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PRELIMINARY NOTICE

It was in the year 1869 that, impressed with the degree
in which, even during the last twenty years, when the world
seemed so wholly occupied with other matters, the socialist
ideas of speculative thinkers had spread among the workers in
every civilized country, Mr. Mill formed the design of writing
a book on Socialism. Convinced that the inevitable tendencies
of modern society must be to bring the questions involved
in it always more and more to the front, he thought it of
great practical consequence that they should be thoroughly and
impartially considered, and the lines pointed out by which the
best speculatively-tested theories might, without prolongation of
suffering on the one hand, or unnecessary disturbance on the
other, be applied to the existing order of things. He therefore
planned a work which should go exhaustively through the whole
subject, point by point; and the chapters now printed are the
first rough drafts thrown down towards the foundation of that
work. These chapters might not, when the work came to be
completely written out and then re-written, according to the
author's habit, have appeared in the present order; they might



have been incorporated into different parts of the work. It has not
been without hesitation that I have yielded to the urgent wish of
the editor of this Review to give these chapters to the world; but
I have complied with his request because, while they appear to
me to possess great intrinsic value as well as special application
to the problems now forcing themselves on public attention, they
will not, I believe, detract even from the mere literary reputation
of their author, but will rather form an example of the patient
labor with which good work is done.

Helen Taylor.
January, 1879.



INTRODUCTORY

In the great country beyond the Atlantic, which is now well-
nigh the most powerful country in the world, and will soon
be indisputably so, manhood suffrage prevails. Such is also the
political qualification of France since 1848, and has become that
of the German Confederation, though not of all the several states
composing it. In Great Britain the suffrage is not yet so widely
extended, but the last Reform Act admitted within what is called
the pale of the Constitution so large a body of those who live
on weekly wages, that as soon and as often as these shall choose
to act together as a class, and exert for any common object the
whole of the electoral power which our present institutions give
them, they will exercise, though not a complete ascendency, a
very great influence on legislation. Now these are the very class
which, in the vocabulary of the higher ranks, are said to have no
stake in the country. Of course they have in reality the greatest
stake, since their daily bread depends on its prosperity. But they
are not engaged (we may call it bribed) by any peculiar interest
of their own, to the support of property as it is, least of all to the
support of inequalities of property. So far as their power reaches,
or may hereafter reach, the laws of property have to depend for
support upon considerations of a public nature, upon the estimate
made of their conduciveness to the general welfare, and not upon
motives of a mere personal character operating on the minds of



those who have control over the Government.

It seems to me that the greatness of this change is as yet
by no means completely realized, either by those who opposed,
or by those who effected our last constitutional reform. To say
the truth, the perceptions of Englishmen are of late somewhat
blunted as to the tendencies of political changes. They have seen
so many changes made, from which, while only in prospect,
vast expectations were entertained, both of evil and of good,
while the results of either kind that actually followed seemed
far short of what had been predicted, that they have come to
feel as if it were the nature of political changes not to fulfil
expectation, and have fallen into a habit of half-unconscious
belief that such changes, when they take place without a violent
revolution, do not much or permanently disturb in practice the
course of things habitual to the country. This, however, is but a
superficial view either of the past or of the future. The various
reforms of the last two generations have been at least as fruitful
in important consequences as was foretold. The predictions
were often erroneous as to the suddenness of the effects, and
sometimes even as to the kind of effect. We laugh at the vain
expectations of those who thought that Catholic emancipation
would tranquilize Ireland, or reconcile it to British rule. At the
end of the first ten years of the Reform Act of 1832, few
continued to think either that it would remove every important
practical grievance, or that it had opened the door to universal
suffrage. But five-and-twenty years more of its operation had



given scope for a large development of its indirect working,
which is much more momentous than the direct. Sudden effects
in history are generally superficial. Causes which go deep down
into the roots of future events produce the most serious parts
of their effect only slowly, and have, therefore, time to become
a part of the familiar order of things before general attention
is called to the changes they are producing; since, when the
changes do become evident, they are often not seen, by cursory
observers, to be in any peculiar manner connected with the
cause. The remoter consequences of a new political fact are
seldom understood when they occur, except when they have been
appreciated beforehand.

