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PREFACE

OF the essays collected in this volume the following are,
so far as I know, now printed for the first time: the title-
essay, ‘“A Parable,” ‘“Advancing Social and Political
Organization in the United States,” the ‘““Memorial Day
Address,” the “Introductory Lecture to Courses in Politi-
cal and Social Science,” and ““The Predicament of Soci-
ological Study.” The titles of the first and last of these are
not the ones which stood on the manuscripts. The first was
called “Socialism,” but I have taken the liberty of re-
naming it in order to give both to it and to this volume a
more distinctive title. The last was headed *Sociology >
and required to be distinguished from the essay on Soci-
ology in “War and Other Essays.” The long essay on
“Organization in the United States”’ is a find which should
rejoice at least those former students of Sumner who
pursued the study of American history with him. I
should add to this list of new material the Memorial
Addresses, which were included at request; that of Mr.
Baldwin, however, has already been published among the
records of the Yale class of 1885.

The presence of new Sumner essays in this volume, as
in preceding ones, bears witness to the author’s habit of
withholding his writings from publication. Though I knew
of this tendency I have been astonished at the amount,
and also at the degree of elaboration, of the written manu-
script found among his literary effects. Manuseripts
were written and re-written, and then laid aside, appar-
ently with no thought of publication. Meanwhile the
eager mind of the author pressed on to other ranges, and
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time had its way with the work of his hand. Often it is
from yellowing sheets that we have been able to present
what here appears in print for the first time.

Perhaps Sumner would have made changes in these
unpublished essays before they were allowed to fill the
printed page; he may have had some conviction, in his
scrupulous self-criticism, as to their state of incomplete-
ness. But I have no apology for publishing them. They
can stand for themselves. Now that the emending hand
is still, there is no longer any hope of alteration except
of inessential detail, and so no valid reason for longer
withholding such a rare and characteristic product.

In spite of the fact, then, that some of the essays in
this volume have not received the author’s final touches
in preparation for publication, and that certain of them
are preserved only in newspaper reports of lectures,
which may or may not have been written up from manu-
script, the editor has been very chary about making any
changes except those which were obviously necessary.
Even where some slight repetition appears in bringing to-
gether utterances that were not designed to be together,
I have thought it best to leave things as they stand.
Where the only report was clearly a garbled one, as
in that of an address on * The True Aim of Life,” given
in 1880 before the Seniors of Yale College, I have, with
great regret, discarded the production altogether.
Many also of Professor Sumner’s best addresses seem to
have been almost extemporaneous; nothing remains of
these except small packets of slips with items of a more
or less cryptic nature set down upon them. In a few
instances I am convinced that Sumner later changed his
position as to certain points; but I could scarcely try
to alter such things. From his later writings it is easy
to see what he came to believe. In general I have
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omitted much which would find a more appropriate place
in a Life and Letters; and it is my conviction that
such an enterprise should be sometime undertaken. If
well done it could not but inure to the strengthening of
hearts.

The dating of several of these essays is next to im-
possible. Sometimes the only clue to the time when
they were written lies in the handwriting or the style.
I judge, on these criteria, that the title-essay and “A
Parable” belong to the eighties, and that the essay
on “The Predicament of Sociological Study” is rather
late — within a few years, one way or the other, of 1900.

The present intention of the publishers and editor is
to bring out one more volume, which will include essays
of a more technical character and will contain a full bib-
liography of Sumner’s writings, in so far as such can now
be assembled. This volume will probably be delayed for
several years, in order to close the series definitively.

ALBERT GALLOWAY KELLER.
Nzw HaveN, September 17, 1914
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SKETCH OF WILLIAM GRAHAM SUMNER'!
[1889]

