraced for the sake of stability. The aggregation of growing wealth into communal "pockets"—and personal pockets—and the increasing means of translating wealth into civic power changed gradually the surface psychology of the people. A king who by force of arms, military skill, and statecraft, could take and re-bestow land in return for armed service was eventually replaced by kings who would release vassals from armed service for a cash payment. Prowess in trade became more important than prowess in the tourney. The virtues of the mart became more valuable than martial virtues

by the middlemen. In a primary exchange between simple producers values are known and appreciated, but once there intervenes into such exchanges a tertium quid, offering new and unfamiliar objects of exchange, values may, for the time being, become arbitrary until by a familiar economic process the worth of things exchanged finds a tradeable level.

At that point of intrusion by the middleman there enters cozening and sharp practice, advantages on exchange earned by nothing but the vendor's or purchaser's knowledge of the ignorance of his interlocutor. For a time the very valuable middleman who transforms a simple series of simple exchanges into a complexity of multiple bargains is, and probably must be, the assessor of his own value to those whom he serves. The known standard of "fair dealing" cannot cope with a new form of dealings in which one party is a person of unfamiliar methods and functions trading in commodities of as yet unascertained true value.

It was when this stage of development was reached that the townships growing with, and emerging from, the manors began to create their protections against unfairness. The Frith Gild came into being.

The rise of the gilds in English social and economic life began, it may very broadly be said, at a time of triple transition. Law was assuming a new shape. Manorial law and king's law and church law were mingling or refusing to mingle and bringing about that state of administration of justice which ended when Henry II achieved the most important step in the legal history of our people, of which more must be said later. The new language was forming itself from the double language which had been necessary to the early functionaries who were the go-betweens of the Norman lord and the Saxon villeins. Trade was beginning to usurp the domination of

tillage, which meant that the material standards of life were rising with the rising possibility of variety.

All trade suffers from two ever-present dangers. There may be actions in restraint of trade, which prevent easy exchange, or there may be actions which destroy men's faith in trade. Credit, it must always be remembered, comes from the same root as credo, and without credit trade cannot expand. If belief in the fairness or honesty of a trader goes, if doubt is induced as to the worth of a commodity, if parties to a bargain are made to feel that some third intervener, no matter how useful his services, has taken more than his just share from either or both the main parties, trade languishes.

It is a characteristic of new and small communities that a man is seen whole. It is characteristic of large communities that a man is rarely seen whole. In a small community Mr. Bung may be, as in the children's card game, "Mr. Bung, the Brewer," but he is also Councillor Bung, and Bill Bung the bass soloist, and William Bung, P.M. P.P. Gd. St. Br., and Mr. Bung, Chairman of the Cottage Hospital or the Ratepayers' Association, and old Bung, the club bore. In a complex community he is too often seen in sections by sections, and Bung the Brewer, familiar to one suburb, is lost in Mr. Bung the sidesman of another suburb, and in Bung the ardent philatelist in yet another suburb, while in a remote town he is merely William Bung, the potential party candidate.

When communities in England were still small and self-contained the Frith Gild flourished, for the Frith Gild, was an association which embraced most of the interests of its members. It was partly religious, partly social, partly functional, partly political and wholly benevolent. Its tone was probably not unlike that of a modern Freemasons' lodge which confines its entrants to members of a particular profession, such as architects, actors,

journalists, or lawyers, and the like. But as communities grew in numbers and complexity, the Frith Gild gave place to the Merchant Gild, which rapidly brought into existence the Craft and Trade Gilds. The interest of these new gilds was a specialized interest. They catered for the man qua merchant or qua craftsman, and not for the man qua citizen of earth and potential citizen of Heaven.

But the Frith Gild bequeathed to its successors its main purpose—the regulation of trading intercourse to ensure fair dealings. When the Merchant Gilds faded in power before growing Craft Gilds, both maintained the old ideal, that a specialized body with the duty of securing fair dealings has a responsibility both ways. A modern trade union has as one of its objects the prevention of the exploitation of the workers by the employers, either in direct contact and contract or through a State that may be too much the tool of an employing class. But the old Craft Gilds not only had this as their object, they also had the duty of seeing that the workers themselves acted fairly. Not only were the interests of the various producers—employers and employed, as we might call them—guarded, but the interest of the consumer was also protected. The gild dictated what tools might be used, the gild insisted upon a certain quality of raw materials, the gild insisted that no workman should for his private profit endanger the repute and good of his trade.

The strength of the gild was exactly the strength of the older local, manorial courts. It was the strength of focussed public opinion, which gained in strength when it was the opinion of a specialized opinion focussed within one section of the community. The purpose of the gild was the creation, preservation and regulation of a mode of life. It was not concerned with the accumulating of wealth. Like the manor, it rose to power by its ability

to maintain a disciplined unity among its members. But, like the State of which it was a part, the gild grew rich, if not against its will, certainly against its original intention, as the Church was growing rich.

As this process went forward, war also had its usual effect of stimulating exchange between one land and another. The continent wanted more English wool. For the raising of more sheep the common pasturage and the "waste land" were brought into use, and, where it was possible, the arable land was diverted from corn.

Wool was enormously important. Its production and sale gave to the lords the means of paying their commuted dues to the king. So vital a trade did it become that it had to be regulated, and it was regulated by being passed through the "staples" of certain selected towns where a certain proportion of the export was taken by the king's officers for their master. These customs officers were in a position of great but not ostensible power. They and the merchants, the middlemen, gradually obtained control of the trade of these staple towns, and became the merchants of the staple.

The merchants of the towns, the money-changers, the gilds, the Church, all grew rich. The Crown continued its wars abroad, an expensive hobby which threw the king more and more into the hands of those who found for him the means of prosecuting war. War itself changed its character. Gunpowder diminished personal domination in the field and heightened personal risk, for a cannon-ball knows no chivalry. Character and craftsmanship as the tests of a man's standing waned as wealth increased. The unity of small groups, of common levels of culture and aspiration, broke before the onslaught of new men and new modes from distant places. The towns were trading in more than commodities; they were trading in ideas. In the primitive pursuits, like agriculture, size of output became important. The urge was to increase holdings of land, which meant expropriation for some and a new relationship for all. The early feudal balance of duties and rights disappeared gradually, and left behind a new balance of masters who hired men and men who were hired by masters.

While the gilds were simple and strong, and the Church an organization combining temporal influence with spiritual power to bless or to ban, the balance gave a stable enough community through which change played like a wave. When the gilds waxed rich and became corrupt and the Church waxed rich and became corrupt, change ceased to play over the community like a wave and smote it like some disintegrating force.

To the Reformation, it may be said, the tendency was for the power of the old lords to diminish and for that of the workers, merchants and priests to increase. The king, as a factor in the State, passed from an erratic period when his power varied almost with each generation, to a period when he was a veritable potentate

The turning point of English history, as every schoolgirl realizes, was the time of the Tudors. Henry VII and Henry VIII were children of the Renaissance. If the elder Henry turned miser in old age, the younger presented to the gaze of his subjects an example of material magnificence which could not have been sustained had not the general comparative standard of living been rising rapidly. The increase in facilities of transport, the more constant intermingling with the home-staying populations of itinerants from far countries, the growing specialization of avocation to meet a wider ranging market for goods and services were not confined to these islands. Feudalism died soft or died hard in different portions of the world, but it was dead or dying when the revival of learning changed the mentality of mankind in the mass. Men began to eat voraciously of the tree of knowledge, and the forbidden fruit left them with no stomach for the Faith as their fathers had known and kept it.

Whichever of the many causes advanced for the trend of the Reformation be the dominating cause we need not argue here. It is certain that the despoiling of the monasteries would not have been possible had the masses of the people not been ready to see brought down the institution which the Church Visible seemed to them to have become. The monasteries had suffered in men's

minds that degradation that in our own time has afflicted Parliament. A venerated institution had become first a tolerated relic of a past age, next a refuge for ambitionists, and finally a thing of mockery that was disliked because it was still powerful to work discomfort either by exactions or by interferences.

The same process had affected the gilds. In a word, wealth had transformed the defenders of the poor into their scourge. The monastic bodies and the gilds might irk the king and his rich and powerful friends, but they racked the people. Both Church and gilds, having fallen too largely under the sway of avaricious men activated by the desire to demonstrate the petty qualities of statecraft, invited the antagonism and received the attack of avaricious statesmen who had chosen a different instrument. The general mass of the population, in as far as it understood the matter, did not care which gang of rich men bested which, but it probably had a hopeful feeling that when tyrants and parasites fell out honest tradesmen might come to their own.

The hope was vain. The aggregations of wealth which the monasteries and the gilds had accumulated might have furnished the Throne with such economic power that it could have re-instituted a modernized and reformed feudalism, having in it a place for a purged Church and a purified system of gilds. Those aggregations were, by a syphilitic king whose will power had waned at the moment of its most forceful exercise, dissipated among his sycophants. The desire of the king to legitimize the children of Anne Boleyn made possible the maraudings of Thomas Cromwell, but neither consolidated the economic power of the Crown. A new disciplined unity, which for a moment was possible, was thwarted. The reign of the rich men began.



Chapter III



THE TYRANNY OF TRADE

It is an interesting, but a fruitless speculation how far the Reformation would have been possible had it not been for a purely natural catastrophe which hastened the end of the feudal relationship. That catastrophe is a landmark in both social and economic history. It was the Black Death. Before it, the English village was a self-sufficing entity whose major problem was sustenance but not unemployment. After it, the whole face of England was changed. The Black Death came out of the East and halved the population of these islands. Early populations are always matters for hot, and even embittered, controversy, but if we assume that what had been a nation of some four million people before the onslaught of the plague was after that onslaught a population of less than three millions, and perhaps less than two and a half millions, we shall not err gravely.

The Black Death made its appearance in 1348 and was stayed in the winter of the following year. Its effects were manifold, and economically the chief of them was that much land had fallen into disuse, owing to the diminution in both producers and consumers, and labour had doubled in value. Labour has never been slow to press upon the community its minimum worth. After the Black Death the claim for higher returns from labour became so forceful and exacting that law was needed to regulate the matter. The Statute of Labourers in 1351 fixed a minimum wage and compelled the worker to remain during the summer in the service of the same place where he had worked in the winter. But the regulation

of the rate of hire and the place of employment did not mend the actual shortage of workers. An attempt to remedy the many disadvantages of this shortage lives in history as the precursor of the Peasants' Revolt—for the remedy was the attempted imposition of decayed feudal rights and a poll-tax, and these together led to Wat Tyler's revolt.

That revolt would not have been possible had not the teachings of the Lollards sunk deep into men's minds. Hinds had come to believe that they had a right to work where they might please, and though Wat Tyler was slain, and the revolt burked, the doctrine remained. The conquerors of the revolters remembered that there had been a revolt to conquer, and that a man with a scythe or a bill-hook in his hand might under careful agitation and leadership be more than an agricultural labourer. It was a lesson that France was to learn again and more terribly four hundred years later.

With Wat Tyler there entered into the national composition something which was not, perhaps, new as a concept and a dull, dumb feeling, but was new as an active factor in social relationships, something which to-day we recognize as class-consciousness, which is a very different thing from mere recognition of the existence of social classes. Class-consciousness grew with the spread of free labour, and the disappearance of the villein.

The growth of free labour made ready the background for the Renaissance, which, as all know, owed its rise to the incident of the sack of Constantinople by the Turks. Had the terrible Turk not driven the scholars of Stamboul from their seclusion, the homes of wealthy traders in North Europe would not have given shelter to new tutors. The thirst for learning would not have grown, and printing would not have had the importance which all recognized on its invention.

In this distinction we may see the first shadowy promise of the Means Test, but although the State organized those in want, it did not provide for them. That was left to charity, and mainly to the Church and its monasteries. The sturdy beggars, who still in the nursery rhyme "come to town ", were recruited largely from the riff-raff and scum of the Wars of the Roses. The impotent poor were the victims of the swiftly changing economics of their time.

The dissolution of the monasteries destroyed one very active and valuable source of relief. The "free inn" of the poor man had gone, not to return. The unemployment problem had taken a new turn. This was met by a law of 1536 which endeavoured to organize charities with the double object of finding work and giving relief, a duality of aim with which 1933 is still very familiar. In 1552 a firmer step was taken, for it was ordered that each parish should appoint two collectors "to gently ask and demand" a sum from each man and woman each week. Those who did not respond to the gentle demand were brought before the Bishop and admonished to do their duty. In 1563 these passive resisters of the demand were subject to a law which enabled them to be taken before a magistrate and assessed for a contribution to the needs of their unemployed fellow parishioners.

It is of some interest in passing to note that James Gairdner in the Cambridge Modern History cites Chapuys in support of the belief that although it is not altogether easy to estimate the precise effect of the fall of the monasteries upon pauperism, there is no doubt that it was the immediate cause of bitter penury.

Altogether no such sweeping changes had been known for centuries. As regards the land some of the new results may have been in the end for good. But problems were raised which were new in kind.

The King's high-handed proceedings, alike as regards the Church, the monasteries, and the coinage lowered the moral tone of the whole community. Men lost faith in their religion. Greedy

courtiers sprang up eager for grants of abbey lands. A new nobility was raised out of the money-getting middle classes, and a host of placemen enriched themselves by continual peculation. Covetousness and fraud reigned in the highest places.

Before returning upon our present track to look at Henry's action with regard to the coinage, stressed by Gairdner, and the rise of that money-getting middle class, we may pursue a little further the treatment of the unemployed.

The Statute of Labourers marked a change from a localized regulation of trade and labour to a national control, but that change was hardly effective, or even real, until after the gilds had been despoiled. Under Elizabeth the law of apprenticeship became a State matter, under the Statute of Artificers. The provision for the poor became definitely a matter of civic obligation upon the citizen. "The chief agents of this statutory control of the nation's economic life," says Trevelyan in a very significant passage, "as also of its political and judicial life, were the unpaid Justices of the Peace appointed by the Crown, who formed the link between the views of the central authority and the facts of local administration. They performed as servants of the State many functions which the feudal baron had performed in his own personal right." These unpaid magistrates were, of course, of the classes grown newly rich from the despoliation of the gilds and monasteries and of the money-getting middle classes.

It will be seen that the Tudors made final the transition of the Norman system. Once the local power had shifted from a personality with a special obligation upon him for the conduct of his lordship, and with the check of ecclesiastical displeasure before him, to an unpaid magistrate able to hold office because of the place bought for him in the community with wealth largely obtained from trade remote from his immediate fellows—when it was not the result of his maraudings or his sycophancy to the actual marauders—there could be no going back. When in the future any expansion of men's knowledge, whether of the arts or crafts or of the extension of the world, needed financing or staffing, these new rich were in a position to command the benefit. At one end of the social scale were men living in flamboyant extravagance and enjoying a wide and refreshing new culture: at the other end were the impotent poor and the sturdy vagabonds.

In the middle sections were merchants and usurers in very comfortable circumstances and workers with their lives increasingly regulated by State enactments. The tendency of the comfortably circumstanced was towards closer alliance with the rich. The tendency of the hired workers, men landless, and with no claims on any manor for support in times of general or individual distress, was to drift into antagonism to the rich save when their economic resentments were overcome by some other emotion, such as that of nationalism or sentimental love, hatred of the Spaniard or affection for Gloriana.

There had, in short, been created the Two Nations which Disraeli was to discern in the nineteenth century after the industrial revolution had hardened and emphasized their differing characteristics.

During the long age of transition from the Black Death to the Elizabethan Statute of Artificers a double gestation was taking place. There were being shaped the monetary system and the theory of economics, the one a necessary corollary to the other. The history of money is so familiar that it needs no rehearsal here. The development from barter to an agreed standard of value in a medium

of exchange—the selection of a precious metal because of its qualities of desirability, portability, malleability, divisibility and indestructibility—the change from units of weight to units of named and guaranteed value—these stages had been passed before the coming of the Normans and the foundations of the manorial system. But money played a small part in the life of the manor. It was only when trade began to expand, wealth to increase, and townships to grow that money as a circulating medium began to end payments in kind, which had sometimes been regulated on a money value and sometimes not.

Expanding trade means the growing need for credit, and at times credit implies money. If, for example, a merchant could not persuade a manufacturer to supply goods for a delayed payment—if, that is, the manufacturer demanded money and refused credit—the merchant would have to borrow money, which means that instead of using his credit with the manufacturer he would use it with some third person. Since trade involves risk and money is precious, no money-owner lightly lends the one to stimulate the other. If he does lend his money he requires, very naturally, compensation for the loss of the profit which he personally might have made on it. Even if a merchant does not require credit in an absolute sense, he may require it in a particular place. A merchant who might be trusted by manufacturers or producers in Appleby, might have no means of impressing his probity on manufacturers or producers in Antwerp. A man whose honour was trusted at Chester might be without standing at Manchester. Any third party to his trade who had standing in both places would be worthy of his hire to complete a deal.

In the lending of money in modern times it is not really difficult to compute what compensation is just for its enforced idleness in the hands of the actual owner through

A man with command of money may lend a hundred crowns willingly if he knows that under agreement he will, after a certain space, receive again a hundred and ten crowns each of the same value as those he lent. His ardour is a little damped if he realizes that there is a strong chance that the hundred and ten crowns that come back to him may have been clipped of some of their value either by private or crowned rogues. Conversely, a man may be extremely unwilling to lend his money if he can keep it securely, but quite ready to lend it to some responsible borrower if he has no means of safeguard. An Elizabethan citizen, for example, might have an ingrained distrust of goldsmiths, but a greater distrust of the power of his own shop and residence to resist thieves,

and would therefore deposit his wealth with a goldsmith. The original goldsmiths, as we know, took in wealth to guard; the later goldsmiths took in wealth to lend, well knowing that all their depositors would not at one and the same moment demand their possessions back again.

Borrowing from a professional lender of money has one great advantage over borrowing from private lenders—the money is there to be borrowed when it is most wanted. The squire may be willing to finance a harvest this year, but next year may himself be in need of funds at the vital moment. The professional financier is always ready, for it is his business so to be. The squire, finding himself in an unexpectedly awkward situation, may want his money again at an inconvenient moment. The professional financier will not worry until the agreed time of repayment, and even then, for a consideration, will renew the loan. The squire may be able to lend the money but not able to assist in its transmission to a distant creditor, but the professional financier will arrange to lend the money in one country and actually deliver it—for a consideration—in another.

All these points, which are part of the history of banking and credit, are commonplaces to our generation. The men of the Middle Ages had to discover them as their trade expanded and their customers and suppliers spread from a locality to a nation, from a nation to a continent, from a continent to a vast new world. Their money, supposed to be both a standard of value and a medium of exchange, was extremely unreliable, for in addition to the ordinary fluctuations, which they little understood, its purchasing power was liable, as we have seen, to arbitrary diminution at the hands of manipulators. Their price levels were affected by events not only out of their control but out of their cognizance. It is no wonder that two

types of man grew powerful in relation to the producers the trader and the money-lender, who were sometimes the same person.

The rising domination of these types, it may be said, was largely due, in Gairdner's words, to the fact that the age did not understand economic laws. It is an understanding after which we still painfully toil. It was also due to the associated fact that the controllers of the social and economic life were activated by motives which were individually selfish. The pursuit of glory or women by despots is never an occupation governed by economic insight or restraints. When the powerful become, either by will or by force, the pimps of a potentate, the primary producers must suffer, for they in the last resort pay the piper to whom the king "capers nimbly in a lady's chamber to the lascivious pleasing of a lute" or "rides in triumph through Persepolis". A central authority demanding funds and prepared to extract them by tyrannical means affects trade directly and immediately. Men with the means of credit, knowing that they may at any moment be the victims of exaction without return, do one of two things; they husband their resources and do not lend, or they lend more feverishly but at higher rates.

When Henry attacked the Church he did two things which in combination bred most, if not all, of our present discontents four hundred years after him. As Mr. Belloc has so often and so forcibly insisted, he destroyed what had previously been a triple balance of wealth, consisting of the Crown, the Church and the gilds, and, by dissipating the loot, created the beginning of a plutocracy. He also caused the change from an ethical motive in dealings to a non-ethical motive, and this he did before economists became effectively articulate. The evidence of Professor Cannan will hardly be suspect of any prejudice other than

a liking for the truth. In opening his Review of Economic Theory, he writes:

The fact is that these ancient philosophers [Plato, Aristotle] were not and could not be economists in our sense of persons who are interested in and think and perhaps talk and write about the material welfare of mankind. They professed to be concerned with higher things, and if they were not always so in fact, it was because they thought of themselves rather than because they thought of their fellow men. Their State, of which they made so much, covered a contemptible little district with one small town in it and a population of which the great majority were not citizens but slaves. It was impossible for economics to develop in such an environment. The European Middle Ages show some progress. Economic matters came under the consideration of theologians who had to decide what actions were allowable and praiseworthy to a Christian man.

Professor Cannan is an economist and no propagandist for the Church which Henry smote. Sir Norman Angel is in the same category. He has recently written, in The Story of Money:

One of the greatest events in the story of money is the change of ethical attitude in reference to loans, and interest thereon, and all that ecclesiastical ruling on such a matter implies. We find it difficult to-day to realize that for long ages nearly all the great moralists and teachers, nearly all the great religious bodies, including the Roman Catholic Church, condemned the charging of interest as a vile crime comparable only to murder. It was no casual or incidental condemnation with which the Church—and for centuries the secular State as well—visited

this offence. Its heinousness has been the subject of a vast literature; of disputations carried on ardently from generation to generation, and age to age.

The denunciation of usury was based on no simple principle, or, perhaps, it is more accurate to say that it was based on a simple principle that was fallacious. Pecunia pecuniam non parere potest, said the men of the Renaissance. But money is not essentially unproductive, and to believe so is to confuse the symbol with the thing symbolized. Money is, after all, in one of its aspects, only a call upon certain goods and services. Goods and services are undoubtedly productive if properly used. Usury means not the exacting of interest for money lent, but for money lent for an unproductive purpose.

To return for a moment to the simple example of the elementary text-books on economics: If, having two ploughs, I lend one to my neighbour, I am at least entitled to ask that he shall return to me a plough, and not the worn-out remnants of a plough. If I lend him money that is the equivalent of a plough, I am entitled to a return of that money. But his use of the plough has prevented my making it productive in my service and has enabled him to make it productive in his service. Am I not, then, entitled to some compensation for my loss which shall take the form of some share of his profit? Between friends and in certain circumstances I may forgo that compensation. In a communal society I may gain my compensation indirectly through the lack of need to support my neighbour by my own use of two ploughs. But to demand from a stranger that from the gain which he has made by my plough some compensation for my own loss through my non-use of that plough shall be paid is to ask, surely, nothing unjust. The end of the transaction leaves us in the same relative position as that

4

which we occupied when it was entered upon. But if I demand a return upon a loan which has not been, and cannot have been, productive, I change the relationship. My loan has not enriched but impoverished the borrower. He or some part of his possessions passes into my power.

It is obvious that in small communities trading internally where men are not professional, but only incidental and casual lenders, it is simple to distinguish between a productive and an unproductive loan. In complex communities where trade is partly internal and partly external and where some men are professionally employed gathering together the means of lenders to re-lend to borrowers, no lender can tell to what use his loan is put. When I am in credit with the joint stock bank which manages my account, my money may be lent for legitimate interest on a productive transaction or it may be lent at usury. When I contrive an overdraft the money of the depositors upon which I draw may be used for a productive or non-productive purpose, but I pay the interest whether it be usurious or non-usurious, for it is not the rate of interest but its legitimacy which determines usury.

The rise of the professional moneylenders as trade expanded through the Middle Ages meant inevitably that the lenders of money to those who lent it again were thus divorced from any inspection of or concern with its use. They ceased to "decide what actions were allowable and praiseworthy to a Christian man" and lent money for the mere sake of the return upon it. We shall not be considered guilty of mere empty anti-Semitism in marking as significant the fact that the traffic in money was at first largely conducted by Jews, who were men outside the tradition of the Church which in manorial times dictated the ethic under which trade was conducted.

I The view of the Catholic Church is discussed at length in the essay on usury in Essays of a Catholic, by H. Belloc.