This timely appreciation is particularly easy in respect to
tendencies of the change made in our institutions by the Reform
Act of 1867. The great increase of electoral power which the
Act places within the reach of the working classes is permanent.
The circumstances which have caused them, thus far, to make
a very limited use of that power, are essentially temporary. It
is known even to the most inobservant, that the working classes
have, and are likely to have, political objects which concern
them as working classes, and on which they believe, rightly or
wrongly, that the interests and opinions of the other powerful
classes are opposed to theirs. However much their pursuit of
these objects may be for the present retarded by want of electoral
organization, by dissensions among themselves, or by their not
having reduced as yet their wishes into a sufficiently definite



practical shape, it is as certain as anything in politics can be, that
they will before long find the means of making their collective
electoral power effectively instrumental to the proportion of their
collective objects. And when they do so, it will not be in the
disorderly and ineffective way which belongs to a people not
habituated to the use of legal and constitutional machinery, nor
will it be by the impulse of a mere instinct of levelling. The
instruments will be the press, public meetings and associations,
and the return to Parliament of the greatest possible number
of persons pledged to the political aims of the working classes.
The political aims will themselves be determined by definite
political doctrines; for politics are now scientifically studied
from the point of view of the working classes, and opinions
conceived in the special interest of those classes are organized
into systems and creeds which lay claim to a place on the
platform of political philosophy, by the same right as the systems
elaborated by previous thinkers. It is of the utmost importance
that all reflecting persons should take into early consideration
what these popular political creeds are likely to be, and that every
single article of them should be brought under the fullest light of
investigation and discussion, so that, if possible, when the time
shall be ripe, whatever is right in them may be adopted, and what
1s wrong rejected by general consent, and that instead of a hostile
conflict, physical or only moral, between the old and the new, the
best parts of both may be combined in a renovated social fabric.
At the ordinary pace of those great social changes which are not



effected by physical violence, we have before us an interval of
about a generation, on the due employment of which it depends
whether the accommodation of social institutions to the altered
state of human society, shall be the work of wise foresight, or of
a conflict of opposite prejudices. The future of mankind will be
gravely imperilled, if great questions are left to be fought over
between ignorant change and ignorant opposition to change.
And the discussion that is now required is one that must
go down to the very first principles of existing society. The
fundamental doctrines which were assumed as incontestable by
former generations, are now put again on their trial. Until the
present age, the institution of property in the shape in which
it has been handed down from the past, had not, except by a
few speculative writers, been brought seriously into question,
because the conflicts of the past have always been conflicts
between classes, both of which had a stake in the existing
constitution of property. It will not be possible to go on longer
in this manner. When the discussion includes classes who have
next to no property of their own, and are only interested in the
institution so far as it is a public benefit, they will not allow
anything to be taken for granted — certainly not the principle of
private property, the legitimacy and utility of which are denied
by many of the reasoners who look out from the stand-point
of the working classes. Those classes will certainly demand
that the subject, in all its parts, shall be reconsidered from the
foundation; that all proposals for doing without the institution,



and all modes of modifying it which have the appearance of
being favorable to the interest of the working classes, shall
receive the fullest consideration and discussion before it is
decided that the subject must remain as it is. As far as this
country is concerned, the dispositions of the working classes
have as yet manifested themselves hostile only to certain outlying
portions of the proprietary system. Many of them desire to
withdraw questions of wages from the freedom of contract,
which is one of the ordinary attributions of private property.
The more aspiring of them deny that land is a proper subject for
private appropriation, and have commenced an agitation for its
resumption by the State. With this is combined, in the speeches
of some of the agitators, a denunciation of what they term usury,
but without any definition of what they mean by the name; and
the cry does not seem to be of home origin, but to have been
caught up from the intercourse which has recently commenced
through the Labor Congresses and the International Society, with
the continental Socialists who object to all interest on money,
and deny the legitimacy of deriving an income in any form
from property apart from labor. This doctrine does not as yet
show signs of being widely prevalent in Great Britain, but the
soil is well prepared to receive the seeds of this description
which are widely scattered from those foreign countries where
large, general theories, and schemes of vast promise, instead
of inspiring distrust, are essential to the popularity of a cause.
It is in France, Germany, and Switzerland that anti-property