WiLLiaM GRABAM SUMNER was born at Paterson, New
Jersey, October 30, 1840. He is the son of Thomas Sum-
ner, who came to this country from England in 1836,
and married here Sarah Graham, also of English birth.
Thomas Sumner was a machinist, who worked at his
trade until he was sixty years old, and never had any
capital but what he saved out of a mechanic’s wages.
He was an entirely self-educated man, but always pro-
fessed great obligations to mechanics’ institutes and other
associations of the kind, of whose opportunities he had
made eager use in England. He was a man of the
strictest integrity, a total abstainer, of domestic habits
and indefatigable industry. He became enthusiastic-
ally interested in total abstinence when a young man in
England, the method being that of persuasion and mis-
sionary effort. He used to describe his only attempt to
make a speech in public, which was on this subject,
when he completely failed. He had a great thirst for
knowledge, and was thoroughly informed on modern
English and American history and on the constitutional
law of both countries. He made the education of his
children his chief thought, and the only form of public
affairs in which he took an active interest was that of
schools. His contempt for demagogical arguments and
for all the notions of the labor agitators, as well as for
the entire gospel of gush, was that of a simple man with

1 The Popular Science Monthly, Vol. XXXV, 1889.
18]



4 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

sturdy common-sense, who had never been trained to
entertain any kind of philosophical abstractions. His
plan was, if things did not go to suit him, to examine
the situation, see what could be done, take a new start,
and try again. For instance, inasmuch as the custom
in New Jersey was store pay, and he did not like store
pay, he moved to New England, where he found that he
could get cash. He had decisive influence on the con-
victions and tastes of the subject of this sketch.
Professor Sumner grew up at Hartford, Connecticut,
and was educated in the public schools of that city. The
High School was then under the charge of Mr. T. W. T.
Curtis, and the classical department under Mr. S. M.
Capron. These teachers were equally remarkable, al-
though in different ways, for their excellent influence
on the pupils under their care. There was an honesty
and candor about both of them which were very health-
ful in example. They did very little ‘“preaching,”
but their demeanor was in all respects such as to bear
watching with the scrutiny of school-children and only
gain by it. Mr. Curtis had great skill in the catecheti-
cal method, being able to lead a scholar by a series of
questions over the track which must be followed to come
to an understanding of the subject under discussion.
Mr. Capron united dignity and geniality in a remarkable
degree. The consequence was that he had the most
admirable discipline, without the least feeling of the irk-
someness of discipline on the part of his pupils. On the
contrary, he possessed their tender and respectful
affection. Mr. Capron was a man of remarkably few
words, and he was a striking example of the power that
may go forth from a man by what he is and does in the
daily life of a schoolroom. Both these gentlemen em-
ployed in the schoolroom all the best methods of teaching
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now so much gloried in, without apparently knowing
that they had any peculiar method at all. Professor
Sumner has often declared in public that, as a teacher,
he is deeply indebted to the sound traditions which he
derived from these two men.

He graduated from Yale College in 1863, and in the
summer of that year went to Europe. He spent the
winter of 1863-1864 in Geneva, studying French and
Hebrew with private instructors. He was at Géttingen
for the next two years, studying ancient languages,
history, especially church history, and biblical science.
In answer to some questions, Professor Sumner has
replied as follows:

“My first interest in political economy came from Harriet
Martineau’s ‘ IHustrations of Political Economy.” I came upon
these by chance, in the library of the Young Men’s Institute
at Hartford, when I was thirteen or fourteen years old. 1 read
them all through with the greatest avidity, some of them
three or four times. There was very little literature at that
time with which these books could connect. My teachers
could not help me any, and there were no immediate relations
between the topics of these books and any public interests of
the time. We supposed then that free trade had sailed out
upon the smooth sea, and was to go forward without further
difficulty, so that what one learned of the fallacies of protec-
tion had only the same interest as what one learns about the
fallacies of any old and abandoned error. In college we read
and recited Wayland’s * Political Economy,’ but I believe that
my conceptions of capital, labor, money, and trade, were all
formed by those books which I read in my boyhood. In college
the interest was turned rather on the political than on the
economic element. It seemed to me then, however, that the
war, with the paper money and the high taxation, must cer-
tainly bring about immense social changes and social problems,
especially making the rich richer and the poor poorer, and
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leaving behind us the old ante-war period as one of primitive
simplicity which could never return. I used to put this notion
into college compositions, and laid the foundation in that way
for the career which afterward opened to me.