Once the general communal motive shifted from ar organized desire to ensure fair dealings, and the two powerful checks of the Church's metaphysical ban against the sin of avarice and the gilds' insistence upon definite standards of material and craftsmanship were removed social life changed rapidly into a scramble for material benefit and advancement, not for the community as a whole but for the individual. It should be noted that the earlier motive implied nothing of what to-day we call communism. Any family which is not abnormally constituted is actuated by a desire for the material benefit of its totality, but it is far from being a commune. It is generally an uneasy despotism, where it is not a matriarchy. There is no communism in an army, but the general as opposed to the individual benefit is the actuating motive of the General commanding it.

With and after Henry VIII it was not, as ancient historians ingenuously imagined, politics which shaped the life of the community, but the life of the community which shaped politics. The new "aristocracy" of the money-getting middle classes aided by the host of placemen and assisted by the great incursions of wealth which began to pour in from the New World had neither concern with theological niceties about what was permissible to Christian men, but equally they had little or no interest in theories of Government. They were intent upon the maintenance of the monarchical and caste system, partly because it was an inheritance which had served them well, but mainly because they could conceive no other system. For the most part their interest no longer lay with a small section of the community whose relationship with the rest of the world was their own relationship, but with the whole of the community as a producing and consuming entity.

The change was not, of course, abrupt or clear-cut. The squire remained a squire in the sense of being something
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beings not superior in anything but their possession of luck and low cunning. The old landlords did not go down before the new industrialists in the sense that they were driven from their position and power as the governing caste, but they went down in the sense that the new type of wealthy man gradually usurped the place held by the old type. Intermarriage, and social acceptance, gradually changed the kind of political master under whom England laboured. The direction of England's diplomacy for commercial ends was as old as Walpole, but the direction of England's diplomacy by commercial men really began fitfully with Peel and quite definitely with Gladstone. The change was foreshadowed by the emergence early in the nineteenth century of statesmen like Huskisson, and was complete early in the twentieth century when governments were composed of representative industrialists like Alfred Moritz Mond, Stanley Baldwin and Philip Cunliffe-Lister, with a sprinkling of commercial lawyers or lawyers-turned-company-directors like Lord Reading, the late Lord Birkenhead and the late Lord Brentford

The factory system, before the invention of power-driven machines, made but slow progress, and was spasmodic in its appearance. The machines made the old home crafts and the putting-out system obsolete. The owners of the machines obtained a mastery over the destinies of their workers more absolute, but far less obvious, than that wielded by any other master-class in industrial history. Propertyless men without an equality of weapons are helpless in the face of men who own both the means of existence and the means of exerting force. The thoughtless, and in some cases ruthless, organization of machine industry by the masters, and the abrupt new contrasts which were created between wealth allied to power and poverty allied to impotence, very naturally stirred the subdued mass of workers to sullen revolt,

which very occasionally flamed into action, as when the Luddites—those early technocrats—took to frame-breaking or the Chartists tore up the railings of a public park. For the most part, however, the workers endured and either grumbled ineffectually or told their Maker about it at the meetings of their sects.

Attempts to organize the workers against the employers were either met legally by the application of laws against conspiracy or by the assurance—not without truth—that the tyranny of a trade union would be worse than the tyranny of the master. Vis-à-vis the master, the worker had, of course, some freedom. He could leave his work and his master if he did not mind starving or would face the pains and trials of migration. He could, and did, keep his economic plight and his political opinions in mental compartments and cheer for the same man politically that he damned industrially. An early trade union was far more restrictive

Popular education was late in arriving. When it came in 1870 the generation which was about to be made literate was faced by an interwoven political, social and economic system which lent itself readily to illusion. There was the illusion that man had deliberately chosen to live under what was called the Capitalist System. There was the illusion that this system had somehow caused the lot of the worker to be materially worse and the illusion that it had caused the lot of the worker to be spiritually better.

Actually, as the Hammonds rather belatedly caused men to realize, the horrors of the industrial era were only horrible when compared with later possibilities. They were often improvements on what had gone before. The industrial labourer in a new northern town living in a jerry-built, back-to-back house was poorly served compared with the petty bourgeois of thirty years later, but

he was materially very much better off than the agricultural worker of thirty years earlier. The employment of children in factories and coal-pits was shocking to the conscience of the later nineteenth century, but it was by no means shocking to men who had seen the plight of similar children before warm factories took them from the health-blasting employments and environments of the countryside.

But whatever the illusions about the effects of the Capitalist system, the master-illusion was that it was a system, for the chief characteristic of the years between, roughly, 1790 and 1890, was a complete lack of systematization.

It is no exaggeration to say that every accretion of mechanical power was a complete surprise to the industrialists who gained from it and was treated as if it were a permanent thing which would not be superseded. England, for example, was covered with a haphazard network of unorganized railway systems which had barely been retrieved from their early competitive muddles when the internal combustion engine rendered them potentially obsolete. Towns and cities were laid out in inconvenient tramway lines, and the consequent muddle of local financing was not thoroughly straightened out until the lines had to be, or should have been, torn up for the much more convenient omnibus. It is folly to blame the early entrepreneurs for this lack of foresight. They did well by their generations. The point is that the social complex which resulted from their well-meant efforts was not a thing created by a system.

When men talk of the capitalist system, of course, they mean no more than that method of financing enterprise which relies upon capital supplied by private owners who take a private profit from the fruits of the enterprise. Their objection to "the Capitalistic system" is that such

a method as applied in European history did not make it easy for many men to acquire sufficient capital to assist in financing for profit. The original owners or acquirers of capital, in other words, were avaricious and not generous.

Neither the early critics nor the early defenders of the Capitalist system after the industrial revolution saw the matter in either light. For quite a long time the capitalist was the master almost in the old feudal sense. He was a man who knew the business wherein his capital was employed and who worked at that business. Only as the enterprises grew (with the growth of markets and the development of machinery) and the day to day intercourse of master and men was interrupted as the body of interveners, the foremen and overlookers and the like, also
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64 The Tyranny of Trade

grew, did the capital provider begin to assume his parasitical aspect. But as enterprises grew the capital for their inception and maintenance ceased to be the contribution of one man or of a local group. It was gathered from many providers and from far afield. Eventually the men who directed the enterprise were almost as divorced from the ownership of its capital as the men who served it in the meanest capacity.

That muddle-headed blunder was to be the prolific father of many of our present discontents.


CHAPTER IV



THE DEGRADATION OF PARLIAMENT

To regard Parliament as a steady development of the old "folk-moots" and "shire-moots", as most children are taught to do, is to misread history. The Anglo-Saxon representative gatherings which were overthrown by the Norman Conquest did come to some kind of resurrection in the "Common Council", but that council was not the ancestor of Parliament as the people knew it in the nineteenth century.

When Simon de Montfort in revolt against Henry III summoned a national assembly to Lewes, and included in his writ of summons both knights of the shire and representatives of the burgesses, he created a precedent upon which Parliament later stood, but even the gathering of 1265 was not the parent to which our Parliament can really trace its origins. After 1265 representatives of the shires and boroughs were summoned again in 1275 and to the "model Parliament" of Edward I in 1295, but whether or not the Edwardian assembly was a model Parliament it was certainly not the model of a modern Parliament. Those assemblies set the precedent of the method of summons—and the ostensible field of representation—which survives to our own time, but they were so different in motive and power as to be hardly recognizable as an early form of our present instrument of government.

The greatest difference, perhaps, between the early gatherings which sentimentalists regard as the forerunners of Parliament and the gatherings which bore the name of Parliament at and after the industrial revolution was the
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attitude of the people towards the summons. To quote the most easily accessible commentator, Hugh Chisholm

Certain characteristics differentiate those early Parliaments from the modern assemblies under that name. The representatives attended for the most part with reluctance and on behalf of reluctant constituents; they attended for one purpose, to grant money; and they were sent by a community which was definitely opposed to new laws as such. The history of England for long generations

is that of a people resentful of added enactments. Again to quote Chisholm:

It must never be forgotten that in these early times, and indeed long after, the making of new laws is as abhorrent as it is rare. The cry of the nation, so often expressed in the charters, is not for the making of a new law but for the preservation of old ones, while the levying of taxes is almost unknown except for purposes of national defence.

With Edward I Parliament assumed the aspects of a settled and permanent institution. It became not only a meeting-place for representatives of the various classes of the people who enjoyed (or resented) a writ of summons, but a court. It not only made laws but redressed grievances and heard petitions. Under Edward III two significant developments occurred. The knights of the shires, who had earlier been drawn towards the barons by all social ties, allied themselves with the citizens and burgesses, and the House of Commons began to sit as such. Secondly, the king, being in constant and not fitful need of funds, summoned Parliament every year, with the consequence that its early function of granting taxation was extended. It began to discuss matters of State theretofore left to the king and his great council.

Historians are uncertain whether at any earlier time the whole assembly had ever voted as one chamber, and the balance of historical probability is against it, but under Edward III the procedure quite certainly was for the three estates to meet together, to separate, and afterwards to deliver a collective answer to the king. Convenience dictated that the Commons should have a room of their own, and they took possession of the chapter house of the Abbot of Westminster. With the attachment of the knights of the shire to the citizen representatives, and the
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habit of deliberating in the chapter house apart from the barons, there came into being, not by accident but certainly not by careful constitutional forethought, the two Houses—Lords and Commons.

An aristocrat, it need hardly be said, is not a man with a title, or a man tracing his descent from some remote ancestor through a long line of specially powerful, wealthy or cultured progenitors. These meanings are given to the word largely through the sentimentality which attributes—very rightly—glamour to these characteristics. Aristocracy in our own sense of the word does not even mean what the word originally implied—a government of the best. The Aristocratic State which arose from the Reformation meant what Belloc, in The House of Commons and Monarchy, has called it, "a State governed by an Oligarchy indeed, but by an Oligarchy which received the permanent and carefully preserved respect of its fellow-citizens".

The aristocracy which arose with the Tudors was, indeed, a deliberate creation replacing an earlier aristocracy which had long lineage as its characteristic. "The exclusion of the aristocracy remained a first principle of Tudor statecraft," says Trevelyan, and the first Parliament of Elizabeth made it known that "the wanton bringing up and ignorance of the nobility forces the Prince to advance new men that can serve". The men that could serve were, of course, the extortioners of Henry VIII, and those who advanced most rapidly were such as Cecil, who had come from trading stock to the status of a country gentleman.

By a complex of circumstances the new aristocracy not only possessed itself of the power of Parliament, but of certain other powers also. Because the people, through tradition, resented high taxation to the point of revolt, the Tudors had perforce to be thrifty. Because the people were armed and the Crown had no overmastering forces, the king could not create a network of agents to govern the people in local matters, for such agents would have needed a sanction of arms if their work was resented. The effect from these two causes was the great extension of the power and duties of the unpaid functionaries—the justices of the peace. Henry VII had first relied on his magistrates, and the growing power of the Commission of





  
  
  ch008.xhtml
  
  




70 The Degradation of Parliament

the Peace suited excellently well the individual and collective ambitions of his son's and grand-daughter's advancing "men who were able to serve". In London, as a member of Parliament, and out of London, as a magistrate, the country gentleman became almost all-powerful. The rule of the gentry had begun.

The historical diagnosis of any existing discontent is open always to a grave liability to error. Looking back upon a vanished caste, as upon a dead despot, one finds that prejudice is apt to colour an examination of its significance. Those who adulate the energy and glamour of Napoleon will find a different significance in the Napoleonic régime from those who dislike the Corsican's personal characteristics. Charles the Martyr is, of necessity, a very different historical influence from "the man, Charles Stewart". But it is possible that what in the very long run of several generations develops to the mind as a bad régime may have been composed of very good men. The gentry as a type of contemporary culture was a good caste. The gentleman, before he degenerated into a self-conscious nitwit wearing an old school tie, was a very creditable product of civilization. He had not, as the Disraelian novelists like to believe, an identity with the knights of ancient chivalry, but he was in many respects the better man. If the gentry were no paladins, the paladins were no gentlemen.

The self-imposed limitations and fetishes of the two castes were very different. Certain conventions were common to both, notably a highly specialized and artificial code of conduct towards women. Wife-beating, for example, has been the failing of all generations of boors. The hind might legally beat his wife with a stick no thicker than his thumb, and the Gilbertian costermonger was expected to spend part of his time jumping on his mother, or on the mother of his children. But neither the

ancient knights nor the later gentry beat their wives. They preferred politely to break their hearts, as the heart of Amy Robsart was broken.

This digression is necessary because it has become fashionable in certain circles to ascribe to the gentry a malignity and a deliberation in the "exploitation" of the workers which was never theirs. The gentry of any age, whether of the age of the Tudors or that of Victoria, were no more conscious of exploiting the workers than any Tudor or Victorian parent was conscious of tyrannizing over his children. There was ample exploitation, as there was, and is, ample household tyranny, but it was unconscious. To carry Hibernianism to the extreme, the typical gentleman was class-conscious, but only unconsciously so. When he, as a caste, took power through Parliament and the local bench, he did it for the best of reasons, that he felt himself the right person to have power. None but he was capable of good government. The nobility was debilitated; the masses were ignorant; the Crown was dangerous.

But having taken power, the gentry—being but human even in their inhumanity—used it to shape a State that would most advantage their caste. Their attitude was not that of the army phrase, "I'm all right: ——you!" It was rather that of the comfortably assured person who says, "That's all right, my boy, you leave it to me; I'll see that you don't suffer."

For an aristocratic government there is everything to be said for as long as those governed will tolerate it. It ensures, for example, that those who exercise the functions of government will be trained in government. Successive generations of aristocratic rulers are not only steeped in the technique by being bred in places where government is discussed perpetually and casually, but they are almost always trained in addition by having a model state either
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72 The Degradation of Parliament

under their own hands or under their eyes. The faculty which comes to the use of the State is developed on the estate.

In addition to his other advantages the governing aristocrat has—until his caste falls into decadence—a code of manners and conduct which pleases, even though it may also irk, those governed. His manner, while conveying without arrogance that he is not as other men are, creates the impression that he is as other men would like to be. Tradition gives him an eptitude which prevents his being abashed by life. He has assurance—and it is, indeed, that assurance for which men most envy and hate him.

Under the Norman system the ostensible handlers of power were the king and his lords, and the king was a sacramental man. The Church was the overlord of lords and the king of kings. As the Norman system waned, the Church, through its own power to sway the superstitious and by its communication of a peculiar ethic of relationships to the gilds, maintained its power. Whatever might be the visible authority of the temporal State, men felt, and knew, that the ultimate power was with the Church. The priest as the adviser of the Crown persisted until the Reformation, and then gave place to the aristocrat, who was the money-getting middle-class man brought to a new phase of development. With his ascendancy to power, Parliament as we still know it came into being.

Through Parliament and by Parliament the new aristocrats governed. Through Parliament and by Parliament the new aristocrats, reinforced by such recruits to their ranks as Cromwell, broke for ever the superstition of the sacramental man, for they took him and slew him, and no outraged God smote them for their iniquity. Through Parliament and by Parliament they eventually

restored the son of the slain man to the Throne, but not to kingship. After Cromwell's Protectorate the King of England was a civil servant, a bureaucrat.

Just as the first Cromwell smashed for ever a triple balance of repositories of wealth, the second Cromwell smashed for ever a triple balance of repositories of power. King and people could not again menace the lords, for the king was a nonentity in power, and the lords were transcendent in both the Houses of Parliament.

Having had the power of Parliament demonstrated in such a way, the people very naturally assumed Parliament to be all-powerful. It was that tradition which caused the blunder of the new economic masses in the nineteenth century.

Not only the tone but the scope of Parliament widened with Elizabeth. The discussions of such matters as the succession to the Crown, the Queen's matrimonial prospects, ecclesiastical abuses and the granting of monopolies—which Parliament condemned—gave warning of a clash between the monarch and the commons which actually became the clash of arms under Charles. With the Restoration the exercises of Parliamentary power increased. New laws were passed in relative profusion. The revolution of 1688 and the incoming of William III were Parliamentary achievements. Not until the time of George III was the oligarchy of comfortable, and comfortably corrupt, gentry seriously perturbed by any intrusion of popular agitation for better representation. We can, for convenience, date the beginning of the industrial revolution in the 1760's—Kay's flying shuttle was invented as early as 1738—and throughout the decade from 1760 to 1770 there was ample public agitation through press and platform and an insistence upon the right of petition. In 1771 the publication of Parliamentary debates caused a profound





  
  
  ch010.xhtml
  
  




74 The Degradation of Parliament

psychological change in the political consciousness of the country.

With the industrial revolution began that era of reform bills which lasted until after the Great War with its abrupt extension of the franchise to manhood suffrage and the later Tory Act which gave votes to women on the same terms as men. The vote became an object of abject superstition. It was elevated from its obvious significance as a civic function into a mystic right. Even after the various extensions of the franchise had quietened the clamour of the working men for a share in the task of choosing their political governors, advocates of female suffrage were still able to draw tumultuous applause by applying to their cause a Gladstonian remark that "Ireland shall have Home Rule, not because she wants it but because it is her right, and the right must prevail." The workers had secured the vote, and women were to have the vote—not necessarily because they wanted it but because it was their "right", and the right must prevail.

The vote, as all know, was gradually extended with a fine show of reluctance. The opponents of wider suffrage like Robert Lowe, were as mistaken as the advocates in their estimates of what the power of the vote might mean. Phrases which have passed into familiar political idiom were used in all seriousness—men talked of "a leap in the dark" and of "educating our masters". The workers having painfully organized themselves into trade unions for collective bargaining, transformed those unions into vast political machines for securing the return to Parliament of Labour members. The purpose of a trade union being to secure justice from the so-called "capitalist system", of which it was an integral part, the trade union leaders, with complete and utter blindness to the contradiction, began to use them as propaganda machines for Socialism.

This reliance upon Parliament as an instrument for reforming maladjustments which were essentially economic was in more than one way stupid. Even had Parliament been adapted to the new uses to which it began in the nineteenth century to be increasingly put, what mattered was not the right to vote for representatives, but to choose the representatives who solicited votes. The controllers of Parliamentary life were far too astute to permit an increase in electors to affect such a matter. They were advantaged by the fact that issues of broad political import are far more attractive to the popular imagination than those of close economic import. Until a decade or two decades after eighteen-seventy even the economic issues had to be presented as broad and sweeping political issues

In a working community of a few thousand people it was felt as a hardship that the effectual choice of a representative at the hustings fell to a mere handful of voters. The candidate of the Buffs and the candidate of the Blues struggled and bribed for the determining handful of votes, where those votes were not already "in the pocket" of some powerful local gentleman. From the viewpoint of the growing masses, had they but "seen straight", the Buff man and the Blue man were the same man, since each was the chosen fugleman of a particular oligarchy which commanded the Parliamentary machine, but it eased resentment when the victor was chosen before his opponent not by a handful of citizens but by a mass of them. Throughout the vital years when what really mattered to England was the organization of the capitalization and conduct of her swiftly expanding industries, including, necessarily, the adjustment of the eventual share-out of profits between capital, labour and the new factor, management, what the increasing mass of enfranchised men voted upon was no question affecting industry,
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but such issues as Disestablishment, Home Rule, Armenian pogroms, "forward" foreign policies and the like, all of which were vastly important to the nation but none of which was within the mental comprehension of the average new voter. Even when great new constituencies, like Birmingham, were organized on what was really a basis of class-consciousness born of economic dissatisfaction, it was by the lure of some question such as religious freedom in education. It was, in fact, from the ashes of an "Education League" directed to the ends of religious nonconformity that the famous Chamberlain caucus rose to work for the "three F's" of Free Church, Free Schools and Free Land.

The workers and the lower middle classes—that is, the mass of propertyless men—thus for years wasted their political energies to secure the return of some chosen spokesman of the propertied classes to a Parliament which was so intent upon the wide category of political issues that matters of urgent economic adjustment received but scant attention, and when given that attention too often reached the form of an Act without the implications of the new legislation being properly realized. The important example of this, as we shall shortly see, was the legalization of limited liability.

(It is again necessary at this point to reiterate the fact that in discussing the background of the past in an endeavour to get into a true perspective the discontents of the present, I am not taking a side. In saying that propertyless men grew excited over the question of which of two spokesmen of a propertied class should represent them in Parliament I am, for example, not preaching "class hatred" as a sound political doctrine. There is an admirable case to be made for the belief that property owners alone should make the laws of the country: I refrain from making it. The consideration at the moment

is that the workers, who are the majority of the nation, at the period of early and mid-industrialization turned to Parliament as an organizing machine, and have suffered, do suffer, and will suffer from that mistaken confidence in it.)

The oligarchy of Parliament was originally an aristocratic oligarchy, and the instrument which it shaped under its hand was for the purpose of conducting the affairs of a State under aristocratic rule. As the industrial revolution gathered force, that rule by aristocracy waned and was eventually supplanted by a rule of a plutocracy. When the Thackerayan Nabobs returned from the East with their hoards of personal wealth, they were easily absorbed into the governing caste. When landowners who had turned to banking turned later to industry, they, too, were easily absorbed.

But there came a time when the prevailing type which grew rich by the new industry could not be so absorbed. There were too many of him and his traditions were not those of the oligarchy which he joined. Peel and Gladstone, with their conventional school and university backgrounds, were only too much akin to those whose councils they joined, but Cobden and Fowler, Forster and Jackson were not akin. They were a new type to Parliament. When the ruling oligarchy was joined by an occasional exotic, like Cobbett or Disraeli or even George Canning, it could use him either in office or opposition, but when it was joined by a relative mass of newly moneyed men representing a new governing caste it could neither use nor absorb; it had itself to be virtually absorbed

Cobden, of course, was the real portent. He wanted cheap labour, which implied cheap food. He caught the public support on the cry of cheap bread and by his attack on the older gentry. Not for years after his death did the
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people to whom his cheap bread was offered as an electoral bait realize that Codlin, the manufacturer, was no more the friend than Short, the landlord. But even so, the pathetic faith in the Parliamentary instrument was maintained, and the genuine controls of the economic destinies of the masses which non-Parliamentary methods offered were ignored, because they were not realized.

With the spread of the franchise the aristocratic machine, which was badly functioning as the instrument of a new plutocracy, began to be regarded as a genuine instrument of a democracy. Working men in the North, offered the choice of a Chancery lawyer from London or a retired Colonel from Worthing to be their representative, felt that they were actually helping to govern their country.

The illusion could not last. Labour candidates began to appear as the representatives of the trade union organization. These were countered in some cases by working-men candidates of the other parties, such as the unfortunate Mr. Tom Smith, who as a Tory working man fought a succession of Lancashire elections, and, failing to win a seat, lost his wits under the strain. The Labour candidates were returned in growing numbers as attaches to the Liberal Party. Eventually, as all know, there came into being a definite Labour Party with its own imitation of the normal Parliamentary discipline. This change of attitude coinciding with the Tory landslide of 1906, and the ascendancy of the reforming Liberal Party, made

In case this seems a wilful exaggeration I place on record the fact that my first personal experience of political elections in a West Lancashire division saw the following choices of caucus candidates 1906. Edward Marshall Hall, K.C., versus John Astbury, K.C. 1910. Major Godfrey Dalrymple White, D.S.O., versus the Baron de Forest (a naturalized Austrian) 1910. Major Godfrey Dalrymple White, D.S.O., versus H Drysdale Woodcock, Barrister-at-Law. None was native to the county. The constituency had never been a "safe" party seat, so that none of these estimable gentlemen was merely winning his spurs by fighting a forlorn hope

certain a reform for which many had long agitated—the payment of members of Parliament.

With the return in some numbers of trade unionists as Labour members and the institution of a salary for all members, the prestige of Parliament, which had been so glamorous that it had distracted the attention of the nation from its obvious inability to cope with the new problems set by industrialization, crumpled and fell away. And this was due to two causes. The theory of representation in Parliament had always been that the men who came there to speak came to speak for a district, a locality. When a worker was sent to Parliament by the financial aid of his fellows in union, he was of necessity the servant of his paymasters. He spoke not as the representative of a district, although he was called such, but as the delegate of a function. He was not the Member for Crewe in anything but name: he was the railway workers' delegate.