doctrines in the widest sense have drawn large bodies of working
men to rally round them. In these countries nearly all those who
aim at reforming society in the interest of the working classes
profess themselves Socialists, a designation under which schemes
of very diverse character are comprehended and confounded,
but which implies at least a remodelling generally approaching
to abolition of the institution of private property. And it would
probably be found that even in England the more prominent and
active leaders of the working classes are usually in their private
creed Socialists of one order or another, though being, like most
English politicians, better aware than their Continental brethren
that great and permanent changes in the fundamental ideas of
mankind are not to be accomplished by a coup de main, they
direct their practical efforts towards ends which seem within
easier reach, and are content to hold back all extreme theories
until there has been experience of the operation of the same
principles on a partial scale. While such continues to be the
character of the English working classes, as it is of Englishmen
in general, they are not likely to rush head-long into the reckless
extremities of some of the foreign Socialists, who, even in sober
Switzerland, proclaim themselves content to begin by simple
subversion, leaving the subsequent reconstruction to take care of
itself; and by subversion, they mean not only the annihilation of
all government, but getting all property of all kinds out of the
hands of the possessors to be used for the general benefit; but in
what mode it will, they say, be time enough afterwards to decide.



The avowal of this doctrine by a public newspaper, the organ
of an association (La Solidarite published at Neuchatel), is one
of the most curious signs of the times. The leaders of the English
working-men — whose delegates at the congresses of Geneva
and Bale contributed much the greatest part of such practical
common sense as was shown there — are not likely to begin
deliberately by anarchy, without having formed any opinion as
to what form of society should be established in the room of
the old. But it is evident that whatever they do propose can
only be properly judged, and the grounds of the judgment made
convincing to the general mind, on the basis of a previous survey
of the two rival theories, that of private property and that of
Socialism, one or other of which must necessarily furnish most of
the premises in the discussion. Before, therefore, we can usefully
discuss this class of questions in detail, it will be advisable to
examine from their foundations the general question raised by
Socialism. And this examination should be made without any
hostile prejudice. However irrefutable the arguments in favor of
the laws of property may appear to those to whom they have the
double prestige of immemorial custom and of personal interest,
nothing is more natural than that a working man who has begun
to speculate on politics, should regard them in a very different
light. Having, after long struggles, attained in some countries,
and nearly attained in others, the point at which for them, at
least, there is no further progress to make in the department of
purely political rights, is it possible that the less fortunate classes



among the "adult males" should not ask themselves whether
progress ought to stop there? Notwithstanding all that has been
done, and all that seems likely to be done, in the extension of
franchises, a few are born to great riches, and the many to a
penury, made only more grating by contrast. No longer enslaved
or made dependent by force of law, the great majority are so
by force of poverty; they are still chained to a place, to an
occupation, and to conformity with the will of an employer, and
debarred by the accident of birth both from the enjoyments,
and from the mental and moral advantages, which others inherit
without exertion and independently of desert. That this is an
evil equal to almost any of those against which mankind have
hitherto struggled, the poor are not wrong in believing. Is it a
necessary evil? They are told so by those who do not feel it
— by those who have gained the prizes in the lottery of life.
But it was also said that slavery, that despotism, that all the
privileges of oligarchy were necessary. All the successive steps
that have been made by the poorer classes, partly won from
the better feelings of the powerful, partly extorted from their
fears, and partly bought with money, or attained in exchange
for support given to one section of the powerful in its quarrels
with another, had the strongest prejudices opposed to them
beforehand; but their acquisition was a sign of power gained by
the subordinate classes, a means to those classes of acquiring
more; it consequently drew to those classes a certain share of
the respect accorded to power, and produced a corresponding