“I enjoyed intensely the two years which I spent at Got-
tingen. I had the sense of gaining all the time exactly what
I wanted. The professors whom I knew there seemed to me
bent on seeking a clear and comprehensive conception of the
matter under study (what we call ‘the truth’) without regard
to any consequences whatever. I have heard men elsewhere
talk about the nobility of that spirit; but the only body of
men whom I have ever known who really lived by it, sacrificing
wealth, political distinction, church preferment, popularity,
or anything else for the truth of science, were the professors
of biblical science in Germany. That was precisely the range
of subjects which in this country was then treated with a
reserve in favor of tradition which was prejudicial to every-
thing which a scholar should value. So far as those men in-
fected me with their spirit, they have perhaps added to my
usefulness but not to my happiness. They also taught me
rigorous and pitiless methods of investigation and deduction.
Their analysis was their strong point. Their negative attitude
toward the poetic element, their indifference to sentiment,
even religious sentiment, was a fault, seeing that they studied
the Bible as a religious book and not for philology and history
only; but their method of study was nobly scientific, and was
worthy to rank, both for its results and its discipline, with
the best of the natural science methods. I sometimes wonder
whether there is any one else in exactly the same position as
I am, having studied biblical science with the Germans, and
then later social science, to mark the striking contrast in
method between the two. The later social science of Germany
is the complete inversion in its method of that of German
philology, classical criticism, and biblical science. Its sub-
jection to political exigencies works upon it as disastrously as
subjection to dogmatic creeds has worked upon biblical science
in this country.
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“I went over to Oxford in the spring of 1866. Having given
up all my time in Germany to German books, I wanted to read
English literature on the same subjects. I expected to find
it rich and independent. I found that it consisted of second-
hand adaptation of what I had just been studying. I was then
quite thoroughly Teutonized, as all our young men are likely
to be after a time of study in Germany. I had not undergone
the toning-down process which is necessary to bring a young
American back to common sense, and I underrated the real
services of many Englishmen to the Bible as a religious book —
exactly the supplement which I then needed to my German
education. Ullmann’s ‘Wesen des Christenthums,” which I
had read at Géttingen, had steadied my religious faith, and I
devoted myself at Oxford to the old Anglican divines and to
the standard books of the Anglican communion. The only
one of these which gave me any pleasure or profit was Hooker’s
‘Ecclesiastical Polity.” The first part of this book I studied
with the greatest care, making an analysis of it and reviewing
it repeatedly. It suited exactly those notions of constitutional
order, adjustment of rights, constitutional authority, and
historical continuity, in which I had been brought up, and it
presented those doctrines of liberty under law applied both to
church and state which commanded my enthusiastic accept-
ance. It also presented Anglicanism in exactly the aspect
in which it was attractive to me. It re-awakened, however,
all my love for political science, which was intensified by read-
ing Buckle and also by another fact next to be mentioned.

“The most singular contrast between Gottingen and Oxford
was this: at Gottingen everything one got came from the
university, nothing from one’s fellow-students. At Oxford
it was not possible to get anything of great value from the
university; but the education one could get from one’s fellows
was invaluable. There was a set of young fellows, or men
reading for fellowships, there at that time, who were studying
Hegel. I became intimate with several of them. Two or
three of them have since died at an early age, disappointing
hopes of useful careers. I never caught the Hegelian fever.
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1 had heard Lotze at Gottingen, and found his suggestions very
convenient to hold on by, at least for the time. We used,
however, in our conversations at Oxford, to talk about Buckle
and the ideas which he had then set afloat, and the question
which occupied us the most was whether there could be a
science of society, and, if so, where it should begin and how it
should be built. We had all been eager students of what was
then called the ‘philosophy of history,” and I had also felt
great interest in the idea of God in history, with which my com-
panions did not sympathize. We agreed, however, that social
science must be an induction from history, that Buckle had
started on the right track, and that the thing to do was to
study history. The difficulty which arrested us was that we
did not see how the mass of matter to be collected and arranged
could ever be so mastered that the induction could actually be
performed if the notion of an ‘induction from history’ should
be construed strictly. Young as we were, we never took up this
crude notion as a.real program of work. I have often thought
of it since, when I have seen the propositions of that sort
which have been put forward within twenty years. I have
lost sight of all my associates at Oxford who are still living.
So far as I know, I am the only one of them who has become
professionally occupied with social science.”