That was the first cause of the decay of prestige which the House suffered. The second was that it ceased ostensibly, as it had long ceased actually, to be an assembly of "gentlemen". It became the gathering-place of professional politicians. It may be said that great lawyers like Asquith and adventurers like Bottomley, who sat in the Commons before payment of members was introduced, were obviously not of the gentry in the old sense, and that would be true. But Asquith was the spokesman of the old régime and pursued their interests, and Bottomley, although he aped the attributes of a tribune of the people, was actually a city man who could be expected to watch that nothing spoilt the freedom of the city, in the wrong sense of that honoured phrase. It may also be said that the appearance of trade union delegates cannot have been so great a change, since there had been since time immemorial men who, elected for a
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locality, actually spoke and acted for certain "capitalist" interests—they were shipowners' delegates or brewers' delegates. That also would be true, but those who sat in such a capacity were skilfully camouflaged to the eyes of the unsophisticated electorate, and shared the glamour of the old aristocratic-cum-plutocratic member

For a brief interval the payment of members threatened to have a wholesome effect. It made things easier for the carpet-bagger, and there might have been a serious disturbance of the caucus arrangements by the intrusion of sincere persons at nomination day. This, however, was soon amended. By laying down that any candidate must deposit in cash a large sum before seeking the franchises of his fellows the way to election was barred to any moneyless person, however gifted, however sincere, who had not the backing of some moneyed person or organization. Judas, who carried the bag, might be nominated, but not Jesus.

The deposit system had, and has, another disadvantage. Before payment of members was the rule every unmoneyed aspirant to membership of the Commons had to be sure of some kind of income upon which to live. He reached the Commons by spending his best years making sufficient capital to give him a competence, by obtaining the patronage of some rich man or rich organization, by following a profession—law and journalism were the most frequent—which would not prohibit his attention to his Parliamentary duties, or by plunging into debt. He had, of course, always the assurance that his status as a member would throw into his way means of making a livelihood, some honourable, some not so honourable, and some positively corrupt. Payment of members, although the amount of the pay is inadequate even to meet some members' expenses, might have eased the way for younger

men desirous of practising statecraft in their earlier and more vigorous years without dependence upon paymasters or the sale of their honour. The need for a deposit now means that the aspirant must practise the same unworthy strategems before election that he once had to practise afterwards.

But, in any event, what most people saw in payment of members was an invitation to "professional politicians" to enter the Commons, and the oligarchy which had so long maintained the prestige of the machine by cultivating the respect, and sometimes the positive adoration, of the electors, was no longer regarded as the main body of membership.
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The more numerically powerful the workers' avowed representatives became in the House of Commons, the more did the power of the House to command respect wane. In addition to the scandals, there arose a general feeling, openly voiced, that the politicians were but the puppets of some mysterious "money power" which kept itself hidden from the public gaze. In the years immediately preceding the Great War the impotence of Parliament to provide the community at large with a life tolerably free from economic and social irritations was explained very largely by the existence of a bogey-man called "the International Financier", and the two older political parties were increasingly derided as expedients of this hidden controller whereby a game of "ins and outs" might keep the uneasy masses from paying too much attention to the true source of their troubles.

Even so, it was always to Parliament that the general eye turned for easement in the contemporary inflictions. Organized Labour and the unorganized middle classes who had missed the money-tide of the nineteenth century both imagined that in the intervals of wrangling about Irish Home Rule, the tangled politics of Central Europe, Education Bills and Licensing Bills, the bewildered representatives and delegates sent to Westminster to work an antiquated legislative machine would somehow bring to good the ill-defined, half-misunderstood economic forces that were working upon social relationships.

The Parliament of the early twentieth century was bound to assume in all its debates and actions that the fiction of a political democracy was true. It had to assume that before the law one man was as good as another and that in ordinary communal relationships one man was as good as another. It was upon that theory that the wide franchise was based. In industrial and social life the too obtrusive fact was that this theoretical equality

was an imaginary one, save in the cynical sense of Anatole France's remark that "the law, in its majestic equality, forbids the rich as well as the poor to sleep under bridges, to beg in the streets, and to steal bread".

The inevitable happened. Trust was withdrawn from the contemporary repository of authority. The political leader who had replaced the sacramental man as the people's leader and director ceased to command confidence. Before, however, this withdrawal of trust could take shape in vigorous action, the failure of the statesman-as-witchdoctor to gauge and control the economic forces at work





  
  
  ch015.xhtml
  
  




84 The Degradation of Parliament

on the world resulted in the Great War of 1914. For a time Parliament as the necessary instrument of readjustment to changing conditions recovered and almost retained its authority. When the war ended and before the peace was shaped, the statesman had drawn to his aid a new witch-doctor, whose characteristics—as a type—rendered him eminently suitable to capture the confidence of a generation which had learned after half a century of popular education and twenty-one years of expanding secondary and "university" education to adulate without comprehending academic distinction in exposition, and which was blissfully ready to believe that a learned expositor must be a skilful inaugurator or administrator.

exchange of wisecracks. The only objection which the ordinary citizen might raise to their performance was that from their cross-talk no guidance emerged, and the wisecracks were hardly so good as those provided by the professional comedians, Alexander and Mose, or even by the great protagonists' pale shadows, Maxwell and Benn.

A College of Cardinals advising a king at least spoke with unanimity; a Cabinet of statesmen leading an aristocratic House of Commons at least took care to follow the wisdom of Melbourne, and "all said the same thing"; but a collection of economists proposing to lead a supposed democracy through economic chaos to a new and more glorious order could only present itself as an adjunct to crazy variety.


CHAPTER V



THE ECONOMIST EMERGES

The rise of the economist as a national witch-doctor was not so abrupt as the rapid survey of the last chapter assumes. He had had his minutes of great power even when the oligarchy of statesmen was at its most powerful and arrogant self-sufficiency. That great man, William Pitt the younger, almost dramatically avowed his dependence upon Adam Smith, and in 1903 the sudden obtrusion upon the consciousness of an economically illiterate electorate of what was known as "Tariff Reform" gave the professional and academic economist a share in the spotlight—if such a metaphor may be permitted—which at times threatened to deprive of their due the leading political figures of the electoral battle which ensued."

At the risk of further tedium we must return to a quick survey of history and resume our dealings with Thomas Mun, whom we left so abruptly in Chapter III and with an earlier person of equal importance, Sir Thomas Gresham.

Writing in 1873 Walter Bagehot said, "The briefest and truest way of describing Lombard Street is to say that it is by far the greatest combination of economical power and economical delicacy that the world has ever seen. Of the greatness of the power there will be no doubt. Money is economical power." The repository of power is only tolerable to those who suffer or endure its exercise when there is allied to it a palpable recognition of responsibility and duty. Power is irksome to those controlled when it is both arbitrary and erratic, and is the

The ensuing electoral battle was not, actually, fought on tariff reform See for a discussion of this period the author's This Tariff Question (1931).

more irksome when the seat of its direction is unknown, and its method of exercise obscure. It is for this reason that government by a plutocracy almost inevitably causes discontent. The personality of a monarchy or the personnel of an aristocracy is known. That of a plutocracy is unknown, partly because the wielders of power do not reveal themselves as such, but work through agents, and partly because the personnel changes without announcement

No sooner had Bagehot described the power of Lombard Street than he noted its decadence.

they produce an inferior article to get it. They rely on cheapness, and rely successfully.

Bagehot's picture of the greatest combination of economical power that the world has ever seen was, thus, a picture of a society in which the worst elements tended to conquer and drive out the better. He had indicated, but he had not exactly formulated, a law—that under the financial and economic system of his time bad men drove out the good.

Three hundred years before Walter Bagehot wrote, Thomas Gresham had actually formulated the same law as to money. It was Gresham who, more than any other, had helped to make the Lombard Street in which helical, and which Bagehot was so brilliantly to describe, the greatest economical power. It is Gresham who may be taken as a symbolical figure of the great change which was wrought in English life by the Tudors. It was Gresham who might almost have antedated Pitt in paraphase with the declaration that "England, having transformed herself by her exertions, will, as I trust, transform Europe by her example", for certainly Europe was effectually transformed by the internationalism of Gresham and his like.

It may be said that before the end of the gilds those who assisted the king with money did so reluctantly, while after the end of the gilds they did so with enthusiasm. The generalization, like all such, is not literally true, but it is true enough to enable a long transition to be reduced to a comprehensive simplicity. Old Isaac of York and the victims of the ingenious Morton were parted from their surplus wealth under pressure which they could not with comfort or security withstand, but when Thomas Gresham aided the Crown with funds he did so with the utmost willingness, for the transaction meant to him not loss but profit.

The opening of new worlds of trade, the influx into England of Lombards and Flemings and other alien craftsmen, the rise of the middleman from a producer's convenience to a producer's essential, culminated as a phase in English social and economic life in this remarkable man who had learnt, or had been born with, the secret of waxing fat upon every turn of the national fortunes.

War and the fear of war were to him as valuable as peace and the prosperity of peace, for both needed a traffic of commodities and both needed the arrangement of finance.

The foolish, of course, see in a functionary of the Gresham kind only a parasite on the producers of wealth. The wise cannot fail to realize that, far from being a parasite, the type is a germinator. All increases in wealth take their rise from a coincidence of wants—a coincidence which at its simplest is but the desire of two men to "swop" temporarily unwanted possessions at the moment of their meeting. The function of the merchant and the financier, and Gresham and his like were both, is to contrive interchanges which shall make coincident those wants which would not be so without the middleman's intervention. Such a labourer is worthy of his hire, and it is only when the extent of that hire is unrealized, or is left entirely to the fixation of the middleman himself, that the functionary becomes dangerous to the happiness and settlement of all parties to the transactions which he arranges and conducts. It is when the lubricant becomes of greater cost than the propellant that the machine which needs both begins to seem uneconomic to the user.

Gresham's initiative in founding the Royal Exchange, an addition to the amenities of London which had often been discussed before his time, was of far greater importance than he could realize. It had a significance which is probably not realized to this day by most of those who flourish on activities still conducted in the vicinity of its site. In the earlier days of England's expanding trade the local "fair" (or "feast" as it was called in some parts of the country) retained its importance. The buyers and sellers, the direct producers and direct consumers as well as the middlemen, gathered together at certain times in approved places to conduct their business. They were, so to speak, the welcome guests of a community. Whether

the fair remained a periodic interruption into the usual monotony of the community's life, or whether it was a weekly—or even daily—market, did not affect the relationship. The traders came to the community. With the growing habit of self-segregation into localities of certain types of trader, and finally with the erection of a noble bourse (the Royal Exchange was "the burse" to most of its first frequenters) wherein merchants would be always together with their allied functionaries, the financiers who traded in nothing but money and credit, the relationship changed. The middlemen became not the functionaries who went, in person or by agents, to the producing and consuming communities, but a community to which producers and consumers came.

The Royal Exchange and its neighbourhood, widely known after the marks of Royal favour to be the haunt of men honoured and powerful, and not merely of men rich by unrespected means, assumed a new importance. The development of "the burse" would not have been possible had not the City long enjoyed special privileges and immunities, but once the Royal Exchange had taken its place in the national relationships, the City itself gained a new strength from this veritable "central keep" of economic power. From the viewpoint of the normal citizen between Vectis and the Wall—that old Roman sweep of dominance—it meant that the realized attachment of the subject to his governor had not only shifted from a local lord or a local council, but had shifted to an unknown focal point.

The Crown and Parliament were still ostensibly the seats of power, but the city had attained to an influence sometimes quite unsuspected and always underrated. The king might still sit on the throne where the Parliament-men had placed him, but the final arbiters of the nation's destiny were behind the arras. Those who

control the finance and munitioning of war, control the final sanction of action.

In our time we have come to look on war as a wasteful and ghastly interruption of peace. The habit is quite modern. Older generations saw peace as a restful interlude in a life of war. When the more primitive communities were not preparing themselves against possible famine, they were preparing themselves against probable rapine. When, with expanding world trade and the new energy of the merchants, the fear of famine grew remote, the fear and love of war remained. War coloured the thoughts of men like Gresham and war dictated the mental trends of men like Thomas Mun, who was born some eight years before Gresham's death in time to grow into a representative type of the post-Gresham expansion of the city.

Gresham as a merchant had been what one may call an empirical economist. He had not traded blindly from bargain to bargain. He had studied and analysed the forces and influences which affected his trading, and which he, as a trader, affected. He had formulated at least one enduring truism about money—that strange new factor in the forming of national life—that bad money drives out good. He had left a legacy to his more intellectual fellow traders. Thomas Mun was himself a merchant. The Gresham example of theoretic investigation into practical trade he greatly bettered. He was obsessed, inevitably, by the thought of the national treasure, for the national treasure—that is the nation's wealth—was to him and his contemporaries nothing more or less than a potential war chest. All things for war, from gunpowder to mercenaries, were to be bought by gold and silver, for gold and silver were desired of all men. It was obvious that the politicians' idea that neither gold nor silver should leave the nation was somehow wrong.

for gold and silver were but the means of commanding other commodities, which meant that other commodities were the means of commanding gold and silver. A good bargain was obviously a bargain wherein the seller received greater value than he sold. The nation's trade was, after all, the sum of the trade of its people. The nation's profit was the sum of the innumerable small profits of its traders.

Thinking on these simple lines Mun arrived at an historic formulation which was to found a school of economists:

Mun drove his arguments home with simple analogies. To suggest that the "Exportation of our Moneys in Trade

of Merchandise "was not a means to increase "our Treasure" was to him as foolish as to look on the actions of a husbandman in the seed-time.

When he casteth away much good corn into the ground, wee will rather accompt him a mad man than a husband-man; but when wee consider his labours in the harvest which is the end of his endeavours, wee find the worth and plentiful encrease of his actions

Mun's "balance of trade" theory found immediate acceptance with the merchants, for he was but voicing what all of them felt about their own trade. Nor was the theory unsound. As Professor Cannan says of it in his Review of Economic Theory:

In itself and without the erroneous corollaries which were attached to it, the balance of trade theory was and is perfectly correct. A country which does not itself produce gold and silver and which is not in a position to compel other countries to give it gold and silver for nothing, must either go without those metals or give other commodities or services for as much of them as it wants. It is true, of course, that the sum of the value of all exported goods other than gold or silver at the national frontier (even if correctly recorded by the custom house), minus the sum of the value of imported goods other than gold or silver, will not give the value of the net imports of gold and silver unless allowance is made for freight and various other things dealt with in the modern text-books.

Mun was a practical merchant and was acutely aware of Professor Cannan's point as to the adjustment of the balance, although he did not talk of invisible exports and imports in the words we now use. The trouble of which his theory was the begetter arose not from the unsoundness of his theory, or from the blindness of Mun and his disciples to the adjustments which had to be made in practice to its bare formulation. The trouble arose from two causes, that the merchants and their entourages who read Mun with approval mistook the object of getting a favourable balance of payments for the object of procuring increasing stores of money, and that the politicians, whom the merchants so greatly influenced, felt the urge to aid the trading community in achieving Mun's economic policy.

What happened was later summarized by Adam Smith

Some of the best English writers upon commerce set out with observing, that the wealth of a country consists, not in its gold and silver only, but in its lands, houses and consumable goods of all different kinds. In the course of their reasoning, however, the lands, houses, and consumable goods seem to slip out of their memory, and the strain of their argument frequently supposes that all wealth consists in gold and silver, and that to multiply those metals is the great object of national industry and commerce.

But the best English writers on commerce, with their supporting claque of merchants, had the statesmen in tow. Unfettered trade could not be trusted to secure the requisite "treasure", because unfettered trade meant the exchanging of all kinds of commodities. What was needed was to prevent people from importing and to encourage them to export. The whole trading world was conceived as a rivalry—a kind of round game—in which the object of each national unit was to get more gold and silver than its neighbours and rivals. The function of the State was that of a handicapper. It had to devise means whereby the importer was, so to speak, bunkered. Those means consisted in duties, bounties, and all manner of regulations.

The critics of Mun, from Adam Smith onwards, have never been quite fair to him and his contemporaries. History showed the world as a great rivalry to obtain the largest war chest of "treasure", and the solvent of the impossible situation which was created by the attempt of all to sell more than they bought had been war, when the contents of the chests were dispersed before the game began again. It was not the fault of Mun that just as his diagnosis was promulgated the relationship of the world began to change. It was not the fault of Mun that just as his diagnosis was promulgated the very relationship of other commodities to gold and silver was about to change. The fault was in the readiness of the State to accept blindly the advice of the economist as a guide to the future, when it could be but an exploration of the past and a commentary on a very fleeting present.

Duties, bounties and regulations for their success demand either a static form of industry or great elasticity. If the form of industry is to be static, population must not greatly vary. The consumption demand must not violently outstrip production nor production suddenly outleap the growth of consumption demand. If either of these things happens, the regulations made for the benefit of the nation become malign in their effect. Hardly had Mun pronounced his doctrine and the State adopted it than both these things happened. Consumption and production began a game of see-saw which has not since ceased, and in which the duration of the upwards and downwards swing has grotesquely lengthened.

It did not take long for a new diagnostician to arise. Mun had prescribed for an infant trading community a régimen which ill suited its adolescence. Adam Smith, with his authoritative bedside manner, took the adolescent in hand and subjected the patient to a new clinical examination. The splints and bandages of Mun were

condemned. Trade needed no coddling; it needed exercise and fresh air. If we can overstrain the metaphor, where Dr. Mun had concentrated upon stimulating the blood content and flow, Dr. Smith concentrated upon muscular development. The life-blood of trade might be gold and silver, but, after all, blood pressure is itself a disease. The patient needed variety of diet, which Dr. Mun's assistants had so carefully forbidden.

It is quite certain that Mun as a doctrinaire would have been politically ineffective had his doctrine not been immediately acceptable to those in power. Despite the adherence of Pitt, Adam Smith was doomed to be politically ineffective until those to whom his doctrine was materially congenial had become the persons in power. Neither Mun nor Smith, let it be remarked in passing, was wholly master of the mind of the State. Just as the Holy Roman Church recognizes "unconscious Catholics", so the student of economic history must recognize unconscious disciples of certain schools of thought, who follow the creed though they neither name nor formulate it.

In France a school of political economy arose, known by the name of "Cameralists" whose chief concern was not the wealth of the nation as such, but the health of the State revenue—a very different thing from a short viewpoint. The unconscious Cameralists in England have always been many. Their viewpoint may be said to cut athwart both Mun and Adam Smith. They do not, with the Mercantilists who sprang from Mun, concentrate too intensely upon gold and silver as the desired result of a trade balance, but, on the other hand, they would not

&quot;The name Cameralist", says Professor Cannan, "is derived from Camera, the King's chamber, in which he was thought to spend his time discussing with his Ministers the ever-present problem of how to make ends meet. It is the counting-house of the old rhyme, 'The king was in his counting-house, counting out his money.'"

have trade freed from all regulations to find its own means of increasing the wealth of the people.

It is quite obvious that when the effective power in a State lies with traders who combine the functions of merchants with those of money-lenders, who are, that is, merchant-bankers, the trend of State policy towards trade will be very different from the trend when the effective power lies with men who are primarily merchants or primarily money-lenders, and even more different if the power lies with men who are producers. (The term "money-lender", it ought, perhaps, to be said, is intended to carry no savour of contempt. There is nothing derogatory in its application as the name of a function.) The growth of industrialism helped to quicken the splitting of the once twin functions of merchanting and banking, and created a new and wider community of wealthy men who were solely producers, and merchanted only in the narrower sense of selling their one range of products to middlemen for further disposal.

To these new men free trade was a vital necessity. Not only was the machine improving to such an extent that production, from one local aspect, outleapt consumption, but the growth of communities of workers about the factories was such that, from another local aspect, consumption was outleaping production. These incompatibles actually seemed to be happening together, because "production" in the local sense only meant the deposit of goods at the point of consumption. To keep the machines occupied, export had to increase. To finance export and to feed the workers, imports had to increase also.

State artificialities designed either to ensure the correct over-plus of gold and silver (for the Mercantilists of Mun) or to ensure that the King's counting-house had an adequate supply of money for him to count (for the Cameralists) were alike fatal to the new producers. Not only had there to be a generous flow of imports—for the double reason just stated—but the commodities imported had to be cheap, for if they were not cheap, costs would rise. Cheap raw material and cheap labour were the needs of the industrialists of the machine age, and both demanded the shoring away of the restrictions and imposts of the Mercantilists. Adam Smith "rationalized"—as we should say in our contemporary jargon—the quite selfish and almost instinctive clamours of the machine owners, and when these began to enjoy more and more Parliamentary power, Adam Smith became the recognized doctor of the State

Between the publication of The Wealth of Nations in 1776 and the Budget of 1853, Pitt, Peel and Gladstone managed to implement the Adam Smith doctrine. Peel and Gladstone were both of the merchant class, the one the son of a northern manufacturer, the other the son of a wine vendor, and they had about them, exercising a steady pressure both in Parliament and about the country, perfect types of the new manufacturers in Cobden and Bright. The interests which flourished on the work of financing trade were obviously on the side of those whose political object was to swell trade by taking off its fiscal fetters. Manufacturer, merchant, ship-owner, and banker—each was, so to speak, a natural Adam-Smithian. They had no difficulty in taking the power of Parliament.

There were two sections of the community, however, which were affrighted, if not affronted, by the reign of Adam Smith. The new masses of industrial workers suspected the "cheap labour" motive—it is significant that the Corn Law League was antipathetic to the point of physical clash to the Chartists—and the agriculturists saw at once that floods of cheaply imported grain meant ruin to them. Not only did it mean ruin to the
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agriculturists as such, but it might mean ruin to the nation. Cobden—the International Man as he was well called—was a pacifist, not in the sense that he wanted peace at any price, but in the sense that he could not understand sane men consenting to interrupt the beneficent spread of trade by war. To him the mutual interdependence of nations consequent upon flowing and free trade could only mean less and less cause for war. He actually spoke of the abolition of tariffs as God's own way of cementing the friendship of nations, with something of the ingenuousness that led persons like the late Marie Corelli to speak of God's own time as opposed to Summer Time.

But less optimistic observers foresaw that war would not be abolished by freer trade, and the prospect of some twenty to forty millions of people on a group of islands that could not provide them with bread to withstand a wartime blockade was not cheering. To them, it was useless to advance the argument that it could no longer be in men's self-interest to go to war. It was no longer in men's self-interest to become dipsomaniacs or to contract venereal diseases, but men did both. They were prepared to admit that given the existence everywhere of a being called "the economic man" the doctrines of the disciples of Adam Smith were irrefutable—only they denied the existence anywhere of that economic man.

But although the workers in the mass might doubt the disinterestedness of those who followed the economic teachings of Smith and the agriculturists might prophesy dire doom to what had long been England's largest and most important industry—agriculture—Free Trade remained the talisman by which statesmen conjured away all criticism of the economic organization of the nation. They were singularly blind. If Free Trade meant anything, it meant Free Trade, but what was acclaimed as Free Trade was a system of trade whereby imports into

Britain were free but her exports into the lands of her customers were still subject to rising duties and more stringent regulations, a system whereby the selling of goods was freed from certain State restrictions but their manufacture was increasingly subject to more and more restraint, sometimes by the insistence of the trade unions and sometimes by the intervention of the State.

The humanity of the nation under the powerful "drive" of Shaftesbury began to impose conditions upon the employment of child and female labour. The unions were eventually able to impose conditions upon the employment of male labour. The ideal of cheap labour which was among manufacturers the main cause of the enthusiasm for cheap food was thwarted to a growing degree by these new restrictions and regulations. The trade unions themselves quickly reached the stage where they prevented the competition of cheap English labour with their own work, but supported the free importation of goods made by cheap foreign labour.

For cheap labour to remain cheap, it must be plentiful. The existence of a mass of unemployed in an unrestricted labour market is an assurance that competition for work will keep wages down. The remedy against this competition was organization, but organization took time. Conversely, if the mass of unemployed becomes too great the social and civic quietude is threatened. A surplus population must not grow too big. A growing population must have about it a growing industry.

As all know, the happy accident of Britain's geographical position and mineral resources made her at the opening of the machine age the workshop of the world. She could survey her growing population with equanimity, even with approval. The fact that population was massing in certain districts—round particular ports or in areas where certain minerals were mined—did not perturb her.
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Overseas was an expanding market and at home the masses represented a consuming market. The urge was to export and to export and to export. What was exported mattered little.

So it came about that while some men were exporting goods, others were exporting the machines which made those goods, and the nation was exporting technicians to train competitors in the use of those machines. It seemed, for perhaps a quarter of a century, that consumption demand the world over must continue to expand and that Britain would always be the centre from which the main production would be drawn and the centre which would finance all developments. The surplus wealth which was resulting from the first fine careless rapture of industrialism was being used to enable peoples at the other end of the world to buy British goods. Mines, railways, waterworks, manufactories, in America, Asia, Africa and Australasia, were all created by an outflow of British loan capital, with the hearty approval of the contemporary economists.