modification in the creed of society respecting them; whatever
advantages they succeeded in acquiring came to be considered
their due, while, of those which they had not yet attained,
they continued to be deemed unworthy. The classes, therefore,
which the system of society makes subordinate, have little reason
to put faith in any of the maxims which the same system of
society may have established as principles. Considering that the
opinions of mankind have been found so wonderfully flexible,
have always tended to consecrate existing facts, and to declare
what did not yet exist, either pernicious or impracticable, what
assurance have those classes that the distinction of rich and poor
is grounded on a more imperative necessity than those other
ancient and long-established facts, which, having been abolished,
are now condemned even by those who formerly profited by
them? This cannot be taken on the word of an interested party.
The working classes are entitled to claim that the whole field
of social institutions should be re-examined, and every question
considered as if it now arose for the first time; with the idea
constantly in view that the persons who are to be convinced
are not those who owe their ease and importance to the present
system, but persons who have no other interest in the matter than
abstract justice and the general good of the community. It should
be the object to ascertain what institutions of property would
be established by an unprejudiced legislator, absolutely impartial
between the possessors of property and the non-possessors;
and to defend and to justify them by the reasons which would



really influence such a legislator, and not by such as have the
appearance of being got up to make out a case for what already
exists. Such rights or privileges of property as will not stand
this test will, sooner or later, have to be given up. An impartial
hearing ought, moreover, to be given to all objections against
property itself. All evils and inconveniences attaching to the
institution in its best form ought to be frankly admitted, and the
best remedies or palliatives applied which human intelligence
is able to devise. And all plans proposed by social reformers,
under whatever name designated, for the purpose of attaining
the benefits aimed at by the institution of property without its
inconveniences, should be examined with the same candor, not
prejudged as absurd or impracticable.

Socialist Objections to the Present Order of Society

As in all proposals for change there are two elements to
be considered — that which is to be changed, and that which
it is to be changed to — so in Socialism considered generally,
and in each of its varieties taken separately, there are two
parts to be distinguished, the one negative and critical, the
other constructive. There is, first, the judgment of Socialism
on existing institutions and practices and on their results; and
secondly, the various plans which it has propounded for doing
better. In the former all the different schools of Socialism are
at one. They agree almost to identity in the faults which they



find with the economical order of existing society. Up to a
certain point also they entertain the same general conception
of the remedy to be provided for those faults; but in the
details, notwithstanding this general agreement, there is a wide
disparity. It will be both natural and convenient, in attempting
an estimate of their doctrines, to begin with the negative portion
which is common to them all, and to postpone all mention of
their differences until we arrive at that second part of their
undertaking, in which alone they seriously differ.

This first part of our task is by no means difficult; since
it consists only in an enumeration of existing evils. Of these
there is no scarcity, and most of them are by no means obscure
or mysterious. Many of them are the veriest commonplaces of
moralists, though the roots even of these lie deeper than moralists
usually attempt to penetrate. So various are they that the only
difficulty is to make any approach to an exhaustive catalogue.
We shall content ourselves for the present with mentioning a
few of the principal. And let one thing be remembered by the
reader. When item after item of the enumeration passes before
him, and he finds one fact after another which he has been
accustomed to include among the necessities of nature urged
as an accusation against social institutions, he is not entitled to
cry unfairness, and to protest that the evils complained of are
inherent in Man and Society, and are such as no arrangements
can remedy. To assert this would be to beg the very question
at issue. No one is more ready than Socialists to admit — they