Mr. Sumner returned to the United States in the

autumn of 1866, having been elected to a tutorship in
Yale College. Of this he says:

“The tutorship was a great advantage to me. I had ex-
pected to go to Egypt and Palestine in the next winter, but
this gave me an opportunity to study further, and to acquaint
myself with church affairs in the United States before a final
decision as to a profession. I speedily found that there was
no demand at all for ‘biblical science’; that everybody was
afraid of it, especially if it came with the German label on it.
It was a case in which, if a man should work very hard and
achieve remarkable results, the only consequence would be
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that he would ruin himself. At this time I undertook the
translation of the volume of Lange’s ‘Commentary on Second
Kings.” While I was tutor I read Herbert Spencer’s ‘First
Principles’ — at least the first part of it — but it made no
impression upon me. The second part, as it dealt with evolu-
tion, did not then interest me. I also read his ‘Social Statics’
at that period. As I did not believe in natural rights, or in
his ‘fundamental principle,” this book had no effect on me.”

Mr. Sumner was ordained deacon at New Haven in
December, 1867, and priest at New York, July, 1869.
He became assistant to Dr. Washburn at Calvary
Church, New York, in March, 1869. He was also editor
of a Broad Church paper, which Dr. Washburn and some
other clergymen started at this time. In September,
1870, he became rector of the Church of the Redeemer
at Morristown, New Jersey.

“When I came to write sermons, I found to what a degree my
interest lay in topics of social science and political economy.
There was then no public interest in the currency and only a
little in the tariff. 1 thought that these were matters of the
most urgent importance, which threatened all the interests,
moral, social, and economic, of the nation; and I was young
enough to believe that they would all be settled in the next
four or five years. It was not possible to preach about them,
but I got so near to it that I was detected sometimes, as, for
instance, when a New Jersey banker came to me, as I came
down from the pulpit, and said, ‘There was a great deal of
political economy in that sermon.’

“It was at this period that I read, in an English magazine,
the first of those essays of Herbert Spencer which were after-
ward collected into the volume ‘The Study of Sociology.’
These essays immediately gave me the lead which I wanted,
to bring into shape the crude notions which had been floating
in my head for five or six years, especially since the Oxford
days. The conception of society, of social forces, and of the
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science of society there offered was just the one which I had
been groping after but had not been able to reduce for myself.
It solved the old difficulty about the relation of social science
to history, rescued social science from the dominion of the
cranks, and offered a definite and magnificent field for work,
from which we might hope at last to derive definite results for
the solution of social problems.

“It was at this juncture (1872) that I was offered the chair
of Political and Social Science at Yale. I had always been
very fond of teaching and knew that the best work I could
ever do in the world would be in that profession; also, that
I ought to be in an academical career. 1 had seen two or three
cases of men who, in that career, would have achieved dis-
tinguished usefulness, but who were wasted in the parish and
the pulpit.”

Mr. Sumner returned to New Haven as professor in
September, 1872. Of the further development of his
opinions he says:

“I was definitely converted to evolution by Professor
Marsh’s horses some time about 1875 or 1876. I had re-read
Spencer’s ‘Social Statics’ and his * First Principles,” the second
part of the latter now absorbing all my attention. I now read
all of Darwin, Huxley, Haeckel, and quite a series of the natu-
ral scientists. I greatly regretted that I had no education in
natural science, especially in biology; but I found that the
‘philosophy of history’ and the ‘principles of philology,” as I
had learned them, speedily adjusted themselves to the new
conception, and won a new meaning and power from it. As
Spencer’s ‘Principles of Sociology’ was now coming out in
numbers, I was constantly getting evidence that sociology, if
it borrowed the theory of evolution in the first place, would
speedily render it back again enriched by new and independ-
ent evidence. I formed a class to read Spencer’s book in the
parts as they came out, and believe that 1 began to interest
men in this important department of study, and to prepare
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them to follow its development, years before any such attempt
was made at any other university in the world. I have fol-
lowed the growth of the science of sociology in all its branches
and have seen it far surpass all the hope and faith I ever had
in it. I have spent an immense amount of work on it, which
has been lost because misdirected. The only merit I can
claim in that respect is that I have corrected my own mistakes.
I have not published them for others to correct.”