This trend had several results which were far from happy. The division of wealth was unequal and the possession of wealth was erratic. The rich grew richer and the poor seemed to be growing poorer—" seemed " to be growing poorer because the emphasis of attention was directed to the unemployed or sweated surplus labour. The great mass of the poor was actually growing richer than it had ever been, although its standard of comparison was no longer the hard times of an earlier generation but the flaunting riches of a large population which surrounded it. The cotton operative saw new "masters" suddenly endowed with both wealth and power, and read of Jew comedians, like the Barnato Brothers, who had returned from the Colonies with millions to apply either to social display or political intrigue.

There was throughout the whole period of machine development growing unrest and discontent. The money masters of the new age were divorced from any trace of the old feudal responsibility, and that increased the resentment at their riches. They were so divorced largely because of the paternalism of the State which had divorced the ruin of a man's enterprise from the ruin of the man himself.

The recognition of that change in the law had surprisingly little effect until 1878 when the failure of the City of Glasgow Bank spread a ruin so wide and so abrupt that the moral was forced home to the consciousness of all who had capital invested or to invest. That dramatic failure brought to penury even persons who, as beneficiaries
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under trusts, had not even realized that their fortunes, to the last rag of personal possession, were dependent upon the prosperity of the bank. The benefits of limited liability once generally realized concealed its hidden dangers.

Growing markets and unfettered competition demand a steady cheapening of costs allied to a steady increase in production. With machine production the two go naturally together. Large aggregations of machines using large volumes of power demand large capital. Large staffs of supernumeraries, in the shape of sales staffs, distributors, advertising experts and the like, also demand large capital. The monster capitals of the later aggregations of machines and plant of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were drawn from an ever-increasing mass of small savers.

To the small saver this development had two aspects. One was that he was enabled and in many cases invited pressingly to participate in ventures to which in an earlier day he would have been denied access and was enabled to do so without risk of much personal loss. His natural view of the enterprise into which he placed his savings was that it said to him, "Heads, you win heavily; and tails, you can't lose much." He was attracted to the rival claimants for his small portion of capital by one consideration only, that of generous returns with little risk. The enterprise which offered the highest return with the lowest risk could command unlimited means, for its purpose was but a secondary consideration to the great mass of capital owners.

The second aspect which appealed to the normal small saver was that in the new conditions he need not worry unduly about his venture once it was decided upon. Kindly experts took away from him all cares of management. If a small tradesman lent his savings as a sleeping

partner to another small tradesman in his own community, the direction of his money was an ever-present factor in his daily life. Should the user begin to trade stupidly or evilly, the lender was immediately aware of it. But if a small tradesman lent, in the form of share capital, his money to some enterprise situated many miles from his own habitation and conducting a business of which the lender was ignorant, this ever-present awareness was no longer possible. John Jones in Manchester might know that Thomas Smith in Stockport was sweating the workers whom they jointly employed, but John Jones in Manchester could not be expected to know that Smith, Limited, was slaughtering niggers at the far side of the earth in order to produce dividends. He could not even be expected to know that Smith, Limited, was sweating women and children two counties away. If he did know, and developed moral scruples on the question, he could but sell his shares, or, at some expense and trouble, travel to an annual meeting of proprietors at which the agenda and the skill of the chairman ruled into silence or ineffectuality his moral protests.

The need was for large and widespread capital contributions to enable large and wide-flung markets and sources of supply to be exploited by expensive plant and manifold departments of man-power. Limited liability catered for this need, but created a growing divorcement between the owners of an enterprise and its direction. It also changed the attitude of those owners towards the enterprise, for it concealed responsibility. Estimable men and women could engage in dubious businesses or businesses conducted in a dubious way without their knowing it, and without their neighbours knowing it. The stigma of dishonourable trading was not upon them. To give an extreme example, the wife of a Nonconforming minister who would have died rather than help to finance
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a brothel in her own township, might draw dividends without shame from some remote property enterprise which made its high returns from renting apartments to bawds or harlots in distant towns, or even in her own town.

As the great labour organizations grew in numbers and power they naturally accumulated surplus funds which they were storing against some desperate need. Those funds they could not leave idle. The effect of limited liability having been to expand enormously the number of companies and to extend enormously the number of investors, the Stock Exchange was naturally the focal point for the attention of trade union officials charged with the duty of wisely placing the surplus funds until they were wanted. The active market in shares assured the placers of immediate liquidity when the need for other use arose, and also promised a reasonable income on the invested funds. The motive of those officials in investing the money was very rightly the usual commingled motive of a desire for a return and a desire for safety. There thus came a time when the money of one union was invested in the enterprises to forward which men of other unions laboured. This created a very ironical state of relationships.

The directors of an enterprise, knowing that its power to attract new capital for further expansion depended upon their showing an attractive return to the capital already invested, thought first of profit, and in making a profit costing is all-important. A vital factor in costs being labour costs, the directorial endeavour was of necessity to keep wages low. If adequate dividends were not paid, the shares of the enterprise would fall in the open market, and holders would sell before their losses became greater. This would prevent the raising of further capital on reasonable terms. The members of the

great and small unions and the small savers who had invested thus became the instrument of oppressing their fellow-workers in other industries. It could even happen that a trade union member was all unwittingly one of the factors making for the sweating of himself.

The contemporary economists were too busy assuring the industrialists and the statesmen that the secret of success was to buy in the cheapest and to sell in the dearest market to sound any warning that from economic success might grow social disaster. The trade unionists were too much occupied with fighting for that marvellous thing called "recognition", and for the acquisition of some Parliamentary power, to analyse their own significance in the changing social and economic complex. Nobody, with the possible exception of Walter Bagehot, had managed to convey to the general apprehension of the nation exactly how important, even how sinister, the old area of Gresham was becoming. Nobody, in short, had realized that the day-to-day life of the ordinary citizen was more affected by what happened between one end of Threadneedle Street and the far end of Throgmorton Street than by what was discussed at Westminster and in the controlling offices of the industrialists.

This sweeping statement deserves a little expansion. An astute man of business, realizing that in some undeveloped portion of the world the provision of transport facilities would cause an immediate stimulation of progress, would turn naturally to the City of London for the necessary finance which his proposal required. Obtaining funds from those able to provide them, and satisfied with the prospects of future profit or present interest proffered by the borrower, he would begin the work of constructing a railway system. That would start a wide train of effects. The demand for iron, wood, upholstery, wire, tools, and some labour would stimulate
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Not only would such an event change the locality of many citizens, but it would change the vocation of many citizens. It would change the proportion of vocations one to another.

If the astute man, instead of seeing that new transport facilities would yield new wealth saw, instead, that wealth was to be made for him and his associates by providing a district with a manufactory for goods which it at present imported, these effects would be intensified. At its simplest—the erection of factories to make garments in South Africa would stimulate the textile machinery makers and depress the wholesale clothiers, but the

stimulation of the machinery makers would be under the distant menace that some day what this man had done for local garment-making some other man would do for textile-machinery-making. A specialized industrial country could not hope for ever to sell both cotton goods and the machines for making cotton goods, but neither could it expect for ever to sell either the one or the other without its market being sooner or later invaded.

It is of more than casual interest to realize what the professed economists were discussing while this dominance of the banks and the Stock Exchange was being effected.


CHAPTER VI



THE MEANING OF MARXISM

It is significant that the word "economics" was not in use until the late years of the eighteen-seventies. The old usage was "political economy", and when the British Association for the Advancement of Science—the Mudfog Association of Dickens' satire—decided in 1856 to extend the scope of the existing section devoted to statistics it cautiously used the term "economic science".

The first use of "economics" appears to have been by the American Sturtevant, but the word was given a more definite paternity by Marshall, who in his Economics for Industry in 1879 advised the abandonment of the term "political economy" on the ground that the adjective was misleading, since "political interests generally mean the interest of some part or parts of the nation". Jevons in the same year discarded the old term on the grounds of verbal convenience. The change from the old term to the new was only slowly accomplished; it was not general, even among those who approved it, until the eighteen-nineties.

In 1755 Richard Cantillon published in Paris his Essai sur la nature du commerce en général.¹ This essay was destined to have a marked effect on the thought of economists after a long period of neglect. Exactly how deep was its penetration into contemporary thought it is difficult to say with certainty. The work opened with a chapter of about 150 words headed "Of Wealth", which read:
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carried on the business of a banker in Paris. His heredity, environment and breeding should have made him a good temperamental Mercantilist; his mind made him perhaps the most formidable critic of that system. In 1881 Stanley Jevons brought him, after many years of neglect, into the notice of economists by an article in the Contemporary Review1 in which he said:

The opening sentence of the first chapter, "De la Richesse," is especially remarkable. . . . This sentence strikes the keynote, or rather the leading chord of the science of economics. It reminds us at once of the phrase "land and labour of the country" upon which Adam Smith is so frequently harping. Yet it holds the balance between the elements of production more evenly than almost any subsequent treatise. Quesnay attributed undue weight to some other remarks of Cantillon, and produced an entirely one-sided system of economics depending on land alone; Smith struck off rather on the other track, and took "the annual labour of every nation" as the fund which supplies it with all the necessaries and conveniences of life.

It will be seen that the contemporary thought of the eighteenth century agreed that Mercantilism was wrong, but was divided as to where it was wrong, and what theory of economics was right. Mun, the merchant, had misled his followers, but the followers of Cantillon, the merchant banker, were not certain where he led, and, in Jevons' colloquial phrase, "struck off" on different tracks.

The Quesnay of Jevons' remark was a French Court physician. He and de Gournay in the mid-years of the
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trade or the quantity of money within its borders, nor did it depend, as with the Physiocrats, upon agricultural labour. It depended with him upon the annual labour of every nation.

The annual labour of every nation is the fund which originally supplies it with all the necessaries and conveniences of life which it annually consumes, and which consist always either in the immediate produce of labour or in what is purchased with that produce from other nations.

He remarked that labour devoted to things not permanently of use or having an exchange value was unproductive. The wealth of a nation, therefore, was, as he taught, greater according to the proportion of those in it who engaged upon productive labour to the idlers and decorators whose services were not productive. This proportion turned upon the amount of capital devoted to the employment of workers and the fruitfulness of labour. Labour was most fruitful when divided into specialized groups, each aided by its natural advantages. To borrow again from Professor Spann's always fair and always penetrating exposition:

The fruitfulness of labour is increased mainly by the division of labour. Consequently, the division of labour is the chief cause of enhanced prosperity. The further the division of labour is pushed, the more is production carried on with an eye to the market. Now for the purposes of the market there must develop a general means of exchange or instrument of trade, namely, money. Commodities are exchanged in the market through the instrumentality of money, as the medium of exchange, and there thus originates an exchange-value or price of goods as contrasted with their use value. We see, then, that

the division of labour is the starting point of the whole economic process and its development! It is the cause of the exchange of goods. . . . But the exchange is effected in accordance with exchange-value (price); and the formation of exchange-value is therefore decisive: (a) for the distribution of goods, since it settles the question who can buy them; and (b) for their production, inasmuch as this is guided by the expectation of the price to be realized.

Upon these considerations Adam Smith builds up his economic system; and so do all the individualist schools that follow in his footsteps. The laws that regulate the formation of exchange-value are held to be also the laws in accordance with which the wealth of nations comes into being; they are, in fact, the laws of political economy, the primary laws of economic motion.

It will be seen that the vital difference between economic thought under Smith and economic thought under Mun and Quesnay was this—the mercantilists and the physiocrats had made productive circulation the basis of their reasoning; Smith inaugurated the study of the laws of exchange-value. From Smith forward the economists were to concern themselves chiefly with the theory of value and the theory of prices.

The broader aspect of Smith's teaching was, of course, that which seized the general imagination. Enlightened self-interest as the motivation of all economic activity was the major chord to which the hearts of his political and industrial disciples responded. "Laissez-faire, laissez-passer," was the phrase of power. If economic activities are left severely alone, are freed from all fetters, checks and restraints, they will develop harmoniously. Competition will work to the benefit and betterment of all. Admit the selfishness of each unit, as part of original sin,
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and the propellant of self-interest will receive sufficient "braking" from that aspect of self-interest which makes a man watch his neighbour closely. Consumers will have the best goods at the lowest prices, producers will be able to give vent to their energy and enterprise, and workers can seek work at the highest wages.

But, alas, an entrepreneur giving vent to his energy and enterprise is himself a consumer, and the "goods" he consumes include labour. Competition in supply means low prices, and the law holds good for human work as for the products of human work.

Laissez-faire, it will be seen, at once set working in each man two opposing sets of motives. There had been a a time when a man's environment and tradition taught him to aspire to be a fair tradesman or a competent craftsman. The environment of laissez-faire and the tradition of Adam Smith taught him to be sometimes a competing producer and sometimes a competing consumer, but always a competitor. The new temptation was not to get a fair share of a good bargain, but to make the best of a bad bargain. It was no longer easy to see the trading relationship steadily and to see it whole; men saw its two shifting aspects alternately. They were, so to speak, cross-eyed and grew cross-tempered, particularly in the labour relationship. For employers to force down wages by encouraging competition for jobs was good business, but for workmen to try to force up wages by combining to refuse a low figure was conspiracy and a dastardly attempt to ruin England by forcing up costs.

Division of labour meant the congregation in certain spots of certain groups of workers. Laissez-faire meant competition in labour. But the congregation of groups of workers in certain spots and the resistance to low wages meant combinations of such groups to thwart the apparent

plan of exploiting them by ensuring the existence of local groups of unemployed. These combinations, despite the disapproving eye of the Legislature, grew powerful.

Again two conflicting forces began to work in opposition to each other. The accepted economic doctrine of the day taught that the secret of wealth was freedom in trade—that a district fitted to produce a certain commodity should produce it freely—which implied that population should be fluid, and able to congregate easily where expanding opportunities of work offered themselves. But the need to combine in groups of self-protective craftsmen against the menace of a surplus inflow of labour when such opportunities attracted workers implied a check to this fluidity. The rapid development of new industries and the expansion of old industries implied the need for an adequate supply of trainees; but the fear of overcrowding an industry with skilled workers—again, the menace of the surplus labour pool—implied a need to restrict entrants.

Workers at home were succeeding in enforcing a collective wage bargain on employers; humanists of the Shaftesbury mould were successful in prohibiting the labour of young children and pregnant women and in securing a reasonable—or by contemporary standards, reasonable—amount of leisure. Laissez-faire was throughout the whole of the nineteenth and early twentieth century being subjected to checks and reservations. But abroad such checks were not operative among producers, and the children of Adam Smith in high places insisted that imports should not be artificially checked. The surplus labour pool at home was of quickly decreasing value in forcing wages and costs down for the benefit of the employer and the capital providers, but unchecked imports permitted to secure the lowest prices to the consumer were, from the aspect of the workers, doing

exactly what that pool had once done—enabling the consumer to buy goods made at the lowest wage-cost.

Incidentally, of course, the Smithian free flow of trade was lop-sided. In theory Britain was developing those commodities which she was by nature fitted to produce and was freely exchanging them for commodities as fittingly produced in other countries. In practice other countries were carefully protecting their workers against imports from Britain and behind artificial restrictions were quickly building up industries to compete with those of Britain. The producer, whether employer or employed, was a natural free trader, since he wanted cheap raw material, and also a natural protectionist, since he wanted all the advantages, natural or artificial, that he could secure for his goods in the market. The consumer was wholly a free trader—he wanted the cheapest goods.

The wise statesman on questions of economics is always an expedientist. His attitude is, broadly stated, "Here qua consumer you must suffer that you may benefit qua producer; here you must endure an economic loss to attain a political gain; in this piping time of peace you must forgo a possible benefit in order that in a drumming time of war you may not lack certain essentials when they cannot be imported for you." But the economist can, and perhaps should, despise such expediency. It is very certain that the economists of the Smithian school did so when their influence over statesmen was most potent. The result was a further bedevilment of the citizen's mind.

It is glorious to be allowed to sing heartily, "Oh, the roast beef of old England, and, oh, the old English roast beef!", but it is a little disconcerting when the singing is over and the chairman has introduced the principal speaker to be told that God and sanity have laid it down that the rightful course is to import your beef from the Argentine. It is still more disconcerting and confusing

to be told that God and sanity have laid it down that beef from one part of the continent of America is to have acting rank as the roast beef of old England, but that beef from another part of that continent is to be denied the honour. The normal person either buys the best beef his purse will afford or he buys the best beef he can get within a trading circle where he has certain palpable, if unformulated, obligations to be a customer to his customers.

into the exchange of some impalpable sentimental or emotional factor.

To take a foolish example, when a man exacts a shilling from some reveller for a balloon rationally worth a penny, he is not selling merely a contraption of rubber, air and string; he is selling a key whereby the reveller can unlock a certain store of emotions. He is selling a means of self-expression, though the expression may consist only in the foolish waving of coloured inflated rubber and the self may only be that of a muddled toper. The exchange value of fruit out of season is by no means governed only by considerations of labour-content or "rent"; it is also governed by an unassessable content of subjective pride in the purchaser.

To phrase it another way, with every material import into the store of a man's possessions there enters an invisible import, and that invisible import is the concern not so much of the economist as of the psychologist or the moralist. On any economic standard of value a copy of Lady Chatterley's Lover is worth probably three and sixpence; on a psychological standard it may be worth what it at present fetches, three guineas. The same consideration applies to a pair of imitation crocodile-skin shoes in a community of clog wearers. At the same time, on some other and contemporarily operative psychological standard, neither Lady Chatterley nor the shoes may be worth more than pulping value.

Throughout the whole period of the first phases of the industrialization of Britain—roughly to the end of the eighteen-eighties—the economists were intent upon this very analysis of values. Ricardo and Mill, Marshall and Jevons, and a host of lesser men argued and expounded. "Pure labour" theories contended with theories of "utility".

A strange, elderly gentleman with an inconvenient knowledge of the Middle Ages even tried to expound in the Cornhill Magazine a theory that was suspiciously like a theory of pure righteousness, but they soon stopped that by refusing his further articles, and leaving Mr. Ruskin with yet another grievance against his age.

Systems waxed and waned, but the characteristic of each of them was, that that aspect of it which appealed to the empiricism of the industrialists both in and out of the legislature was roundly applauded and more or less aptly applied. The hard-headed Englishman was a little misled. Metaphysicians he could deride and ridicule as self-styled "thinkers" who quarrelled among themselves about their preposterous systems constructed from abstractions, but men who quarrelled about their systems which were not constructed from abstractions but from homely realities, such as the price of corn, rates of wages, imports and exports, could not be derided. And, most impressively, whatever else they quarrelled about, these profound gentlemen seemed unanimous in advising that no political artificialities should interfere with the free and natural flow of trade which came from unfettered competition.

And then, in the eighteen-eighties, it became apparent that the very industrialists who applauded the orthodox economists most loudly were behaving like heretics. A grocer from that home of Adam-Smithian doctrine, West Lancashire, grew suddenly rich first by applying the true milk of the word and having soap boiled by specialized workmen and next by recanting the word and working with all his shrewdness to end competition. The bracing air of Adam Smith was being artificially warmed for a host of small capitalists by the Sunlight of William Lever. The simple faith of laissez-faire was being conquered by the complex Trust of the new capitalism.

Rings, Mergers, and Amalgamations ended for many industries any pretence of free trade as Cobden had understood it, for, scorning the protection of State Tariffs,
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producers erected invisible tariffs of their own by the formation of allotted territories and sales agreements. The whole trend might, academically, be uneconomic, but it paid. Lip service had still to be rendered to the good old doctrines. Electors had still to be told that the whole duty of trading man was to buy in the cheapest market, even though the candidate who addressed them had committed his industry to a price level fixed by agreement and himself to buying from nobody but a particular ring of suppliers. Protection as an outworn shibboleth was still to be condemned, even though every department of industry was increasing its Protection through trade union agreements, buying-and-selling agreements and price-fixing agreements.

While the mart hummed with the activities of men intent upon thwarting free imports by cartel agreements, and the trade union lodges devised new methods of making a monopoly of each section of labour, the lecture rooms still echoed to the expositions of the Ricardian theory of land-rent, the fiscal doctrines of List, the wage theories of Thünen, and the attempt of Marshall to formulate a "law" that the value of goods fixes itself at the intersection between their utility and the "disagreeables" attendant upon the labour of producing them.

Those many millions who had not the privilege of attending the lecture rooms were even more concerned with the "disagreeables" than the economists. They were perpetually aware that the more disagreeable the labour, the lower the reward. They were, for example, acutely aware that a pluralist Chairman of a public utility company received more for a few minutes' work a month than the actual key-labourers in the enterprise received for a year of hard working days. It was of little interest to them what effect the "disagreeables" had upon the value of goods; it was enough that whatever the value

of the goods in terms of profits the share-out was a little illogical.

Marxism actually contained more fallacies than the official teachings of the orthodox Capitalistic economists. It was summed up for political purposes in the slogan, "workers of the world unite! You have nothing to lose
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but your chains!!" This was seriously said at a time when the material benefits of the worker from his industry were at a standard never before reached, and were yearly increasing, and at a time when the possibility of overcoming the innate nationalism of the workers was remote indeed. The workers of the world had been busy for a century slitting each other's weasands in Europe and worshipping leaders like Garibaldi, Bismarck, Napoleon le Petit, and equally busy blowing each other to pieces in Asia and Africa. There was a far more instant temperamental response to Chamberlain's Protectionist slogan of "Tax the Foreigner" than to the injunction of the Marxists.

In short, the economists upon whose teachings the new Socialism and the new Communism were to be reared were even more oblivious to the psychological factor in economics than those whom they challenged had been. They did, however, unsettle large sections of the masses, and caused all workers to challenge, either silently or vocally, the old social values which had for generations affected men's response to economic values. More important still, they provided an answer in the right jargon to the economic justifications which were offered for the various social, and sociological, injustices which still existed too obviously for the Parliament-men to deny. To a nation which had cheerfully sung for generations, "Britons never, never, never shall be slaves," they did present the possibility that slavery had more than one form. This service—if it was a service—had the defect of its quality. Many a man had found comfort in his economic and social servitude by metrically declaring himself to be free, but under the new teaching men as free as any civilized men are ever likely to be found a new ill-ease in declaring themselves to be wage-slaves.

Karl Marx as a thinker was the spiritual child of Hegel. Hegel's philosophy of history taught that the history of mankind is real only as a history of ideas. Each idea affirmed as truth calls into being its own negation. The conflict between the two creates new and higher ideas, which become embattled in turn. Marx saw history as a similar battle between economic forces, fought between the social classes which are the products of those forces. A particular class created by a particular set of economic forces rises to power and moulds the State to its liking, but its very success brings into being an antagonist class which does not like that mould. As Mr. G. D. H. Cole has described it:

Thus, modern capitalism cannot develop its powers without calling into being a proletariat—a working class depending solely on its wages as a means of life. This proletariat, moreover, must be gathered together in factory and mine, and organized into a co-operative force labouring to produce wealth for the capitalist. Thus concentrated and organized, it becomes a power, and develops a will of its own, contrary to the will of its capitalist masters. In time, it develops far enough to be able to dispense with these masters, and organize the changing and ever-expanding forces of production in a new way. It turns upon its masters, and in the fulness of time overthrows them, and sets up a new social and political superstructure corresponding to the new needs of the productive forces.

Although Marx has been derided and deified above his demerits and merits by empiricists whom his gospel outrages or to whom it strongly appeals, he was an economist at least worthy to rank with the greatest of the orthodox schools. Ricardo had taught that the value of commodities depends on the amount of labour involved in their production as finished products. From this
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teaching the early Socialists wrested the conclusion that the workers, therefore, had a right to the whole produce of their labour. Rent, interest on capital, and profits were extracted from the worker by no right but by the accident of power in the landlord, the capital provider or the employer. Marx seized upon the theory of "surplus value", which, at its briefest, is that the labourer by his work produces a surplus over and above what is needed to keep him and his family alive. A worker working a twelve-hour day may need the products of six of those hours for his subsistence; the other six give a fund from which the "exploiter" takes his various exactions. There is then a surplus value of 100 per cent of the labourer's wage and 50 per cent of the total product.