affirm it indeed much more decidedly than truth warrants —
that the evils they complain of are irremediable in the present
constitution of society. They propose to consider whether some
other form of society may be devised which would not be liable
to those evils, or would be liable to them in a much less degree.
Those who object to the present order of society, considered
as a whole and who accept as an alternative the possibility of
a total change, have a right to set down all the evils which at
present exist in society as part of their case, whether these are
apparently attributable to social arrangements or not, provided
they do not flow from physical laws which human power is not
adequate, or human knowledge has not yet learned, to counteract.
Moral evils and such physical evils as would be remedied if all
persons did as they ought, are fairly chargeable against the state
of society which admits of them; and are valid as arguments
until it is shown that any other state of society would involve
an equal or greater amount of such evils. In the opinion of
Socialists, the present arrangements of society in respect to
Property and the Production and Distribution of Wealth, are as
means to the general good, a total failure. They say that there is an
enormous mass of evil which these arrangements do not succeed
in preventing; that the good, either moral or physical, which they
realize is wretchedly small compared with the amount of exertion
employed, and that even this small amount of good is brought
about by means which are full of pernicious consequences, moral
and physical.



First among existing social evils may be mentioned the evil of
Poverty. The institution of Property is upheld and commended
principally as being the means by which labor and frugality
are insured their reward, and mankind enabled to emerge from
indigence. It may be so; most Socialists allow that it has been
so in earlier periods of history. But if the institution can do
nothing more or better in this respect than it has hitherto done, its
capabilities, they affirm, are very insignificant. What proportion
of the population, in the most civilized countries of Europe,
enjoy in their own persons anything worth naming of the benefits
of property? It may be said, that but for property in the hands of
their employers they would be without daily bread; but, though
this be conceded, at least their daily bread is all that they have;
and that often in insufficient quantity; almost always of inferior
quality; and with no assurance of continuing to have it at all;
an immense proportion of the industrious classes being at some
period or other of their lives (and all being liable to become)
dependent, at least temporarily, on legal or voluntary charity.
Any attempt to depict the miseries of indigence, or to estimate
the proportion of mankind who in the most advanced countries
are habitually given up during their whole existence to its physical
and moral sufferings, would be superfluous here. This may be
left to philanthropists, who have painted these miseries in colors
sufficiently strong. Suffice it to say that the condition of numbers
in civilized Europe, and even in England and France, is more
wretched than that of most tribes of savages who are known to us.



It may be said that of this hard lot no one has any reason
to complain, because it befalls those only who are outstripped
by others, from inferiority of energy or of prudence. This, even
were it true, would be a very small alleviation of the evil. If
some Nero or Domitian was to require a hundred persons to
run a race for their lives, on condition that the fifty or twenty
who came in hindmost should be put to death, it would not be
any diminution of the injustice that the strongest or nimblest
would, except through some untoward accident, be certain to
escape. The misery and the crime would be that they were
put to death at all. So in the economy of society; if there be
any who suffer physical privation or moral degradation, whose
bodily necessities are either not satisfied or satisfied in a manner
which only brutish creatures can be content with, this, though
not necessarily the crime of society, is pro tanto a failure of the
social arrangements. And to assert as a mitigation of the evil that
those who thus suffer are the weaker members of the community,
morally or physically, is to add insult to misfortune. Is weakness a
justification of suffering? Is it not, on the contrary, an irresistible
claim upon every human being for protection against suffering?
If the minds and feelings of the prosperous were in a right state,
would they accept their prosperity if for the sake of it even one
person near them was, for any other cause than voluntary fault,
excluded from obtaining a desirable existence?