Labour, Marx admits, is not always of equal value. The skilled worker, producing more value than the unskilled worker, receives more wages. This is governed by the difference in cost in producing and maintaining the skilled and the unskilled workers. The labour of a skilled worker may in an hour produce as much value as two or three hours of the labour of an unskilled worker. The difference is to be measured by the relative cost of producing the different types of labour. The "labour" which is the measure of value is not the simple, straightforward manpower-time which produces the commodity, but a more complex "labour"—" an abstract, undifferentiated human labour"—of which skilled labour is a multiple. Again, all labour is not useful, and some labour is slower in operation than other labour. Marx admits a category to cover these variations, that of "socially necessary labour"

Where Marx differed from the earlier Socialist economists was in his treatment of the right of the worker to his product. It is not the labourer who has that right but the whole mass of labourers. The economic system

is one and indivisable; its products belong to all the value producers in the system. That was a doctrine not unpalatable to labour busy organizing itself into "brotherhood".

Any competent student of economics can discern the flaws in every one of Marx's theories, but the early adherents of Marxism were not competent economists. They were disgruntled workmen who saw and felt that certain members of society were taking more than a just share of the growing increase in national wealth, and justifying the injustice by skilful dialectics into which was woven a mystagogic jargon. This new prophet of the mysteries seemed, in a very satisfying way, to be on the workers' side and had an even more satisfying jargon for dialectical use. The whole age, it must be remembered, was permeated by a kind of pseudo-science. Huxley, valiantly declaring that he "would not plaster the fair face of truth with the ghastly cosmetic of rhetoric", was effective in teaching his generation to plaster the foul face of fallacy with the ghastly cosmetic of mock-scientific terminology.

With such a vogue at its height it was obviously more satisfying to describe oneself as a proletarian than as "an honest British working man", and to regard the "old Guv'nor" as an exploiter rather than as "the gaffer". It was in some way gratifying to sit in a six-roomed house, with water laid on and a little garden attached, with a tea-table garnished by exotics from the ends of the earth, and with the children newly home from a day's schooling in the elements of culture, and to speak hotly of striking off one's chains. It was somehow comforting to rage against exploitation in the intervals of pigeon-flying or whippet racing. These things could be done with an easy, and even a glowing conscience, because the new jargon removed any personal direction from one's
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wrath. It was not the old Guv'nor as such who was being denounced as a slave driver, but an impersonal being—the exploiter. It was not one's own actual circumstances which were being degraded as so many chains, but an abstract set of circumstances conveniently summed up as "the system". The Tennysonian lady who could murmur "And that good man, the clergyman, has told me words of peace", represented the old revolt against science. The contemporary trade union official who could shout, "And that good man, the expounder of the materialist conception of history, has told us words of war," was the representative of the new revolt against anything that was not science, whatever science might be.

The workers, in short, did not reason thus: These economists with their wranglings about values and balances of trade have led us into a mess of discomforts, let us have no more of them. They rather reasoned: These economists with their wranglings about values and balances of trade are obviously "gaffer's men". They have led us into a mess of discomforts. But let us have men about us who will wrangle about values and balances of trade as workers' men, and all will be well with us. Instead of crying, "Suffer not the old King, under any name," they cried instead, "Down with King Log; up, with King Stork!"

Marx, of course, was not the first economist to denounce the wage system of contemporary capitalism. That had been done very effectively by no less a person than John Stuart Mill in the late eighteen-forties. He foresaw the discontent which Marx, in his own word, was to exploit.

To work at the bidding and for the profit of another (wrote Mill) without any interest in the work—the price of their labour being adjusted by hostile competition, one side demanding as much and the other paying as little as possible—is not, even when wages

are high, a satisfactory state to human beings of educated intelligence who have ceased to think themselves naturally inferior to those whom they serve.


A decade later he wrote:

It will sooner or later become insupportable to the employing classes to live in close and hourly contact with persons whose interests and feelings are in hostility to them. Capitalists are almost as much interested as labourers in placing the operations of industry on such a footing that those who labour for them may feel the same interest in the work which is felt by those who labour on their own account.

It will be seen that Mill and Marx—and nearly all writers on politics and economics—deal generously in generalizations. The employing classes—the working classes—the exploiters—the proletariat—who are they?—how are they to be recognized? The general manager of a great insurance company or a large railway system with a salary of many thousands of pounds a year—is he of the employing class or the working class?—is he exploited or does he exploit? A hundred operatives with shares in the mill at which they work—an enterprising fellow making bicycles or wireless accessories in a shed with the help of three neighbours—a grocer with two assistants and one apprentice—a grocer with a hundred chain stores and many hundreds of employees—the Chairman of the Liverpool Gas Company—the manager of the Birmingham gas department—Mr. Jack Hylton, the conductor—the conductor-manager of the Southport Corporation Band—the members of the Rochdale Provident Co-operative Society—the shareholders of the International Tea Stores—into how many and different categories do these fall?

A labourer employed by a public utility company if exploited by the shareholders is no less exploited when
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that company is taken over by the local municipality in which he is himself a rate-payer. A telephone girl under the National Telephone Company becomes a telephone girl under the General Post Office—is she still exploited, and if so is she consoled for her feeling of being exploited by the warming thought that she is a martyr to the communal needs of the taxpayers? Is a worker who enjoys high wages and good conditions under a private capitalist less happy than a worker who enjoys low wages and poor conditions—at the same work—under a communal body? Is there, indeed, such a being as a "worker" or an "employer"—or do there only exist Tom Smith, Molly Brown, Sir John Jones, and their fellows, to whom the terms and conditions of working life, in whatever capacity, will appear differently as personal idiosyncracy, temperament, private relationships, dictate their mental reception?

The employers of the period of laissez-faire and its later transition were bitterly upbraided for considering their human employees as "hands". But the conventional term "hands wanted" meant precisely what it said. The employer did not want complete human beings; he only wanted their hands. Marx, however, could not separate the hands from the man, for he foresaw that a time was rapidly coming when most employers would be under the same disability. He snatched, as it were, the private lives of his followers in theory because he foresaw that men like Lord Leverhulme, Mr. Henry Ford, Mr. Cadbury and others would snatch them in practice, either by controlling their social activities in compounds called model towns or garden cities or by limiting through legislation, such as the Fourteenth Amendment, their power to satisfy their private tastes in the spending of their leisure.


CHAPTER VII



THE LESSON OF MALTHUS

LIKE all other economists, Karl Marx was a day or two behind the fair. The moment when he drove home to the consciousness of the workers the inevitability of class warfare was the moment when class was rapidly losing its old force in social and political life. The spread of industry and the rise of mechanical invention had done two things—it had brought into being a new type of man whose personal power and personal comfort were governed entirely by his wealth, and it had made the transition of any ingenuous and forceful fellow from one social category to another a matter of comparative ease.

Certain class distinctions in dress lingered late into the nineteenth century, like the paper cap of Lewis Carroll's carpenter, but before the twentieth century had well advanced these had gone. Personal taste alone dictated distinctive garbs by the time the Great War of 1914-18 was ended. Costermongers no longer wear pearlies, mill girls no longer wear clogs and shawls, newsboys no longer wear rags. Between the sporting dress of the Prince of Wales, with its combination of violently coloured pull-over and foreign beret, and that of any draper's assistant riding a second-hand motor cycle there is no difference save in quality. Between the evening amusement of a sprig of the aristocracy, taking some girl to a West-end cinemashow or dancing to broadcast music, and that of a labourer, taking some girl to a cinema-show or dancing to broadcast music, there is no difference at all in kind, though there may be in quality. Between the son of a miner aspiring to a political career and the son of a Duke aspiring to a
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political career there is no difference of technique—each must cultivate the men who control a party organization, each must have some aptitude for platform speaking, each must be able to mouth the fashionable economic jargon of the day. The son of the miner may have to serve an apprenticeship in administration as the official of a trade union, but the son of the Duke probably serves a similar apprenticeship either on an estate or in the employment of a city house.

were dowering upon their employees all manner of comforts outside the mere wage bargains made with trade unions. It was impossible to regard them as men lacking sympathy with the workers, lacking understanding of workers, or in class antagonism to the workers.

While ardent Socialist Parliamentarians, like the now all-but-forgotten Mr. Victor Grayson, interrupted debates to protest against a system which allowed men to starve upon the Thames Embankment, older men could not but remember that this very system had at least provided the embankment upon which men starved, instead of the mud flats and stenchridden fever-pits where the previous generation had starved in far greater numbers. While certain spokesmen of the new economics cried aloud for a complete conversion of the system from private enterprise to communal ownerships, certain of their constituents were only too painfully aware that communal ownership in municipalities seemed to have made no difference either to the workers thereunder or to the users of the services locally owned, except that the communally owned enterprise was distinguished by a more peremptory manner in its officers and a greater delay in its operations. It was also a little bewildering for those who had been trained to fear the tyranny of monopolies to regard the prospect of all services being under one great monopoly as a vista to be looked upon with equanimity.

The growth of what became known as "big business" which limited liability had made possible brought into being a new category of functionary, a servant of the enterprise, generally, but not always, a "hired man", who can best be described as the organizer. In the days of limited operations the single owner or the small group of owners of a business could organize it successfully by very minor delegations of duty. In the days of widely extended operations when the ownership was also spread, delegation had perforce to increase. In addition to the nominal directors there had to be not only the older fashioned departmental managers, but new specialists—sales managers, staff managers, and the like. It was charged against these that they renewed the old fault, and treated the human beings engaged in the enterprise as mere "hands"—worse, they treated them as machines.

To some extent the charge was true, but if the workers came to be treated like machines they were treated with the same care as machines. It pays no entrepreneur to own machines or to hire machines which constantly break down and fail in their functions. The wise entrepreneur therefore cares for the machines and employs mechanics who can repair them. "Big business" studied the psychology of the workers and provided mechanics who could not only repair them but also prevent them from needing repair. The morning cup of cocoa, the free dental clinic, the works canteen, the rest room, the holiday on pay, the scientifically adjusted working shift, the educational adjuncts, the sports club—all these were added to the workers' lives, not from any sense of humanity in the organizers but from a sound sense of the value of a well-kept human machine. It was vain for the hater of the system of private enterprise to cry that these things were but the bedecking of the chains with roses, for the wearers of the chains liked the roses and had a shrewd conviction that some kind of chain, in the form of labour, would have to be worn whatever system operated.

Similarly, with the growth of the personnel of each enterprise there arose—except in very exceptional cases—an esprit de corps which showed itself in various forms, as pride in the achievements of the works dramatic society or football club, or as pride in a long service medal. It might be true to say that these things were emotional sops to the wage slaves, but the wage slaves liked both the wages and the sops. The revolt of the proletariat in disgust with the system which was exploiting them receded in the mental perspective of most workers and was overshadowed by more immediate pre-occupations, including, very often, the winning of small monetary rewards for suggestions dropped into a box whereby one enterprise in the existing system might be improved.

As the Parliamentary power of Socialism grew, its menace to those who preferred private enterprise as a national system waned. However sound Marx might have been in his economic teaching, or however unsound, it was soon apparent that his psychology had been altogether at fault.

Even had Marxian psychology been sound, the effect of the industrial revolution on the national psychology was such that it changed rapidly between generation and generation. Every mechanical invention ministered to that change. Perhaps the most staring example of such change was this—that the family remained the unit of social life, but for the majority of the people the old tradition of the homestead disappeared. There was lost, probably for ever, continuity in personal environment.

The statement just made is, palpably, a sweeping generalization to which ample contradiction can be adduced. There are to-day many hundreds of families living in the same township or village which housed their remote ancestors. There are many thousands of families engaged for the most part in trades and occupations which were the avocations of their predecessors. But for the majority, the coming of the machine age meant the end of local continuity.

It is said, I know not with what authority, that a Londoner of three generations is very rare. Contrariwise, in townships like Bradford, Leeds, Wigan, Bolton, Blackburn, Pudsey, Heckmondwike, Newcastle and Claygate, families persist without uprooting themselves. But even in such settlements, the aggregation of population as the local factories flourished did not consist only in natural growth. The immigrants were many. As old or infant industries decayed, workers migrated. The scouring of the southern workhouses for child labourers was an extreme example in the early days, as the migration departments of modern Labour Exchanges in our own time are an indication to-day, of the existence in England

of a nomadism which was not a factor in the eighteenth century.

This change in social habit had effects which—as far as I am aware—have never yet been properly analysed. The attitude of the unpaid magistracy, for example, was affected. The bench was no longer in many cases dealing with local delinquents whose habits and motives were familiar, but with strangers to whom the magistracy was a body of penologists and little more. In the incomers loyalty to local tradition was non-existent, for they had not absorbed local tradition. On the other hand, loyalty to their original local tradition was purposeless, for they were no longer among friends. To take this at its simplest manifestation, a man's personal conduct among people

It was in such circumstances that "friendly societies" first flourished, and with them "burial clubs" and the like. To a working family a death may be a crushing economic disaster. Even if some tradition does not dictate a costly funeral, a funeral there must be, and coffins and graves take more money than the average worker saves without aid against sudden demand. When such an event happens, it means much to be one of a large family in a community of much inter-marriage. If there is no such family, one must be created artificially, and it is not without significance that most of the friendly societies were named "brotherhoods" or used "brother" as a formal mode of address in their rituals.

The industrial revolution led to a new fluidity of labour and a new fluidity of goods. The railway age was born. The principle of private enterprise and unfettered competition applied to railways led to the creation of a network of lines and the misdirection of much capital and manual labour. Both statesmen and economists were quick to see the menace of this state of affairs, and almost as quick to see that in steam power there was a monopoly power growing in their midst. To restrict free enterprise was obviously a necessary act for the public good, but to restrict free enterprise was to leave the permitted entrepreneurs in the menacing position of monopolists. The monopoly must also be restricted. There had to be adequate services able at their inception to attract
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adequate capital and after their creation to attract adequate custom, but the controllers of those services could not be left with arbitrary power, because they might so burden the commodities they carried that trade with countries where no such monopoly existed would become impossible. After a generation of effort a complicated system of checks and balances was evolved and was functioning with moderate satisfaction to all concerned. But neither statesmen nor economists nor railwaymen had foreseen, or could have foreseen, that by the time the unpleasant mess into which the railways had got themselves and the country had been more or less cleared up, the internal combustion engine would have shattered the monopoly.

Labour was fluid, and because it was fluid new or expanding industries could attract to their areas more workers than were needed. The trade unions by their collective bargains prevented employers from using these surplus workers as a factor to obtain cheaper labour, so that employment did not 'go round', as once it had gone round, the competing mass. Industries were displaying a tendency to localize themselves and their original rate of expansion was diminishing. The floating bodies of unemployed were both a nuisance and a menace. Somebody, surely, must need their labour. Obviously, State aid in job-finding was the need. Labour Exchanges to act as employment bureaus might match the two wants—the want of work and the want of workers.

Labour Exchanges were founded. How useful for their original purpose they have been need not detain us here. The real significance of their institution is that their mere existence changed the psychology of the people whom they were intended to serve. Labour had been fluid because the tradition of the race was that the onus of finding work by which to keep himself and his dependents

is upon the man who needs work. If he cannot find work as a carpenter at Hogsnorton, he must perforce find work as a carpenter at Little Muddleboro'. If he cannot find work as a carpenter anywhere, he must perforce abandon carpentering and become a tinker, tailor, soldier, sailor or some other contributor to the community's services.

If the unions of the carpenters, tinkers, dockers, railwaymen, and all other crafts forbid a man entry to their body and are powerful enough to forbid employers from employing non-union workers, the workless craftsman is vitally handicapped. If he is told that his best chance of finding work at his own trade is to register himself in his own township and wait until a bureau has found work for him, his incentive to fluidity is gone. Both these factors operated when the labour exchanges were instituted. The man's working life which had once been his own responsibility was under the direction and supervision of his union and of a State department. The generations of workers born in the past thirty years have known no other system. Psychologically they are a different race from their fathers.

Even more decisive in destroying labour fluidity was the institution of unemployment insurance, and its concomitant, 'relief', granted through an office where the recipient registered for benefit. The total effect of these State interventions into the working life of the masses was to destroy fluidity just at that phase of national life when it was most needed, the phase of the post-war years when a world depression had slowed down the major industries, but changing habit and mechanical invention, with the later addition of Protection, had caused new industries to flourish.

Economists and statesmen have never been markedly astute in gauging the inevitable effects of war upon the
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If, for example, any economist advising a statesman had in 1917 forecast the industrial trend of 1921-28 and had urged legislation to secure the old fluidity for labour, his prescription would necessarily have included a vast housing scheme, for one of the most vital factors in reducing fluidity after the last war was the housing shortage. But if a housing programme had been projected on a national scale in 1917, it would not have been practicable, and if any other legislative means to restore fluidity had been successful, without such a scheme they would have

been frustrated. Again, had an early housing scheme been possible, it would have needed more than economics as a basis for scientific judgement to prophesy in what localities new industries might flourish. In the early nineteen-twenties a Prime Minister could draw attention to the significance of the fact that industry was moving southwards, but in the early nineteen-thirties a President of the Board of Trade is able to say with some pride that his Government's fiscal policy has caused new industries to locate themselves in old and distressed areas, like Darwen in Lancashire.

It should be noted that human beings are not naturally fluid. The familiarity of scene and comradeship is one of the strongest ties known to psychology. It explains largely why colliers protest to violence that their trade is so dangerous and so filled with discomfort that it is all but intolerable, and yet send their sons down the pit generation after generation. It is inherent in the human and penetrating observations of Sir Austen Chamberlain on the slum clearance problem, that to uproot and transplant slum dwellers from their homes is to inflict upon them as great a psychological hardship as to uproot and transplant such a one as himself to Canada or Australia, there to begin life anew in strange and uncongenial conditions. The temptations to migrate have to be strong indeed before the normal family moves its habitat, or willingly sees its members move individually from the familiar—and safe—setting of habitude.

Even when the politico-economist is able sucessfully to diagnose in a given situation the seeds of coming discomfort and to make preparation for easing the incidence of the pending discontent, he is, thus, always faced with two allied possibilities—that his own addition of new factors to the economic complex may so alter that complex that his addition is itself changed, and that however desirable
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his preventive or his remedy, the people in whose interest it is applied may revolt from it from some non-economic motive, as when settlers in rural areas leave the promise of personal prosperity for the sake of gratifying their ingrained gregariousness in a township already overweighted with unemployed, as when men and women prefer to suffer malaise rather than subject themselves to the indignity of undergoing an inquisition by some lady almoner at a local hospital, or as when men prefer indigence to the rewards of menial service in the entourage of some arrogant rich person.

he would have escaped with the lesser charge of impracticability and heartlessness, and some Lancashire playwright would have seized on the proposal as a basis of a folk drama, as was done when Thirlmere was taken for Manchester's water supply.

It is quite obvious to a generation which has become familiar with the term "cannon fodder" that a military State has a good incentive for encouraging child-birth. Napoleon, surveying the lighted bedroom windows of Paris on a frosty night, remarked "Ah, Marshall, a night like this is worth a thousand soldiers to France." It is also obvious that before labour is organized to maintain a wage
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level a dense population is a desideratum to employers wanting cheap labour. But one amiable Anglican clergyman, with a flair for economics, read Süssmilch, and remembering what he had read of certain native philosophers, including Wallace, Hulme, Smith and Price, saw a point of view very different from that of a militaristic State or a labour-seeking employer.

Spurred by the works of William Godwin—who taught that Government, though a necessary evil, is responsible for the unhappiness and misfortunes of man—the Reverend Thomas Robert Malthus published the first edition of an essay destined, like some high plain, to be a landmark and a battlefield. This was the famous Essay on the Principles of Population; or A View of its Past and Present Effects on Human Happiness; with an Enquiry into our Prospects respecting the Future Removal or Mitigation of the Evils which it Occasions. The first edition of this work was no more than a controversial pamphlet to rebut Godwin's notion of the perfectibility of man, and to show that an abolition of government could not restore the race to Eden, because the ground to unhappiness and misfortune is to be found, not in government, but in our weak and imperfect natures. In a century delighting in theological argument such a pamphlet was sure of attention. It went into six editions in its author's lifetime—the sixth being dated 1828—and each edition saw a widening of its author's material and thought.

The first stand which Malthus took was that human institutions, far from aggravating misery and the fear of misery, had tended markedly to mitigate them. His main premises were that "food is necessary to the existence of man" and that "the passion between the sexes is necessary, and will remain nearly in its present state". From these postulates he argued that "the power of population is indefinitely greater than the power in the

earth to produce subsistence for men. Population when unchecked, increases in geometrical ratio. Subsistence only increases in arithmetical ratio". Certain checks must restrain the superior growth of the population. There was the preventive check—foresight of the difficulties of rearing a family. There were the positive checks—poverty, disease, war and other human distresses. Marriage, Malthus recognized, might by foresight be postponed, but this, he thought, would mean vice, and vice to him was the parent of misery. By such foresight no happy state of society could be produced.

From this primary statement of his thought in the first edition of the Essay in 1798, Malthus moved far by 1828, but chiefly in the direction of discerning more and greater checks on human fecundity. What is known as "the Malthusian cycle" was unaffected. As Professor Haney in his History of Economic Thought, has succintly stated it, that cycle is thus:—

In the generality of old states, Malthus held, there existed an oscillation or vibration in the relation between population and food. Assuming an equilibrium in which subsistence is just enough for the easy support of the existing population, the order of precedence, as he saw it, begins with an "effort" of population to increase. Then subsistence becomes more divided. As a result, the number of poor grows, and those already poor fall into deeper poverty. The price of labour falls, the number of labourers being out of proportion to the work in the market; the price of provisions tends to rise. Then the difficulties of rearing a family discourage marriage, and population is brought nearly to a stand. But cultivators are meanwhile induced to employ more labour, and at last subsistence is brought up to a new equilibrium. Such was the normal and constantly
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recurring cycle. Malthus, however, admits that it was liable to irregularities on account of bad crops, new manufactures, greater or less spirit of agricultural enterprise, and emigration.

It is not the purpose of our present enquiry to pursue the history of Malthusianism. It is our present purpose to note two points in the history of that notable doctrine, that it began a new quarrel between economists, and that the doctrine was formulated at the opening of an era when all the factors under the survey of Malthus were rapidly changing.

Malthus's reasoning was that, other things being equal it is easier for a population of four millions to add a million to its number and become five million than for a population of one million—the tendency of population is to increase in geometrical progression. But land—the base of all subsistence—is under a strict law of diminishing returns. "It must be evident to those who have the slightest acquaintance with agricultural subjects, that in proportion as cultivation extended, the additions that could yearly be made to the former average produce must be gradually and regularly diminishing . . . When acre has been added to acre till all the fertile land is occupied, the yearly increase of food must depend upon the melioration of the land already in possession. This is a fund, which, from the nature of all soils, instead of increasing must be gradually diminishing."

Two pieces of knowledge Malthus lacked. One was the coming improvement in the technique and the growth of tolerance of birth control. The other was the pending improvement both in the means of increasing the fertility of land and in transporting food products from afar to dense populations, with means of preserving foods that in his own time were perishables. Long before statesmen

and economists had finished squabbling as to the accuracy of the Malthus diagnosis and about its moral implications, and the lessons in practical statecraft which it inferred, the whole social complex had altered. Society had found, so to speak, a triple answer to the inevitability of the Malthusian cycle—accelerated long-distance transport, a technique of food preservation, and an aesthetically and socially tolerable means of birth restriction. Malthusian inevitability had been defeated by the can and the condom.

and virtuous abstinence upon which Malthus relied failed to achieve the purpose for which he had designed them in his thought.

The doctrines of Malthus had two unlooked-for effects. They led Charles Darwin towards his doctrine of natural selection, which, perhaps more than any other factor, helped to change the whole outlook of organized society and to wrench apart the last links that bound the State (in practice) to the Church. They prevented John Stuart Mill from becoming a Socialist, for by his belief in the Malthusian doctrine of population Mill was prevented from advocating a thorough-going Governmental interference with wages.

It is obvious that to an industrialized nation, and particularly to a nation cooped within the boundaries of a set of small islands and dependent upon outside sources for its necessaries of food, the amount of population is the most vital of all questions. The history of civilization is the history of man's fight against the destroyers—battle, murder and premature death. Throughout the renaissance of science, which—for the moment—we can regard as stretching from the eighteenth century into our own time, man's effort to prolong the lives of men was not the least successful of his achievements.

The gradual attainment to a technique of public hygiene, the mastery of certain endemic and epidemic diseases, the abolition of recurring famines and the application of new forms of lethal weapons and of medical organization to warfare all helped to eliminate one of the checks upon population which Malthus had noted. (Modern weapons are less prone to deal wholesale death than those of an earlier generation. A clean-drilled bullet hole or a hit from a burst of shrapnel is a very minor matter compared with a hefty hacking from a two-handed sword or the impact of a trundling roundshot. The

So—despite anything that the thinkers might have urged or prophesied—the proletariat did not revolt, the population did not recede under the influence of shifting measures of subsistence, and labour fluidity was gradually lost. A new generation of economists was born, at Cambridge, which, apparently, conceived it its duty to begin and to end with a mastery of Marshall's new synthesis and remained a little in doubt whether, as the
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master taught, economics should be regarded as covering only those motives and desires of man which can be measured by money or whether, as he also taught, " even for the narrower uses of economic studies, it is important to know whether the desires which prevail are such as will help to build up a strong and righteous character".

Organized Labour retained its pathetic faith in Parliament as a means of redressing all human ills, and the stock-jobbers and bankers continued to wax fat and powerful.



CHAPTER VIII



THE ILLUSION OF 1906

ALL historical divisions must be arbitrary. Having sketchily indicated a background whose perspective includes the Norman Manor in the far distance and the creation of such pleasaunces as Port Sunlight and Bournville in the foreground, I propose now to deal with the main purpose of this splenetic outburst and to discuss our present discontents. By "present" I mean those discontents which irk men and women of my own generation, many of which are inherited from the past, some of which have been newly caused within my own lifetime.

That such discontents may be properly displayed it becomes necessary to extend the word "present" from its narrower sense of the immediate now, and this I do, shamelessly, by taking a straight edge across the riband of social and political history at the year 1906, for the paradoxical reason that the great division occurs superficially at the year 1914. The justifications for the choice of the earlier year are many, and include these: to the generations now either in control or about to enter into control of the State—that is, the great body of men and women between thirty and fifty years of age—1906 is within continuous memory, and is notable for the "land-slide election" which brought into power the Parliamentary majority of Liberals, under whose régime the great war was hatched. It is the year which opened the prologue of the new act in the national drama wherein the status of trade unions was to be changed, labour exchanges, old age pensions, insurance of the workers

against ill-health and later against unemployment were to be instituted; the imposition and gathering of taxes was to be used as an instrument of social change; a nominal two-chamber form of government was to be made an actual single chamber form, with an attached debating society as a vestigial remembrance of the House of Peers; and wherein organized Labour was to control a separate Parliamentary party; wherein members of Parliament were to be paid from the tax-payers' money.

Unionists, the men of Goschen's type did not leave their new party to return to the old loyalty. They remained where they were, as dissentients.

What were loosely known as the propertied classes had been politically welded. That is not to say, of course, that the Liberal Party which came into power in 1906 was void of propertied interests. It had a very large share of such representative men as Harcourt the younger, the very personification of the Commoner-Aristocrat, Lord Elgin, Lord Aberdeen, Lord Ripon and Lord Fowler, in addition to representative industrialists like Sir William Lever, later to become Lord Leverhulme, and Mr. R. D. Holt, the shipowner. But the two political parties had fallen into new representative capacities. Liberalism stood for the new conception of a political party organized to further the ends of organized Labour. It included in its Cabinet a Minister who was definitely a Labour representative and who was included for that reason alone. Conservatism stood for the older tradition of a political party organized for purely political ends and observing as a principle the necessity within the community of social classes each depending upon the other for its existence and prosperity.

The Tory Party was, in a word, class-conscious; the Liberal Party was class-antagonism-conscious. Contemporary Toryism honestly believed that to a normal mind the appeals of nationalistic patriotism, of the consolidation and extension of an Empire upon which the sun never set and where the bugles never ceased to blow, meant more than the appeals of a social or economic advantage over some other section of the community. If Britain waxed rich and remained great, all waxed rich and were great, and it was an unfortunate accident that a few thousand families who were patently neither rich nor great did not realize this. Liberalism appeared to be founded on the

belief, inherited from Cobden, that if the workers were restless and discontented it was because the share-out of the nation's growing wealth was wrong, and could be adjusted by taxing the landlords. Trade must be free and industry unshackled, and the concentration upon landowners preserved this freedom, lowered industrial rents and permitted the disgruntled workers to see that Liberalism was their friend.

The new Labour Party, with fifty-one members, sat in the Commons less to forward a political philosophy and purpose of its own—"Socialism in our time" had not become a slogan—than to keep the Liberal Party in order.

Mr. Justice Farwell found in their favour, believing that the law had never intended to set up bodies of men capable of holding property and acting as agents and yet not responsible in damages. The Court of Appeal reversed this judgement, but the House of Lords upheld it.

The workers realized that their trade union funds were at the mercy of legal actions agains the unions, just as if unions were not a specially sacrosanct creation, different in kind from all other organized bodies! It looked very much as if trade unions were to be stultified if they could be sued in damages for tortious acts perpetrated by their members, since picketing and peaceful persuasion were held to be tortious acts.

The new Government introduced, and eventually passed, a Trades Disputes Act, which laid down that "an action against a trade union, whether of workmen or masters, or against any members or officials thereof on behalf of themselves and all other members of the trade union in respect of any tortious act alleged to have been committed by or on behalf of the trade union shall not be entertained by any court ".

This looked surprisingly like victory for organized Labour and its policy of turning to Parliament as an instrument for making the world safe for a particular section of democracy. It had the immediate effect, however, of causing other sections of democracy to lose trust in that instrument. The trade unions had been put above the law. There might be one law for both rich and poor, but it was obvious that when torts were concerned there was one law for organized labour and another for organized non-labour. Why? Because the solid voting power of the unions in the constituencies and the fifty-one votes in the Division lobby of the Commons had intimidated the Liberal Party into an action which was morally unjustified. That—however exaggerated or unjustified—

was the conviction which swept those members of the petty bourgeoisie and the other classes who were not themselves trade unionists. In 1908 there was yet another Parliamentary triumph for the unions, which increased this conviction.

The same society as before, the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants, was again the spearhead of attack. In 1908 a Mr. Osborne, a branch secretary of the A.S.R.S., sued the society to have it declared that one of its current rules which provided, inter alia, for Parliamentary Representation and the enforced levy of contributions from him and other members of the society towards the payment of salaries or maintenance allowances to members of Parliament pledged to observe and fulfil the conditions imposed by the Labour Party, was ultra vires and void.

In the first court the case went against Osborne, but the Court of Appeal reversed the judgement, and the House of Lords upheld that reversal.

The Labour Party in the House of Commons was thus threatened with the disappearance of the funds which kept it alive. The direct result of the judgement was the introduction of payment of members. If trade unionists as such refused to pay for their delegates in the Commons, then the populace at large must pay for them. The populace, not unnaturally, lost still more of its diminishing faith in Parliament, where the fear of bloc votes could so easily achieve so patent an injustice.

For a time the Labour Party had to honour the Osborne judgement, but only for a time. In 1913 it was able, through a Liberal Government still more dependent upon the Labour vote in the House, to reach a compromise in the Trade Unions Act of that year, whereby a political fund was permitted to unions from which those who objected could "contract out".

The background politics of the Labour leaders was Socialism. The early enforcement of a political levy on members meant that Tory working men, of whom there were many, bred in the sentimental Disraelian tradition and emotionally fond of Church and State and the decorative aspects of aristocracy, and working men who happened to believe in private as opposed to State ownership, were compelled to pay money to support their political opponents in politics. The new Act of 1913 was not really of much practical help. It threw the onus of contracting out on the individual member, who might be either an indifferentist or a person easily intimidated by the opinion of those about him. After the general strike of 1926 yet another change was made. The political fund was allowed to remain, but the onus was for the member to "contract in". Here, again, there was a wider difference in theory than in practice. Intimidation does not always mean the bludgeon and the knuckleduster, and it needs very often as much moral courage to refrain from contracting in as to exert the individuality needed for contracting out.

It may, indeed, be roughly, but truly, said that the whole decade before the war of 1914 was marked by a sudden extension of bureaucracy into the lives of private citizens. Where the State did not, on the plea of protective organization, intervene between the wage-earner and his modes of spending his pay, the trade union official or the employers' thrift departments did: very often, all three were concerned with the business of spending the workers' wages for them.

With this development of tyrannical paternalism in the State, the trade union and the employers' organizations there went, pari passu, a movement in industry which made for paternalism in other aspects of life. Popular literature, from the cheap periodicals written, in

Unfortunately, the rebel literature, of which H. G. Wells's mid-period work is the type, was not directionally clear. Its major tendency was towards a reorganization of Society into a form where economic and social progress would be planned and administered by a Samurai of the State, but its minor tendency was towards a revolt from control. To a clear thinker it was obvious that young adolescent women who were heroines for rebelling against the convention of the old home and parental control would not be equally applauded for rebelling against the convention of the new Government Department and the bureaucratic control that would take the place of the natural parent. The charge against contemporary society

was twofold, that it tied men and women to impossible duties and that it did not demand from men and women duties enough. It preached a new sexual freedom, but envisaged the day when society would be guided by a race of ascetics, voluntary renunciants of sex.

Both the literature of revolt and the political teaching of organized Labour were concerned, in effect, with the substitution of one discipline for another discipline. They were not concerned with the people's readiness either to change disciplinarians at a word of command or to develop life towards, rather than away from, increasing regimentation.

In an equal muddle was the contemporary trend of education. Generations of hard propaganda had by the early years of the present century inculcated into the mind of the majority the desirability of extending educational facilities not only in the sense of educating more and more citizens in the rudiments of culture but also in the sense of making available to as many as possible the benefits of higher education. New universities were chartered and established in the great industrial cities, but the incentives which took scholars there were very different from the incentives which had immemorially taken scholars to the older foundations. And—there was no collegiate life, or, to be strictly accurate, there was merely a grotesque parody of collegiate life through Students' Unions.

The hope of the pioneers of the new university movement, men like Haldane of Cloan, Walter Raleigh, Professor Macay and their like, was for a new race of enlightened workers. The hope of most of those who took advantage of the new universities was for a better job on the strength of some "degree" attained after lectures by hard cramming in the back parlour of the familiar bourgeois home. (In writing this sentence I intend no

sneer and imply no judgement. I record merely what experience and research lead me to believe to be the facts of the matter.) There was no clear policy as between general cultural education and extended vocational education. In a very little time the modern universities had so organized themselves that men were walking an amazed earth as Doctors of Philosophy whose doctorate had been attained by a thesis for a degree in engineering or even in tanning or brewing. A man who had barely heard of Lotze might be a doctor of philosophy because he had caught the examiners on the hop.

The inevitable result of this rush for degrees was as Gilbert had insisted in an allied phase of life. When everyone was somebody nobody was anybody. M.Sc.'s were legion, and B.Sc.'s were three a penny. But before this result was reached, before anxious industrialists who had supported the new educational movement were driven to make work for the superfluous analytical chemists which the university of their area turned out through an examination mill, the fetish of advanced education had seized upon the superstitious reverence of the whole working-class movement. The able or lucky boy who advanced from an elementary school through some form of secondary establishment to a university and there met with a fair measure of academic success was hardly likely to take home his newly-found qualities and contentedly return to the trades of his forebears or his school contemporaries. The psychological urge in him was to find an opening in those professions and callings—school-mastering or political agitation, journalism or commerce—where the ostensible marks of the educated product—the white collar and the black coat—need not be discarded.

The generality of the new type of "varsity man"—as they loved to call themselves—was not held by the old, almost unformulated ideal of the full man, the cultured scholar, but by a new ambitiousness to attain to an educational qualification as an open sesame to material and social advancement. The student "went in for" a particular subject and pursued it with an ardour directed to the ordeal of the examination-room rather than to the spending of a full life.

The same blight affected such movements as Adult Education and Workers' Education. Earnest tutors, both voluntary and fee-paid, laboured to inculcate economics and civics in potential trade union officials, Parliamentary candidates and agitators. Few indeed were the students who conceived their classes to be aids to a materially purposeless culture. Education had become a word of power, a shibboleth, by which doors could be opened without further effort.

The word of power proved increasingly impotent as more and more acquired its mastery; the shibboleth failed; the open sesame was of little avail if the opened door was jammed by a jostling mob of competing applicants for entrance.

Trade unionism seemed either to be placing trade unionists above the law or plunging them and their industries into strikes and stoppages, or mulcting trade unionists of their hard-earned cash to support ambitionists of their own class in the glamorous and comfortable circumstances of officialdom or Parliamentarism. Both the unions and the State seemed to be growing more and more dictatorial about the conduct of life as each year passed, and what the union did not order, some Government department did. Popular education extended beyond elementary tuition was proving incapable of the material benefits which it had seemed in prospect of offering. Toryism, the symbol of privilege, had been routed, and a conglomeration of anti-Tories, optimistically called the Liberal Party, had taken power, but the

striking contrasts between rich and poor remained, and the occupants of the Treasury Bench were suspiciously like the gentlemen who had been evicted therefrom. There was the familiar complement of prosperous lawyers, commoner-aristocrats, wealthy industrialists with banking connections, and the usual sprinkling of amateur philosophers whose function, as the subaltern said of cavalry, was probably to give tone to what otherwise might have been a mere vulgar brawl. The Liberal ranks themselves contained in the Member for South Salford a notable satirist, Mr. Belloc, whose own estimate of the significance of 1906 was displayed in the familiar epigram:

The accursed power which stands on Privilege (And goes with Women, and Champagne, and Bridge) Broke—and Democracy resumed her reign: (Which goes with Bridge, and Women, and Champagne.)

Against this background of disillusionment the younger generation was moving in an economic world of growing profusion. Lower costing, due to a variety of causes, and the discovery of substitute commodities, together tended to hasten the disappearance of the old class-distinctions in garb, amusements and—what was very important—idiom. Leisure was greater. As early as 1892 a Tory Government, already under the influence of that mastermanufacturer, Joseph Chamberlain, had passed a Shop Hours Act which forbade the employment of young persons under eighteen years of age for more than seventy-four hours a week, including meal times, and by 1912 the Shops Act and the Employment and Closing Order Act were on the Statute Book. The forty-eighthour week was a reality.

More leisure inevitably meant a change in the incidence of organized amusement in family and general social life. Gladiatorial sport, the infant cinematographic industry, and spasmodic crazes like roller skating and "sixpenny hops", became the normal essentials of young lives while they were still the abnormal extravagance of older lives. The monetary rewards of those who catered for the leisure of the masses—popular Scots comedians, film stars, the writers of "thrillers", sporting celebrities, and their like—not only increased sensationally, but were regarded as a matter of public interest, the public being induced to revere its entertainers as much for their capacity to earn great sums as for their capacity to entertain.
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ignorant of economics the observer may be. The war caused the greatest change in history in the relations between labour in the mass and its employers and between individual workers as industrial and social units, but with the coming of peace the pre-war method of conducting industry was resumed and adjustments were not made to meet the changed relationships. The result has been that those who returned from war service to industry and the successive post-war generations entering working life have failed to find the few things necessary to human satisfaction and happiness.

The war, one may state flatly and dogmatically, was grossly mismanaged, both qua war and qua a violent transitional stage of national development. Before the causes and effects of that mismanagement are examined it may be useful to indulge in a digression in order that what in the writer's mind are those few things necessary to human happiness may be discussed and identified.


CHAPTER IX



THE HUMAN NEEDS

THE test of good government is the contentment of the people. The contentment of the people does not imply a sottish acquiescence in a given standard of life or a given system of castes; it implies a confidence, probably unformulated and unenunciated, that the system of government and its administrators permit the society governed to advance in its standard of civilization as means allow, with neither injustice nor oppression employed as the means of advancement.

Liberty, equality and fraternity are by no means essential to contentment. Many citizens, many communities, temperamentally prefer discipline to liberty, the excitement of ambition to equality, and formal relationships in certain departments of life to fraternity. Even that mind, however, which shrinks from the responsibilities of liberty, in the broadest sense of the word, desires liberty to choose or reject the discipline under which it must live. Even that mind which prefers a graduated society through the grades of which the ambitious careerist may pass desires equality to be recognized in certain aspects of life—equality, for example, before the law. Even that mind which shrinks from the conception of fraternity in daily intercourse desires occasional expressions of fraternity in exceptional intercourse, as in moments of peril and crisis or great rejoicing.

Between the most cultivated and the least cultivated member of any community there is no difference in actual appetites. The differences lie in the manner of fulfilment of those appetites and the amount of restraint which is exercised in pursuing or enjoying their fulfilment. In the field of morbid psychology perversions are common to all grades of men and women, as are the normal appetites in the field of normal psychology. The elementary task of the statesman is to ensure that the necessary appetites are satisfied without the necessity for individual clashes of will and without the display of associated emotions which when unrestrained menace civilized communities with barbarism

Self-preservation, say the copy books, is the first law of life. It is the primary duty of the leaders and organizers of the tribe to see that the fulfilment of that law is easy without recourse to murder and theft. The propagation of the species is the most powerful urge—however disguised. It is the primary duty of the leaders and organizers of the tribe to ensure that that urge may be satisfied without recourse to rape and riotous promiscuity, which might so disorganize the communal peace that collective survival would be threatened.

Food, shelter, covering, warmth, and the satisfaction of the sexual impulse are the common needs of all men and women, save those who are psychologically malformed. (In this regard—that is, from the viewpoint of the statesman—those abnormal persons who from some religious exercise or mystic discipline have achieved the sublimation of any or all of their appetites and become saints are to be called psychologically malformed, even though the malformation may seem admirable.) If any section of society finds it difficult to satisfy these needs while other sections find no such difficulty, if any section is compelled to satisfy such needs by efforts or in circumstances which contrast notably with the efforts and circumstances demanded from other sections, human happiness is thwarted and communal stability threatened, and this

It should be admitted freely, of course, that if a man or woman be given the basic essentials for happiness, happiness may still elude their possessor. But happiness is not possible without those basic essentials. The normal citizen needs some certitude that food, clothing, shelter and warmth will not fail him, and that he will be enabled to mate with security. He does not ask this certitude as a gift, but as a return for his personal labours. If he finds himself in a society where, by ill-organized industries, he is prohibited from finding an outlet for his capacity to labour, he may then demand such certitude as what he considers a justified blackmail—as the price of his abstention from force in wresting his needs from the rest of the community. The final sanction of all government is force. As Trotsky has frankly implied in his History of Russia, the arbiter of success in revolt is not a quarrel just, but command of the machine guns. That State which must use or unduly display force confesses itself unsuccessful in organizing its wealth for the contentment of its components. Equally, that State which creates new discontents in some sections to allay the older discontents of other sections is confessedly unsuccessful in its task of organizing the whole community for common happiness.

The assurance to the normal citizen that the prime needs of mankind and womankind shall not go unsatisfied is not enough. As the mastery of man over nature increases, new wants are stimulated. It is not possible to confine the consciousness of those wants to selected sections of society. True, a coster girl in the East-End of London may not desire to have her face lifted merely because beauty specialists have discovered the technique of that operation, but if a certain cult of facial beauty is inculcated by the screen and the popular press she will feel the need for cheap cosmetics. A Lancashire pitman may not feel any burning desire for caviare as that commodity becomes more accessible, but if he is prompted by the hoardings and the newsprints he will feel a little aggrieved if his economic limitations prohibit Skipper Sardines for tea. A Yorkshire woollen operative will not fret for the joys of an ocean cruise to Tangier, but if he is

induced by skilful advertisement to lust after travel, he will feel affronted if he is unable to participate in a cheap "chara" trip to Glorious Devon instead of taking his once satisfying vacation at Filey.

The State must, therefore, make itself responsible for an even spread of the satisfactions of those secondary needs which are created by the actions of its acquisitive traders if it acknowledges the soundness of acquisitiveness as a basis for society. It is, that is to say, not enough that when beach pyjamas become the rage in the wealthier section of society, they should quickly become procurable from Woolworth and from Marks and Spencer. Their procurability there will be but an added stimulus to discontent unless the economic organization enables those to whom they are offered to buy them without some corresponding deprivation. The State which permits the creation of artificial needs must, if it is to survive, contrive means for their satisfaction.

It is frequently held against the modern workers that in their cycles of prosperity they display the most amazing thriftlessness and expend in temporary satisfactions money which might well be garnered against what is tediously called "a rainy day". If the charge is true—and it is true—the fault is not with the workers. It is not, perhaps, a fault at all.

When the whole of society conspires to raise the standards of taste in all its members, and to raise those standards in both senses, that of quantity and that of quality, it cannot condemn those sections which take the first opportunity of buying pianos or gramophones or wireless sets. When the whole of society conspires to applaud the sporting spirit and adulates those wealthy men who can afford to keep large racing stables, it cannot with any logic condemn the collier who takes the first opportunity to improve his whippets whether by providing

٠.

them with better food or better treatment or a better strain.

The first certitude that the natural appetites shall not be baulked must be followed by the second assurance that artificial appetites shall equally not be baulked if their creation has been the wilful work of society at large. The third need, as it seems to me, is that there should be some assurance, tacit, of course, and not necessarily expressed, that the conduct of life shall not be subject to arbitrary changes of whim in powerful persons or bodies

(It must be emphasized that we are not at this moment discussing whether it is the duty of the organized State to prevent these things happening, or whether any form of government known to man could, if it would, prevent them. We are discussing, merely, what are the basic essentials for communal happiness, on the implied assumption that the nearer any form of Government comes to their provision the better form it will be.)

To the normal citizen bred in the traditions of the English race not only is it necessary to happiness that there should be some tacit assurance that the conduct of life shall not arbitrarily be changed at the whim of powerful persons, but it is necessary that the familiar unit of the family shall be as autonomous as is socially possible. The desire of the adolescent girl for "a home of her own" is no sentimentality; it is a deeply ingrained biological sentiment. The sense of "cave-right" in the husband of a wife either with children or potentially the mother of children is strong because heredity implants and general environment nurtures it

In theory every maker of a home devotes his labour to supporting that home, and every distraction of wage by the State or by an official body, such as a trade union, is felt either by wife or husband or by both as a weakening of the defences, so to speak, of the little family league which has been formed contra mundum. Communal efforts to take from the hands of the parents the direction of the children may be regarded by a bureaucracy as altruistic, but by the parents they are instinctively regarded as merely "interfering". The attempt to subjugate the family unit to the communal unit arouses antagonisms which, however irrational they may seem, are profound.

The very approach to the sympathetic review of the problem of how a child is to be trained reveals a divergence of emotion which is pregnant with such antagonisms. The bureaucratic educator, for example, is dealing with a potential citizen whose culture must be shaped to an arbitrary mould; the parent is dealing with "our Ethel" or "our Jim" whose immediate and future welfare is bound up with that of the family. This divergence is

casually, but strikingly, exemplified in common idiom, where the phrase "putting ideas into the child's head" is not used as a tribute of praise but as an expression of disgust or alarm. It signifies a jealousy of the family autonomy even in "mind-shaping" which conflicts with all policies of communal, that is State, education.

It is quite obvious that with the development of complex communities the autonomy of the home must suffer. The need, as it was expressed above, is not to preserve intact that primitive autonomy which is the desire of the savage, but to preserve as much of it as may be possible. Where intrusions are necessary they should be demonstrably necessary. Where sweeping inroads upon that autonomy are to be made, they should be tactfully made. The interference of the State in private lives should, equally with the interference of the State in economic organization, be achieved by a reasoned technique, and not wilfully, fitfully, or as the result of some extrinsic expediency. It is conceivable, for example, that the State should assume and exercise the right to enter a private residence at all hours or any chosen hour, but for the State to assume and exercise that right merely because some monopoly service was suspicious that its facilities were being used without licence would be to invite resentment, and possibly revolt. (The modern State is quite capable of such action on such trumpery justification, as we have seen in the attitude of the authorities towards wireless sets.)

The conduct of the life of the citizen must not be arbitrarily changed and must not be subject to arbitrary interference, for so long as the citizen is trained to believe that he has a social and economic responsibility for the support and supervision of his family unit, if the community is to be preserved from emotions destructive of individual happiness. This is to say no more than that to each man and woman the "full life" cannot be designed

and imposed upon the mind by some outside arbiter of conduct until and unless the inbred instincts of many generations and the open teachings of a generation yet alive are overthrown by a new teaching which can transform those instincts.