One thing there is, which if it could be affirmed truly, would
relieve social institutions from any share in the responsibility of



these evils. Since the human race has no means of enjoyable
existence, or of existence at all, but what it derives from its own
labor and abstinence, there would be no ground for complaint
against society if every one who was willing to undergo a fair
share of this labor and abstinence could attain a fair share of
the fruits. But is this the fact? Is it not the reverse of the
fact? The reward, instead of being proportioned to the labor
and abstinence of the individual, is almost in an inverse ratio
to it: those who receive the least, labor and abstain the most.
Even the idle, reckless, and ill-conducted poor, those who are
said with most justice to have themselves to blame for their
condition, often undergo much more and severer labor, not only
than those who are born to pecuniary independence, but than
almost any of the more highly remunerated of those who earn
their subsistence; and even the inadequate self-control exercised
by the industrious poor costs them more sacrifice and more effort
than is almost ever required from the more favored members
of society. The very idea of distributive justice, or of any
proportionality between success and merit, or between success
and exertion, is in the present state of society so manifestly
chimerical as to be relegated to the regions of romance. It is
true that the lot of individuals is not wholly independent of their
virtue and intelligence; these do really tell in their favor, but far
less than many other things in which there is no merit at all. The
most powerful of all the determining circumstances is birth. The
great majority are what they were born to be. Some are born rich



without work, others are born to a position in which they can
become rich by work, the great majority are born to hard work
and poverty throughout life, numbers to indigence. Next to birth
the chief cause of success in life is accident and opportunity.
When a person not born to riches succeeds in acquiring them,
his own industry and dexterity have generally contributed to the
result; but industry and dexterity would not have sufficed unless
there had been also a concurrence of occasions and chances
which falls to the lot of only a small number. If persons are helped
in their worldly career by their virtues, so are they, and perhaps
quite as often, by their vices: by servility and sycophancy, by
hard-hearted and close-fisted selfishness, by the permitted lies
and tricks of trade, by gambling speculations, not seldom by
downright knavery. Energies and talents are of much more
avail for success in life than virtues; but if one man succeeds
by employing energy and talent in something generally useful,
another thrives by exercising the same qualities in out-generalling
and ruining a rival. It is as much as any moralist ventures to
assert, that, other circumstances being given, honesty is the best
policy, and that with parity of advantages an honest person has
a better chance than a rogue. Even this in many stations and
circumstances of life is questionable; anything more than this is
out of the question. It cannot be pretended that honesty, as a
means of success, tells for as much as a difference of one single
step on the social ladder. The connection between fortune and
conduct is mainly this, that there is a degree of bad conduct,



or rather of some kinds of bad conduct, which suffices to ruin
any amount of good fortune; but the converse is not true: in the
situation of most people no degree whatever of good conduct can
be counted upon for raising them in the world, without the aid
of fortunate accidents.

These evils, then — great poverty, and that poverty very little
connected with desert — are the first grand failure of the existing
arrangements of society. The second is human misconduct;
crime, vice, and folly, with all the sufferings which follow in
their train. For, nearly all the forms of misconduct, whether
committed towards ourselves or towards others, may be traced
to one of three causes: Poverty and its temptations in the many;
Idleness and deseeuvrement in the few whose circumstances do
not compel them to work; bad education, or want of education,
in both. The first two must be allowed to be at least failures
in the social arrangements, the last is now almost universally
admitted to be the fault of those arrangements — it may almost
be said the crime. I am speaking loosely and in the rough, for a
minuter analysis of the sources of faults of character and errors of
conduct would establish far more conclusively the filiation which
connects them with a defective organization of society, though it
would also show the reciprocal dependence of that faulty state of
society on a backward state of the human mind.

At this point, in the enumeration of the evils of society, the
mere levellers of former times usually stopped; but their more
far-sighted successors, the present Socialists, go farther. In their