And any attempt to achieve that transformation and propagate such teaching must defeat its own object if it is so abruptly or peremptorily made as to arouse a "resistance complex" in the minds of the taught. The social temper of the Englishman has been embodied in a folk saying which, like all such, is a truism—"he will be led, but he won't be druv". The State which attempts to drive, actually invites a resistance which psychologically has nothing whatever to do with the virtues of the direction which is selected. That resistance may be passive, it may take time to show itself in any other form than that of a dumb resentment—it may remain, that is to say, a mental rather than a physical resistance—but it is a real thing, and a factor in the eventual arraignment by the protestants against the system of government or social organization which creates it.

The primal justification for toil is self-preservation; the secondary justification is self-fulfilment. If neither incentive is present some artificial compulsion must be exercised. In a community where the life of the individual worker and those of his dependents are preserved, no matter what may be his circumstances in relation to the exercise of labour, the primary justification is weakened and possibly destroyed. If from men so circumstanced toil is to be extracted without the use of communal compulsion in some primitive and brutal form, the secondary justification, that of self-fulfilment, must be emphasized. A man who is drawing a subvention from his fellows of, say, 25s. a week, will probably refuse a job of unpleasant work at 30s. a week, not because he is a

moral scoundrel, but because the margin does not represent to him a sufficiently tempting addition to his means of making life better worth living. If he were offered 60s, a week with the knowledge that such a scale brought him under some range of national or local imposts which would reduce the real value of that reward by half, he would not be deceived. He would in all probability remain content with his idleness and his subvention. Similarly a man engaged upon some business or occupation not in itself attractive to him, but necessary as his means of livelihood, might well, with an easy conscience, restrain his efforts at a given point because his earnings after that point would be so reduced by the tax-gatherer that the net extra reward was unattractive.

The avocations which are more desirable than leisure are few, and to those engaged in them extra effort must be weighed in the mind as the assessment of the means of making leisure more pleasant against a diminution of the leisure which can be so improved. A man working a five-day week at a pound a day would, in refusing to work a five-and-a-half day week, be merely purchasing a half-day's leisure for 10s., which might seem to him a cheap purchase. A worker having done a seven-hour night shift might consider that the eighth hour at time-and-a-half was not preferable to that eighth hour taken at his ease. In so deciding, neither would be guilty of any moral obliquity, nor would either show himself as anything but a sound thinker on the lines laid down by generations of "business men". The mental justification of the choice would be the old adage that money can be bought too dear.

The type of communal organization which breeds discontent is that in which certain classes of the community have to work too obviously harder for their self-preservation than do their fellows; where the secondary justification of self-fulfilment is ill-adjusted, so that the worker is not tempted to the extra effort because the reward is less valuable than the satisfactions of leisure; and where rewards are either so illogically or so unevenly apportioned that large masses of workers cannot by putting forth their maximum effort and sacrificing the maximum amount of leisure attain to even a bare parody of the self-fulfilments enjoyed and obtruded in enjoyment by some smaller sections of society. When into such a mal-organization is intruded, from whatever desperate need, an assurance by the community that the prime need to labour for self-preservation has been removed, the complications multiply. The psychological effect is not gratitude for subsistence without labour, it is resentment that society should consider bare subsistence enough for some while permitting others to enjoy adornments and fulfilments which all have been trained to desire. To strain an analogy, it may be said that the beggar at the gates of Dives is less resentful of the circumstances in which he finds himself than is some idle scullion sitting at the feast below the salt and forbidden to taste the dishes which he sees and savours as they pass from hand to hand.

Unevenness of reward in a society can be prevented from causing discontent only in one of two ways; by the acceptance of a series of taboos or the acceptance of a series of fetishes. When the king was generally regarded as a divinely anointed and sacramental man, he and his appointed deputies appeared to those whom they commanded to be beings of a superior kind. The respect paid to them was a form of fetish worship which prevented the mind of the worshipper from challenging the human "fairness" of the difference in the material lots of the worshipped and the worshipper. When knowledge was the close preserve of a select caste, the realization that the educated person had powers not possessed by the uneducated person created a similar fetish worship. But

this control of the emotions by the adulation and fear which a fetish arouses cannot be maintained when the king and his officers are no longer regarded as men possessing specially delegated supernatural powers and when knowledge has become the free possession of all grades of society.

In a community where the masses form an uneducated mob the acceptance of authority can be achieved by the mere possession of power in the hands of authority, but when the masses have been trained and encouraged to acquire knowledge, and to exert mental powers in challenge of existing appearances, authority must not only show its power but show also its reasons for possessing power. To this extent the old Tories were right who maintained that popular education was bound to be subversive to the maintenance of society as they had known it before that alleged blessing was dowered upon the masses. To this extent the modern Left Wing is right in applauding as incentives to discontent the weekly presentation in the illustrated Press of photographs and descriptions of the wealthier sections of society at play.

A population of illiterates and the suppression of the more flippant illustrated weekly periodicals would doubt-less permit the existence of a community fundamentally happier than that which now inhabits these lands. But since it is no longer "practical politics" to achieve a population of illiterates—or, indeed, to outrage the freedom of the press by suppressing such organs as are provocative of revolt against the prevailing economic and social systems—the position is created in the realm of ideas which reproduces that in the realm of material satisfactions. A nation cannot be happy and politically contented when cultural appetites are deliberately created and their complete fulfilment baulked. It cannot be happy if those appetites are created and fulfilled, but their

application to life rendered supremely difficult. The mob can only be bribed into acquiescence by bread and circuses when bread and circuses represent the limit of its desire for sustenance and amusement.

Humorous critics of our existing organization have remarked on the fact that collective feasting has disappeared from our working lives. There used to be a joyous ceremony of harvest-home, but it has not been replaced by a similar joyous ceremony on striking the trial balance. May Day was once a kind of innocent saturnalia when all rejoiced together. It has become a day of some anxiety to the authorities responsible for the maintenance of law and order. Once the workers gathered to make merry. Now they gather to make gloomy and menacing speeches. Jack-in-the-Green has been supplanted by Jack-on-the-rostrum, and the Lord of Misrule construes his title in no jocular way. Men once sang about their work, in both senses of the phrase, singing its pleasures and singing as they performed it. Despite the efforts of contemporary satirists, such as the admirable "Beachcomber", to supply new chanties for our new occupations, men do not now sing about their work.

These things are jests, but they are jests with a core of sinister truth. That truth is not merely, as some have insisted, that the form of modern labour is more artificial than the form of primitive labour. It is that the simplicities of labour and refreshment no longer satisfy the mind of working man, for his mental—and, if one may use the word without danger of misconstruction in this context, his spiritual—appetites have expanded. They have expanded under the direct stimulus of the communal will, but the communal will has not yet been powerful enough to adjust the terms and conditions of labour and leisure to the expanded need.

The lack of such adjustment would not in itself be a social canker. What irks men to the point of active discontent is the lack of assurance that the prevailing form of social organization permits such an adjustment and the fear that it actively prevents it. The shoe pinches because it cramps the growing foot. Individual aspirations, not only condoned but actively encouraged by society, are left unsatisfied, and the dissatisfaction is not appeased by the ancient annealings of accepted fetish or taboo worship as it might once have been.

At its simplest, the gap in satisfactions may be expressed thus—the failure of a small enterprise, a farm or a little business, to supply all the material comforts or mental refreshments which a citizen desired might be compensated for by an impalpable reward in the shape of a glow of self-conscious virtue in having assisted in the maintenance or progress of a joint venture in alliance with a congenial or respected or merely familiar master; the failure of a large enterprise, divorced from human contacts as between worker and eventual consumer, and worker and eventual controller, does not supply that impalpable. A small and simple enterprise with a tradition of continuity pays its workers in more than coin; a large and complex enterprise with a tradition of abrupt changes of personnel cannot add to its ostensible rewards of wages and organized "welfare". That a local harvest is good is a matter for general rejoicing in which all have reason to share; that an annual balance-sheet is good gives the rank and file of the workers cause rather for new resentment than for rejoicing.

It is true that such resentment may be illogical and "short-sighted", since a prosperous business, in theory, means some security of tenure for those who staff it.

But it is also true that the individual worker cannot connect his personal security of tenure with the state of that prosperity. He may be dispossessed of his claim on the business by the sudden obsolescence of a process or by a change in proprietorship wrought over his head. A lifetime's devotion to the joint enterprise leaves him with no greater claim upon it than did his first week's work. He feels, indeed, that the longer he spends with the business, the more menacing the threat of dismissal. (It may be remarked in passing that it is not without significance that in great modern enterprises the attainment of long service by employees is made the occasion for celebration and, often, the giving of medals, and talks on "loyalty". In the smaller businesses of an earlier day, and in agricultural life, long service was the expectation of the entrant.) Neither happiness nor contentment is possible in a society where sections that have a separate entity of effort have no such entity of reward, where, that is to say, the betterment of the whole does not show itself in some way as the betterment of each.

It may be argued that at no stage of society has the betterment of the whole of a section meant the betterment of each unit within it, and economically such argument could be well sustained. But some stages of society have provided, and future stages may provide, "betterments" which the economist cannot assess but which are of recognizable value to the psychologist. Man does not live by bread alone; he lives also, at the most sordid, by circuses. The task of the statesman, surely, includes the delicate business of realizing what particular kind of circus is fitted to each phase of a changing age, and of knowing when each type of circus has become outmoded in the advancing minds of the spectators. More important still, that task surely includes the business of realizing whether organized super-circuses are less or more satisfying than impromptu entertainments locally arranged. To cling to a somewhat troublesome metaphor, human

happiness may depend less on the occasional anodyne of an efficient fête on the village green than upon the constant resources of individual back-gardens.

In practice, of course, they can do either of two things. They can deny the Laws, or they can deny that their economic and social governors have rightly construed and applied them. The usual and easier course is the second course, and it gains force when their governors are seen to be actively tampering with what was once demonstrated to be an unalterable fiat of nature. For example, a generation of consumer-producers which has been taught that the price of goods is governed by some mysterious

operation known as the law of supply and demand cannot but feel sceptical either of the truth of that law or the honesty of its interpreters when it finds that by cartels and restriction schemes supply is being "rigged" to the detriment of those who constitute demand. It cannot but feel sceptical when it finds in some phases of its economic life there are more kinds than one of supply and demand.

For example, the value of a share in an enterprise is obviously fixed by the earning power of that enterprise; it turns upon the operation of supply and demand in so far as that affects the products of that enterprise. But he would be simple indeed who thought that this alone governed the value of his share, for it is also, and far too obtrusively, affected by the operation of supply and demand for the share itself, quite apart from the products of the enterprise. The share that I buy to-day for 20s. may to-morrow be worth 22s., not because the enterprise has suffered any change, but because the market in the shares themselves has been caught short in the face of a sudden demand. Similarly, it needs no great measure of experience or imagination to teach the simple fact that supply and demand are themselves terms governed by circumstances of time and place. The lesson, indeed, is explicit in a once popular music-hall song concerned with the man who was asked sixpence for a quantity of sulphur and grumbled that he could get it for fourpence at Boots', only to be told that he could get it for nothing in Hell.

The tendency of mankind when told that economic and social relations are governed by abstract laws is, thus, not to deny the validity of the laws but to deny the competence of governing persons to apply those laws or to organize society in such ways that the incidence of the laws is changed. If a community feels that it is being left by its governors to the mercy of abstract laws when human ingenuity could change their incidence, it will grow

discontented. It will grow more discontented when it feels, whether justifiably or not, that those laws are indeed being evaded or deflected, but only for the benefit of a favoured few.

This aspect of discontent has itself more than one phase. An excess in supply means that for a time supply must wane until demand again overtakes it. The complete closing down of an enterprise will ruin the happiness of those dependent upon it for their livelihoods. The partial closing down will create differences in treatment between work-people. The attempt to continue production on the old scale and to overcome the lack of outlet by some system of storage will eventually imperil the whole enterprise. Those affected will then turn their resentment against a world system which has made possible such cycles of temporary over-production or against a local system which, knowing that such a cycle is operative, has failed to organize itself in such a way that the periods of unwanted labour can be endured without suffering.

In a capitalist State the criticism is apt to take a detailed form once the workers who are personally hit by the cycle have been educated into an understanding of the financial and economic history of the undertaking they serve. The existence of dividend equalization reserves and the non-existence of wages equalization reserves becomes a matter for bitter comment. The possibility of a company paying high dividends for a period of years, only to pay no dividends and to turn workers away at a time of unexpected trade slackness, is reviewed with an understandable impatience by those bereft of work or income. It does not soothe the consequent discontent to explain that, in the case of this or that company, or this or that industry, no prudence could have obviated the situation. Even if it be successfully shown that in the heavy

industries the deflection of all the earnings paid in dividends to the wages fund would hardly benefit the individual worker to an appreciable extent, the feeling will remain that in a world capable of being organized not only for "plenty" but for evenly spaced "plenty" someone is either blundering or plundering.

Of two things one—either the world is capable of such organization, or it is not. Either selected pockets of humanity in the world, say the British or the American people, are capable of being so organized that spaced plenty is possible or they are not. Either the advance from the uncertainty of primitive, society, confined to hand labour and slow transportation, to the relative certainty of our own day of generous production and swift transportation has been a miracle of luck and cunning, or it has been a tragedy of unused chances and misused appliances.

The masses—that is, the volume of people who do the work of the world with little or no direct share in its government—might be reasonably contented to know on reliable intellectual authority that their present discontents are not only inevitable but are commendably few compared with the anxieties and deprivations which would have been theirs but for that miracle of luck and cunning. They might even be reasonably contented to know that, despite the misused and unused opportunities of the recent past, economic experts are now at one in devising the means of repairing the folly of their predecessors. They cannot be other than discontented when intellectual authority speaks with two voices, and when the method of advance recommended by one school of thought enjoying temporary power as the adviser of Government is immediately criticized as an approach to chaos by some other school of thought claiming equal right to confidence, and with the potentiality of being

itself the adviser of Government on the occurrence of some casual political change.

with the original operation which it now performs? If the invention of machinery was hailed as the dawn of a day when the curse of Adam—labour—was to be eased, why to-day is a growing list of unemployed regarded as a menace and not as a fulfilment of that promise?"

Such reasoning may be jejune and ingenuous, it may omit many considerations—the application of mechanical means to quality, for example, and the creation by mechanical means of new fields of demand—but it is reasoning accepted by growing masses of men and women. It leads to two conclusions—either the old machine-wreckers were right, or the society which has so mishandled machines must be radically altered.

Phrased differently, the clash of possibilities lies in the communal choice between a return to modes of life less ornate and less varied than those which the machines have made possible, and an advance to a mode of life infinitely more complex than we have yet known in which centralized authority must increase in power and the individual citizen must sacrifice liberty for luxury.



CHAPTER X



1014 AND 1026

THE industrial revolution, by the deceptive appearance of permanence which it gave to each advance in mechanical mastery, caused re-arrangements of population which themselves had the appearance of permanence. If steam-driven locomotives with a trail of carriages running on metal lines seemed to be the culmination of man's transporting ingenuity, the crowded factory towns of the north of England seemed to be the permanent result of power-worked factories. Few, if any, saw how rapidly the internal combustion engine was to disturb the permanence of the one or how soon the technique of British trading was to shake the permanence of the other.

The congestion of the North led to the inevitable clash between those who saw in the new conditions an immeasurable advance from the old and those who saw in them a pitiable failure to attain without unnecessary delay to possible better conditions. The town labourer of the mid-nineteenth century was far better housed and fed than the country labourer of the mid-eighteenth century, but his housing and feeding were obviously on a standard far below what was possible to the communal means. Back-to-back houses in serried streets arose under the compulsion of economic convenience not as the best shelters that could be provided but merely as shelters that could be provided quickly and cheaply in such a way that the labour force was encamped near to its field of operations—the pit or the factory. The early industrialists were only too palpably sincere in regarding the working conditions of factory life as more comfortable for the

workers than the conditions of rural and home-workers' lives. So sincere a reformer as Theodore Roosevelt on the verge of the present century worked desperately hard to save the tobacco workers from home labour on the very grounds which the early industrialists adopted in defence of the young factory system.
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stupid men whose economic ignorance was but little less resented than their violence. But Luddism in the early days of the twentieth century took another form—a refusal to expend full effort in working the machines in order to keep work in hand either for the employed workers or their fellows. "Ca' canny" was but a negative form of Luddism. The case against workers who preached and practised ca' canny was sound. The lower the cost of an article, the lower the selling price, and the lower the price the greater the demand. To refuse to work machines to their fullest advantage was wilfully to limit demand, and so to limit work.

at machines of great setting speed, many more periodicals would be launched and work created for typesetters; unemployed typesetters would not be a charge on trade union funds; the real wages of all would thus be higher.

The treatment accorded to the original Luddites, the early "aesthetic" protesters against machinery, such as Ruskin and Wordsworth (who is said to have sought a good railway investment while he protested against the

desecration of the landscape by locomotives and their trains) and the ca' canny trade unionists was that of contemptuous impatience with ignorant and greedy men. Either they were blind to their own eventual interests or they wished to preserve certain local amenities or a certain familiar culture at the expense of the world's material betterment. Industrialists tutored by economists and statesmen tutored by economists held that "production, production and ever increased production" was the secret of man's advance from lower to higher standards of life.

Not until the post-war years did the attitude change and not really until the whole effects of this blind concentration upon production had helped to create the recurring crises of 1929-33 did what one may call official opinion condone and even advocate ca' canny as an acceptable doctrine of economic salvation. The short day and the short working week were either reluctant concessions to pressure from organized labour or the amusing experiments of progressive employers with a whim for displaying philanthropy in that form rather than in the form of free libraries or playing fields. It was never even explained to a bewildered proletariat that cartellization with its voluntary restriction of output in certain markets and such experiments as the Stevenson rubber restriction scheme were but manifestations of the philosophy, unformulated but held, of Luddism, ca' canny, and Erewhonism.

In 1933 there came the complete reversal of "official opinion"—that is, the opinion of men in high political office held and uttered either after instruction by professed economists or without immediate and violent contradiction by the whole body of such—in the shape of admissions in the English House of Commons that technological unemployment must be regarded as a permanent or very long term factor and in America by the

drafting of the Thirty Hour Week Bill. An observer must be forgiven if in this progress he sees a sign that the opinion of the expert is apt to lag behind the conclusion of the non-expert, and that a truth dimly discerned and wrongly applied by the masses of the workers comes to be clearly discerned and applied by his academic betters only after a very long time-lag.

Delivering his Presidential Address to Section F of the British Association in 1931 Professor Edwin Cannan, Emeritus Professor of Political Economy in the University of London, gave it as his opinion that politicians "for the most part follow the economists with a sixty or seventy years' lag". This is a pregnant dictum. If it is true, the applications of economic thought which are so tardy cannot be helpful. The economist is primarily under the disability that his conclusions must be derived from observed data, and by the time the conclusion is reached and enunciated the data from which it was drawn may have passed from the realm of current actuality to that of recorded history. A proposed remedy might thus—indeed must almost always—be too late for the malady it proposes to cure. If there is a further time-lag, on Professor Cannan's evidence, of sixty to seventy years before the remedy when advised is applied, its futility, and even its danger, is apparent.

But Professor Cannan's dictum contains a naïve belief that the economists are one and speak always with an undivided voice. Assuming for a moment that his estimate of the time-lag is accurate, which are we to suppose—that in the year 1993 or 2000 the politicians will be implementing the conclusions of the Cambridge School or those of the London School?

When, as we saw in the earliest chapters of this book, there was an acceptable and accepted central authority whose discipline all obeyed, when the ethical code of the Church directed the economic activity of the worker, when good craftsmanship and fair dealings were the touchstones of public appreciation and tolerance, there was a directing voice by which the acts of the contemporary politicians could be inspired or judged. It was a single voice. The substitution of the economist as witch-doctor for such an authority has not produced a single voice, but a veritable Tower of Babel. If the politicians lag sixty or seventy years behind the economists, which particular group of jarring economists do they lag behind? If they are to shorten that lag, with which group of warring economists are they to fall into step?

Sir Josiah Stamp (in his foreword to The Riddle of Rationalization) has written:

The majority of those who give thought to the present amazing sickness of the world, and the inability of modern industrial society to take proper advantage of its own development and power, are coming to see that extreme and unco-ordinated individualism may not only fail to do justice to our possibilities, but even bring us to the verge of poverty. Nearly everyone is prepared to introduce some degree of conscious co-operation and control in industry—such as prevents municipal and civic affairs from falling into chaos—in order to prevent waste, overlapping and complete misjudgment of economic wants by a large aggregate of uncorrelated decisions. Everywhere there is a feeling that "planning" of some kind must be introduced at different key points in the economic machine to make it function, either at all, or to a better advantage than now. Schemes and suggestions fill the air, and the main questions that emerge are: "Who is to do the planning?" "Do you admit the democratic principle?" "Do you control ultimately by politics and the vote?"

"At what stage do you stop, if you can stop?" Is there any place for 'profitability' as a test of survival?" "Is there any scope for individual initiative, and especially for the new individual?" . . . We are all assuming, without much examination, that the fundamentals of human liberty will remain intact, or that what is left is more precious than our present rag-bag of doubtful rights.

There is no unanimity among professed economists in the answers to those questions. If the politicians are content to take their direction from economists, from which answerers must they receive instruction?

The duty of the statesmen, I premise, is so to direct the State that its subjects are content, but with no ignoble contentments. The test of the "nobility" or "ignobility" of the satisfactions which create content opens a new field of argument. One must be arbitrary in defining such a test, with a readiness implied to argue upon this theme elsewhere until the eyelids will no longer wag. Those satisfactions are ignoble which dull the faculties of those who receive them. Deprivations of responsibility make for an ignoble contentment in those skilfully taught to abhor responsibility. The acceptance of inferior handicraft as a means of avoiding the mental or physical exertion of procuring better handicraft makes for ignoble contentment. The acceptance of "soft comforts" in exchange for the right to exercise the personal faculties in the arrangement of a life makes for ignoble contentment.

Admitting that it is impossible to define such a term as "the good life", one may yet say that "the good life" is a term generally understandable, whether it be in the sense of Pater or in that of St. Francis, the sense of Nietzsche or the sense of Christ. That organization of the State which renders the good life difficult either by the

excess of material temptations to its antithesis or by the lack of means whereby primitive barbarism can be escaped is a bad organization. The duty of the statesmen, then, is to season the instruction of the economist with that of the ethical teacher, if he can.

But the choice of an ethical code by the State is a danger to the moral liberty of the subject, which is itself to many the gravest of evils. The duty of the statesmen must in this direction of activity be negative rather than positive—the instruction of the economist must be seasoned with a perpetual apprehension of the danger of allowing a code of law to increase national wealth at the expense of justice or of freedom, since in freedom alone can be retained the one comprehensive source of noble contentment, the potentiality—if not the actuality—of living that undefinable but recognizable "good life".

The rule of the economist unbridled would mean, in the existing complexity of the trading world, "planning" in both its phases, the short-term plan of the fiscal year and the long-term plan of generational development. Bridled only by the exigencies of the demands of sectional political supporters it already means spasmodic and uncorrelated planning from diverse motives. (I take my liquor at a time and price dictated to me by a haphazard combination of brewing and distilling combinations, temperance reformers, State spenders who must tax and licence to obtain revenue, and sociologists to whom liquor is a dangerous drug and a public house not an inn but an infamy. I take my amusement at the dictates of controllers of film quotas and actors' unions, of local bodies who open or keep shut at their elective will the pleasure grounds for which I and my fellows must pay. I select my viands under the correction of devisers of quota schemes. I school my children under compulsion designed to shape them to a mould of which I may not

approve. I launch, or do not launch, my enterprises, however beneficently conceived, in ways laid down for me by bureaucrats lacking all knowledge of my means and purpose. But these various restrictions are not unified, and were not unified at their conception. They have come, so to speak, at haphazard, and sometimes accidentally, as when my convenience as a drinker, or a games player, or a reader, is affected by the incidence of some arbitrary boundary like that between the City Police area and the Metropolitan Police area or one municipality and the next.) The spasmodical planning of the existing haphazard régime must, as Sir Josiah Stamp implies, give place to something different, and, as he warns us, is likely to give way to some new mode of planning in which the vital question of what is to happen to the fundamentals of human liberty, and the still more vital question of whether the benefits of the planning are more desirable than even what little is left of our old individual rights, are to be ignored or regarded as incidentals.

The first of Sir Josiah's questions is the most vital—who is to do the planning? Planning involves tyranny, no matter how beneficent in purpose. Who are to be our tyrants? We have already seen displayed what Huxley saw approaching, that a Parliamentary system of delegates gives neither representation to the electors as a community of individual citizens organized as families nor cohesion to a proposed plan in its progress to operation. Are the tyrants, then, to be some caucus-chosen committee of balanced representatives of party delegates, themselves the selection of caucuses? Or are the tyrants to be some secret college of bureaucrats chosen by academic examination and allotted to their fields of service by a system of grading of marks—the best examinee to the fiscal field and the worst to the inspection of nuisances? Is the qualification for tyranny to be either the possession of

those qualities which make a good party candidate—a glib tongue or a fat purse—or those which enable a man at the later stages of adolescence to pass certain scholastic tests? Neither choice promises well for the contentment of the mature masses who are to be ruled.

In the address to section F of the British Association from which I have quoted, Professor Cannan, without dispute, said, "I think the biggest change in economic theory during the last hundred years is to be found in the treatment of the subject of population." Are the new tyrants to be drawn from the available body of professed economists—a judicious mingling of the school of Gregory with the school of Keynes? And, if so, what guarantee have we that the egregious mistakes about population made in the past century will not be made in the next? Is the control of family life and the direction of knowledge of contraceptives to be entrusted to economic eugenists as capable of misdirection as their forerunners?

Or are the new tyrants to be practical industrialists and business-men? If so, with what satisfaction will the normal citizen look forward to the gradual transformation of his world to a series of adorned and camouflaged serf compounds, of decorated but recognizable industrial block-houses none the less repressive in their purpose for having roses round the door and twined about the barbedwire fencing? And is there any guarantee that the race of business men who misjudged the permanence of the rail roads, who abandoned under protest the system of free competition for that of cartellization only to find the replacement system no more effective for the prevention of the slump cycle than its predecessors, who veered from an advocacy of protection in fiscal affairs to an advocacy of free imports only to veer back again, allowing a Free Trade Premier to re-introduce the tariffs which a Protectionist Premier had abolished at their request, who with

generous enthusiasm supported the modern Universities as breeding grounds of highly educated technicians only to find that the supply of these grew far beyond the demand for their highly trained services, who flocked to the service of the State at the call of Mr. Lloyd George during the world war and helped to produce the worst peace in history—is there, I say, any guarantee that these practical men in their role as tyrants of the new planned State will be any more immune from error than in the past? The function of the man of business is to conduct his business in such a way that it prospers from year to year: his technique must change with changing circumstances: his methods must vary as new facilities become available to him. That wise political philosopher, the late Professor C. E. Vaughan, wroter:

Moral duties are comparatively unchanging. Political duties are determined mainly by expediency: in other words, by the circumstances—which, strictly speaking, are always unprecedented—of the given time and the given situation. Even in morals, no one not wholly inexperienced or grossly rash supposes that circumstances count for nothing. But in politics it is evident that the allowance to be made for them is infinitely larger: that, as Burke said, "circumstances, which some men count for nothing, in reality give to every political principle its distinguishing colour and discriminating effect."

In the conduct of business circumstances are even more dominant. A business training is, in many respects, more ill adapted than any other for politics, and is certainly ill adapted for the controlled politics of a planned economy. The very virtues of the business man are the vices of the
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290 The Return to Humanism

private lives by a certain code, they must assent or suffer indignities incompatible with the seriousness of the sin of refusing their assent.

The large unit tends to narrow and stabilize the mental life of the people whom it serves, rather than to widen it. The desideratum of the large producing unit is standardization of demand, whether that demand be for the shape of a collar or for the length of a book or for the nature of an entertainment. In the dissemination of knowledge the large unit makes for stereotyped information. The popular Press and the Broadcaster, for example, tend to shape a common mind rather than to stimulate diversities of thought and knowledge.

This trend towards uniformity is, perhaps, best seen in the shaping of the physical landscapes of towns and cities, each containing the same frontage to its depot of Messrs. Woolworth, Messrs. Montague Burton, Ltd., Messrs. W. H. Smith & Son, Ltd., or one of the well-known multiple stores for the sale of drapery or provisions, and each adorned by cinematograph theatres of depressing external similarity showing, if not the same, certainly the same kind of film.

The duplication of these emporia is not caused by a decision that their methods and goods are those most desired by the locality, or even by the nation at large, but by the need to duplicate to pattern depots for the disposal of goods produced in masses in standardized forms.

It is a possible opinion, and one widely held, that these tendencies, which are at one and the same time responsible for and caused by the large unit, are desirable, and that by their spread mankind is made happier rather than less happy. It is also a possible opinion, still held in some quarters, that these tendencies are undesirable, and make mankind less happy by reducing his personal independence

and depriving him of that responsibility for his own life whereby he could cultivate his own temperamental desires and find means to their fulfilment—the contriving of the means being no less a fulfilment than the finding.

The reward for a tolerance of this trend towards Robotism is a better material standard of life, a larger variety of material satisfactions within the limits of necessary standardization, and the banishment of certain old fears—if the system of large and single units can survive its own weaknesses. Of this capacity to survive
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there is no guarantee: if, for example, it is the whim of the controllers to-day to produce in the mass for mass distribution "grade A sterilized milk for cherished babies", it may be their whim shortly to produce in the mass for mass distribution grade A mustard gas for the elimination of awkward or unwanted masses.

The alternative to tolerance of this trend is reaction to simpler modes and greater personal freedoms, the price of which may be a lower standard of material comforts. In the days of Voltaire the English had forty-seven religions and only one sauce: to-day they have the one religion (of indifferentism) and Mr. Heinz and his compeers supply them with fifty-seven varieties of sauces. It is not discoverable which proportion makes for the greater happiness of the greater number.

By what means can the alternative be pursued? By two means—of which the first is the inculcation, by those who are aware of the choice, of the lesson that expanding material benefits from large-scale trade are not always coincident with expanding happiness, that a simpler life is often paradoxically a fuller life, and that "want" is a strictly relative term under modern usage. The second is by a revision of our modes of election to Parliament and its restoration to public prestige. By this I do not for one moment imply that we should leave the present method of election for some newer-fangled alternative, but that the exercise of the vote should be regarded as a function and not as a right, that it should be governed by those who supply and not those who use public wealth.

This last is a hard saying. It means, bluntly, that the vote should not be exercised by any who are the servants or the pensioners of the State, lest the taxing body which allocates whatever of wealth is contributed for communal purposes should be tempted to bribe with the public money the potential recipients of public money, and

should thus take more and more of the functions of the individual citizens into the domain of the State itself.

If the pensioners of the State are not to vote, the vote must be withdrawn from the dole-drawers. It is impossible! There would be a revolution of all who draw the dole or whose friends and relatives draw the dole or who fear that they may in person need to draw the dole. But this objection only holds good while we tolerate the dole as such.

If a nation can afford to keep in idleness some three million citizens, it can afford to keep them at work. It can afford to keep them at work either by lightening the labour hours of all workers or by finding occupation for them. That this has not already been done is due to one fact, and one fact only—the existence of large units of employers and organized labourers whose interests are menaced by a new distribution of leisure or the influx of workers at lower rates of pay. It is not a fear that the nation as a whole will be impoverished, but that a re-distribution of available wealth will affect certain sections, which prevents the short working week from absorbing the unemployed. The large employing units will not face a re-adjustment of costs; the large units of employed will not face a threat to existing wage rates. Any stimulus which prompts the unemployed to press for employment, such as depriving of the vote those who take State assistance without labour, is so far to the good. There need be no revolution, for the abolition of the dole in favour of shared labour, which means shared leisure, ought to precede the new allocation of the franchise.

The taking of the vote from State servants is no startling innovation. Until 1918 soldiers and sailors in the fighting services had neither vote nor voice. To declare that those who draw public money shall not vote for those who allocate it is an understandable precaution: there
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need be no fiat forbidding such public servants to take part and have voice in the election of the allocators.

The old property qualifications were unsatisfactory, but they were not irrational. They should be replaced by earning qualifications, since the power to earn in the modern State means the necessity of paying taxes.

It is absurd that a man should not be able to offer his labour at the dockside until he has paid his entrance fee to a body of organized dockside workers.

But it is not absurd that these things should be in society as we know it, for they are preventives of injustice devised against certain ills. The real absurdity is that for all our hundred years' lust for organization we have not found a less irrational remedy for the original ill. Such a remedy exists, but no single economic or sociological formula contains it. It must lie in a return to the form of government which encourages individual responsibility in the masses of men.
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296 The Return to Humanism

The masses, if they are to be encouraged to demand again the responsibility which was once the prerogative of the individual citizen, must be stirred by agitation, and the kind of agitation which alone can be successful is that of an earlier day—the direct stirring of individual emotions by direct personal appeals. The art of the platform, of the tribune, is almost lost. Few to-day think it worth the expenditure of effort to canvass the public will on isolated items of policy. Men will occasionally address meetings and bombard the Press with expressions of opinion about a party or about large principles of policy; they no longer undertake campaigns against particular measures.

It is said that the broadcaster and the form of popular journalism has destroyed the power of the public meeting. Electors will no longer attend. It is said that electorates are too large to permit the old individual canvass of each particular elector. It is said that the attraction of party politics is no longer sufficient to permit the vigorous life that once pulsated in ward committees and sectional associations. It may be so, but only by a revival of these things can the necessary education of the individual be achieved.

And to what end must that education be directed? The voter must be taught again to watch jealously all proposals that threaten new encroachments upon personal liberty and responsibility; to register disapproval of all measures which permit persons not directly answerable to the public through Parliament to frame instructions or prohibitions affecting conduct and the relation of the citizen to the State; to protest against proposals which make easier the aggregation of economic power and of capital into units so large that genuine supervision by the proprietors of the enterprise is rendered impossible and its bare form a farce. It must be ensured that all legislation is automatically short-term, and that the Expiring

Laws Continuance Act on its renewal is made the occasion for a general revision of Statutes which have become ripe for revision.

I Directors are elected and co-opted directors approved at annual meetings, but in law there is no responsibility upon anyone to notify shareholders that one director has resigned and another been substituted until that meeting. For twelve months less a day, therefore, any company may be under entirely new directorial influences without the general body of proprietors being any the wiser. It rarely happens so, of course, in practice.
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298 The Return to Humanism

know who shapes its life, it must be taught to be jealous of this delegation of power from the mass to the few. If the direction of such vast aggregations of capital for the making or distributing of vital commodities (in which credit must be included) is to all intents and purposes a public office—as indeed it is—then it, too, should be a public trust, and not the private hobby or interest of a cabal, however devoted and able. There may be a strong case for refusing the demand of organized Labour for some participation in direction and management; there can hardly be such a case against the participation of the capital providers.

Finally, the public must be taught again to be dissatisfied with an appeal from those seeking its suffrages based upon little but the promise to restore or maintain prosperity. Such appeals put first things second and second things first. They shape themselves thus: "Let us have tariffs (or no tariffs) and this trade and that will be the gainer." The older methods of appeal shaped themselves rather thus: "My design, if I am elected to a position of power, is to shape the life of the nation in this wise, and to do that I seek a mandate to impose (or abolish) tariffs which is one of the necessary means of reaching my objective."

It may seem contradictory that in succeeding paragraphs it is first suggested that the people must be taught again to concentrate more upon single proposals and next that they should demand a broader appeal from those seeking power to inaugurate proposals. The two are not contradictory, but complementary. It is upon his conception of the future shaping of civilization that a man should be elected, but it is upon the "bricklaying" work of individual measures that he must be constantly and constructively criticized by those electing him, and, if necessary, deprived of his office. The physical

inconvenience seems in our time to have ruled out of men's desires the short Parliament of the Chartists, but there is much to be said for the interpolation into our electoral system of some means of ensuring an expression of electoral opinion during the life of a five- or seven-year Parliament, whether such means be the Referendum or the power of recalling a Member to face a bye-election.

It is widely said that the people of the present generation hunger for dictatorship and its imposed discipline and are disillusioned by what experience they have had of democracy. This is to say that democracy has failed. It is a saying true in the same sense that the saying that Christianity has failed is true—it has failed to secure a working trial. It has failed to secure a working trial largely because the exponents of democratic government who achieved the first steps towards it failed to realize that democracy is much more nearly akin to anarchy (not, of course, in the popular usage of that term, but in its exact and philosophical usage) than to oligarchy. What was loosely described as democratic government between, roughly, 1870 and 1914 was in reality oligarchic government, and in a world organized in large units any form of dictatorship must be oligarchic. The oligarchs will be different, perhaps, but the method must be the same. Communities are themselves now too large for a dictator to control them by any other method than that of small oligarchies culminating in a supreme oligarchy of which he is the head.

The tendency of dictatorship is obviously towards evergrowing units until all units become one—the managed State. In the managed State are two dangers to personal happiness. The first is the obvious danger that organization for planned productivity may clash with the traditional appetites and fulfilments of the individual citizens. The second is that in the multiplication of dictatorships
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may lie the thwarting of that world dictatorship of which imaginative novelists so frequently write and which is the logical progress from national dictatorships. If dictatorships breed rivalry which finds expression in war, the end of civilization is at hand. The return of mankind will not then be to a simple civilization, a civilization of hard-living simplicity, but to barbarism.

A world unity under a single command would obviate war in any sense known to human experience, but it is a concept harder to translate into fact as each national bloc solidifies under a dictator who owes his power to a growing sense of nationalism. A unified world in which each national bloc achieves government by a succession of governors changed without strife, and in which the foreign policies of the nation are modified both by such changes and the fear of such changes, may manage to obviate war by the perfecting of its common instrument, the League of Nations, for settling disputes as they arise and for avoiding conditions that lead to disputes. The negative permission given by democracies to economic and governmental units to grow larger, to drift, that is to say, further and further away from the older ideal of a maintained human relation in all functional relations and from the effective control of life by the mass as a mass, has not even the excuse that it makes the foundations of peace more sure.

One aspect alone will make this point clear. Time was when treaties between nations were what they purported to be—treaties between nations. To-day treaties are more and more treaties between various industrial or trading blocs within nations arranged through the States involved. In the early eighteen-sixties peace between America and England was said by one mordant satirist to

Fibre of cotton.

That exaggeration may well be aptly true in the nineteensixties, for International relations are more and more bound by ties woven for the sake of this or that group of producers or distributors of commodities, and every tie in world politics means a potential cause of rupture. And this tendency owes its being entirely to the large-scale organizations born in an age when the economist dominated and overwhelmed the humanist in politics. It is the economist who hungers for rigidity in trading relations.
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tradesmen and fewer friction surfaces between occupants and staff or between the various members of the family one with the other. The analogy, in this last sentence, with a nation is too close to need apology.

Governments which appear to their members and to their subjects as bodies to which an appeal can be made for the organization of communal action to meet necessities which are not within the scope and power of sections, make for communal happiness; those which appear as bodies determined to take into the realm of communal action all that can possibly be done by the State make for communal discontent, even though the result of such abrogation of power results in technically better government as expressed in a higher level of total prosperity.
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political factors become too many and too subtly inter-
woven for the human mind to grasp the resultant complex
for use as data for safe deduction as to the trend of the
future. The imponderables outweigh the ponderables.

The end of the matter is that the central banker, as such,
must confess himself unable to see more than a step of his
way. He must, if he be honest, say, as Mr. Norman said
at the Bankers’ dinner in 1932 :

For most of us, “One step enough for me.”
That is as far as, on the whole, I can say. The
difficulties are vast, the forces so unlimited, so novel,
the precedents are so lacking, that I approach this
whole subject not only in ignorance but in humility.
It is too great for me. I am willing to do my best.

In other words, the pose of the witch-doctor with the
infallible remedy and the right to smell out the heretics
of his tribe must be abandoned. Humility and a pledge
to do his best must replace the austere haughtiness of the
master craftsman who has hitherto stood above and
beyond suspicion of bewilderment in his craft.

But—and here, for many in all camps of thought, is the
rub—the ““ best "’ that is proffered may not satisfy, and
yet the profferer remains irremovable. The humility may
be genuine, but the convention of the tribe may still
demand that the humble confessor of bewilderment must
be treated as sacrosanct.

By common consent the head of a great Central Bank
has more real power over the daily lives of & community
than almost any other occupier of office. A General

whose plan of campaign fails—whether from ineptitude in
roncention or micfortiine in axvectttinn——ic remanved He
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igents to uses which the owner can neither trace nor
omprehend. This means that the ownership of money—
epresenting calls upon the goods and services of mankind
—is utterly divorced from personal responsibility. It is
ent for what it will fetch, and not for what it will do.
[o such a state of divorcement has ownership from control
ind responsibility come that—to use our earlier example
—the embittered head of a Purity League may by her
sersonal savings be helping to subsidize a camouflaged
orothel.  (When quite recently it was discovered that the
3ank of England was interested in the ground site of a
ortain celehrated café miich natronized hyv oatetv-ceekers
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possession has a quality of satisfaction-rendering which is
not inherent in a communally possessed equivalent. Even
the mystics who strive to attain to a state beyond the lust
to possess admit that the pleasure-giving quality of
possessions is a temptation to be conquered by stern and
persistent discipline. In possession is the tradition of the
human race. The human objection to the man with great
possessions is not that he possesses but either that he
possesses beyond his rightful share, and so prevents others
from having the satisfactions of ownership, or that he
uses the power which his possessions bestow upon him
to the detriment of his fellows.

If any deny that personal possession is a source of
happiness this book is, again, a mere fandangle, for the
direction of this book is towards the conviction that the
ownership of property in the real sense of the term has
been made progressively more difficult to the citizen and
that, despite admitted advantages from collective owner-
ship, happiness and content have declined with the
progress from individual to collective ownership. The
effect upon the citizen of a centralized government under-
taking an ever-widening range of functions and that of
limited liability in the proprietorship of enterprises is the
same—it gives him a nominal share in ownership without
the actual responsibility and sense of possession of real
ownership. It tends to make him the puppet of his own
delegates, in the selection of whom he has only a nominal
choice, since large electorates, whether of political voters
or company shareholders, must in practice confine their
selection of representatives to a choice between candidates
nominated by a caucus.

In finance the use of a citizen’s money has tended
through the past century to pass further and further from
his cognizance and is quite beyond his own sense of
responsibility. It is directed by the agents of his agent’s
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espoused the simple as against the complex, who looking
at happiness saw the truth of the ancient rune that “ it is
not given for goods or gear, but for The Thing "—whatever
““ The Thing ” may be. They were not simpletons in the
other sense. They did not imagine, as their deriders
appear to have imagined, that an increase in man'’s
material possessions contrived at a time when avarice
had become the test of a man’s right to social applause
and honour somehow changes the temperament and alters
the inherited traditions of the mass of men, leaving the
powerful few to retain both unaltered. They did not
imagine that a sense of injustice as to the sharing of
benefits disappears if the smaller, and supposedly unjust
share, is increased in quantity and not in proportion.
They did not imagine that an abrupt change of environ-
ment can in a generation or two generations induce con-
tentment by shaping the psychology formed in other
circumstances to the new surroundings. They did not
imagine that men who had resented tyranny under a
known tyrant would cease to resent it under remote
tyrants, and would serve complacently in an unnatural
mode of life merely because that mode had substituted
new discontents for old, had removed the fear of famine
and the presence of chronic ill nourishment and under-
clothing only to replace these things by the fear of the
degradation of pauperism at recurring intervals and the
presence of created appetites with satisfactions perpetually
within sight but generally out of reach.

The economic simpletons were disregarded. A larger
body of economic simpletons than that represented by
such “intellectuals ” as Ruskin, Mathew Arnold® and
Samuel Butler earned even more violent derision. The
early machine wreckers, the Luddites, were patently

T It was Arnold who first derided enthusiasm for a quickened
transport which merely took its users more speedily from a dull and
iliberal life in one place to a dull and illiberal life in another.
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THERE have been many glib definitions of man. ‘‘ Man
is a tool-making animal.”” * Man is a political animal.”
‘““ Glory to man in the highest, for man is the master of
things.” It is possible—I do not know, for I have not
looked—that a volume like Benham’s Book of Quotations
would give many additions to these three aphorisms
selected from the rag-bag of memory. One aspect of man
may be displayed in a similar aphorism—man is a
managing animal, a contriver who delights to control his
contrivances.

If any deny that premise, whatever point or direction
this book has is for him fallacious, for the direction of this
book is towards the conclusion that the freedom to con-
trive and manage has been withdrawn from the mass of
men and monopolized by the few. With the beginnings
of centralized government over wide areas the tendency
began; with the dawn of the machine age it was
quickened ; to-day it has become almost intolerable.

The more a man has by circumstances to delegate the
primary functions and selections of life, the further is
he removed from happiness. The more remote his
delegates are from him in the exercise of their functions,
the more removed is he from contentment. The exercise
of functions by experts may make for material betterment
and that vague state of being known as efficiency, but
does not necessarily make for general happiness.

Allied to the right to manage one’s own life is the right
to possess property, and to control it. A personal

268





EPUB/media/file1.jpg
SR B CLTARLESIEAEE: TR UL AL RGENE: WALy WRANIAgyes. VAR e e
industrial revolution well under weigh and to complete
the work of the Tudor despoilers by enclosing what was
left of the common lands. But his power was changed
and his outlook was changed, and his personal focus of
responsibility was changed. He was less the subject of
laws directed against his possible rapacity than the
instigator of laws designed to protect and forward his
interests against those of the other sections of the State.
Two quite representative types of the new ruler may be
studied in Cecil, Elizabeth’s Minister, and George Heriot,
the goldsmith to James I.

Another change which followed the break-up of the
monasteries and the gilds was that change in what may be
called the youth’s ladder of ambition. The Church in
pre-Reformation times, as in Ireland to this day, offered
a way of escape to the boy of special gifts from his original
environment. It opened a way to such men as Wolsey.
The gilds provided the ‘“ horizontal ” complement to the
Church. Through the Church a boy might rise to great
power of statecraft and scholarship. Through the gild
he might grow to completion as a master craftsman, sure
of his eventual status. After the Reformation the ladder
of ambition was wealth, and the way to wealth was not by
remaining a craftsman.
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main directional power, the status of the workers in the
mass was steadily changing as the mode of industry and
exchange altered. In their admirable Economic History
of Europe Professors Knight, Barnes and Flugel write :

The emphasis upon commercial and financial
development between 1500 and 1750 should not be
allowed to obscure the fact that industry had grown
enormously. This growth had carried with it con-
siderable changes in organization and technique. In
the Low Countries many industries had spread from
the towns to the countryside, where by the sixteenth
century they had undergone a degree of capitalistic
organization by ‘* merchant-manufacturers ”

The rural artisan produced on a small scale and
usually marketed through a middleman or entre-
preneur. Oftentimes this ‘“ merchant-manufacturer ”

r ““ clothier "' also furnished the raw material. As
fully developed during the two centuries just before
1750, with the various processes divided among
different households, coming together in the clothier
and reaching the market through him, this was called
the * putting-out " system. It was very common
in the textile industries of England

The growth of the * putter-out” was by no means
universal, for

there was a great deal of really indepen-
dent rural industry in the English county of Yorkshire
clear into the nineteenth century. The artizan was
free to buy his own wool and to sell his finished cloth
in the markets of Bradford, Leeds, Halifax, or Wake-
field. Under such conditions, where the independent
artizan might and could compete with the clothiers,
or where the industrial capitalist did not exist at all,
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more silver and gold it had in its possession, the richer it
was. The aim, then, was to import more silver and gold
than was exported, and thus to accumulate an ever rising
balance for the military and economic war chests. Merely
prohibiting export was hopeless, for that, where it was not
skilfully evaded, caused a diminution of trade, and trade
gave the nation claims to more and more symbols of
wealth. The great need was to conduct trade in such a
way that the nation sold more goods other than gold and
silver than it bought, and the foreigner would then settle
the difference by sending gold and silver to redress the
balance.

This diagnosis of the needs of the nation found a most
convincing enunciator in the person of Thomas Mun who
produced a truly epoch-making work entitled England’s
Treasure by Forraign Trade, o