eyes the very foundation of human life as at present constituted,
the very principle on which the production and repartition of
all material products is now carried on, is essentially vicious
and anti-social. It is the principle of individualism, competition,
each one for himself and against all the rest. It is grounded on
opposition of interests, not harmony of interests, and under it
every one is required to find his place by a struggle, by pushing
others back or being pushed back by them. Socialists consider
this system of private war (as it may be termed) between every
one and every one, especially fatal in an economical point of
view and in a moral. Morally considered, its evils are obvious.
It is the parent of envy, hatred, and all uncharitableness; it
makes every one the natural enemy of all others who cross his
path, and every one's path is constantly liable to be crossed.
Under the present system hardly any one can gain except by
the loss or disappointment of one or of many others. In a well-
constituted community every one would be a gainer by every
other person's successful exertions; while now we gain by each
other's loss and lose by each other's gain, and our greatest gains
come from the worst source of all, from death, the death of
those who are nearest and should be dearest to us. In its purely
economical operation the principle of individual competition
receives as unqualified condemnation from the social reformers
as in its moral. In the competition of laborers they see the cause
of low wages; in the competition of producers the cause of ruin
and bankruptcy; and both evils, they affirm, tend constantly to



increase as population and wealth make progress; no person (they
conceive) being benefited except the great proprietors of land,
the holders of fixed money incomes, and a few great capitalists,
whose wealth is gradually enabling them to undersell all other
producers, to absorb the whole of the operations of industry into
their own sphere, to drive from the market all employers of labor
except themselves, and to convert the laborers into a kind of
slaves or serfs, dependent on them for the means of support,
and compelled to accept these on such terms as they choose to
offer. Society, in short, is travelling onward, according to these
speculators, towards a new feudality, that of the great capitalists.

As I shall have ample opportunity in future chapters to state
my own opinion on these topics, and on many others connected
with and subordinate to them, I shall now, without further
preamble, exhibit the opinions of distinguished Socialists on the
present arrangements of society, in a selection of passages from
their published writings. For the present I desire to be considered
as a mere reporter of the opinions of others. Hereafter it will
appear how much of what I cite agrees or differs with my own
sentiments.

The clearest, the most compact, and the most precise and
specific statement of the case of the Socialists generally against
the existing order of society in the economical department of
human affairs, is to be found in the little work of M. Louis Blanc,
Organisation du Travail. My first extracts, therefore, on this part
of the subject, shall be taken from that treatise.



"Competition is for the people a system of
extermination. Is the poor man a member of society, or an
enemy to it? We ask for an answer.

"All around him he finds the soil preoccupied. Can he
cultivate the earth for himself? No; for the right of the first
occupant has become a right of property. Can he gather the
fruits which the hand of God ripens on the path of man?
No; for, like the soil, the fruits have been appropriated. Can
he hunt or fish? No; for that is a right which is dependent
upon the government. Can he draw water from a spring
enclosed in a field? No; for the proprietor of the field is,
in virtue of his right to the field, proprietor of the fountain.
Can he, dying of hunger and thirst, stretch out his hands
for the charity of his fellow-creatures? No; for there are
laws against begging. Can he, exhausted by fatigue and
without a refuge, lie down to sleep upon the pavement of the
streets? No; for there are laws against vagabondage. Can he,
dying from the cruel native land where everything is denied
him, seek the means of living far from the place where life
was given him? No; for it is not permitted to change your
country except on certain conditions which the poor man
cannot fulfil.

"What, then, can the unhappy man do? He will say, 'l
have hands to work with, I have intelligence, I have youth,
I have strength; take all this, and in return give me a morsel
of bread.' This is what the working-men do say. But even
here the poor man may be answered, 'I have no work to give
you." What is he to do then?"

"What is competition from the point of view of the



workman? It is work put up to auction. A contractor wants
a workman: three present themselves. — How much for
your work? — Half-a-crown; I have a wife and children. —
Well; and how much for yours? — Two shillings: I have no
children, but I have a wife. — Very well; and now how much
for you? — One and eightpence are enough for me; I am
single. Then you shall have the work. It is done; the bargain
is struck. And what are the other two workmen to do? It
is to be hoped they will die quietly of hunger. But what if
they take to thieving? Never fear; we have the police. To
murder? We have got the hangman. As for the lucky one,
his triumph is only temporary. Let a fourth workman make
his appearance, strong enough to fast every other day, and
his price will run down still lower; then there will be a new
outcast, a new recruit for the prison perhaps!
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