The above statement of the history of Professor
Sumner’s education shows the school of opinion to which
he belongs. He adopts the conception of society accord-
ing to which it is the seat of forces, and its phenomena
are subject to laws which it is the business of science to
investigate. He denies that there is anything arbitrary
or accidental in social phenomena, or that there is any
field in them for the arbitrary intervention of man.
He therefore allows but very limited field for legisla-
tion. He holds that men must do with social laws
what they do with physical laws — learn them, obey
them, and conform to them. Hence he is opposed to
state interference and socialism, and he advocates in-
dividualism and liberty. He has declared that bimet-
allism is an absurdity, involving a contradiction of
economic laws, and his attacks on protectionism have
been directed against it as a philosophy of wealth and
prosperity for the nation. As to politics he says:

“My only excursion into active politics has been a term as
alderman. In 1872 I was one of the voters who watched with
interest and hope the movement which led up to the *Liberal’
Convention at Cincinnati, that ended by nominating Greeley
and Brown. The platform of that convention was very out-
spoken in its declarations about the policy to be pursued
toward the South. I did not approve of the reconstruction
policy. I wanted the South let alone and treated with pa-
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tience. I lost my vote by moving to New Haven, and was
contented to let it go that way. In 1876 I was of the same
opinion about the South. If I had been asked what I wanted
done, I should have tried to describe just what Mr. Hayes
did do after he got in. I therefore voted for Mr. Tilden for
President. In 1880 I did not vote. In 1884 I voted as a
Mugwump for Mr. Cleveland. In 1888 I voted for him on
the tariff issue.”

A distinguished American economist, who is well
acquainted with Professor Sumner’s work, has kindly
given us the following estimate of his method and
of his position and influence as a public teacher:

“For exact and comprehensive knowledge Professor Sumner
is entitled to take the first place in the ranks of American
economists; and as a teacher he has no superior. His leading
mental characteristic he has himself well stated in describing
the characteristics of his former teachers at Géttingen; namely,
as ‘bent on seeking a clear and comprehensive conception of
the matter or “truth” under study, without regard to any
consequences whatever,” and further, when in his own mind
Professor Sumner is fully satisfied as to what the truth is, he
has no hesitation in boldly declaring it, on every fitting occa-
sion, without regard to consequences. If the theory is a
‘spade,” he calls it a spade, and not an implement of hus-
bandry. Sentimentalists, followers of precedent because it is
precedent, and superficial reasoners find little favor, therefore,
with Professor Sumner; and this trait of character has given
him a reputation for coldness and lack of what may be called
‘humanitarianism,” and has rendered one of his best essays,
‘What Social Classes Owe to Each Other,” almost repulsive in
respect to some of its conclusions. At the same time, the
representatives of such antagonisms, if they are candid, must
admit that Professor Sumner’s logic can only be resisted by
making their reason subordinate to sentiment. Professor
Sumner is an earnest advocate of the utmost freedom in re-
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spect to all commercial exchanges; and the results of his ex-
periences in the discussion of the relative merits and advan-
tages of the systems of free trade and protection have been
such that probably no defender of the latter would now be
willing to meet him in & public discussion of these topics.”
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THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS!

SociaLisM is no new thing. In one form or another
it is to be found throughout all history. It arises from
an observation of certain harsh facts in the lot of man on
earth, the concrete expression of which is poverty and
misery. These facts challenge us. It is folly to try to
shut our eyes to them. We have first to notice what
they are, and then to face them squarely.

Man is born under the necessity of sustaining the
existence he has received by an onerous struggle against
nature, both to win what is essential to his life and to
ward off what is prejudicial to it. He is born under a
burden and a necessity. Nature holds what is essential
to him, but she offers nothing gratuitously. He may
win for his use what she holds, if he can. Only the most
meager and inadequate supply for human needs can be
obtained directly from nature. There are trees which
may be used for fuel and for dwellings, but labor is
required to fit them for this use. There are ores in the
ground, but labor is necessary to get out the metals and
make tools or weapons. For any real satisfaction,
labor is necessary to fit the products of nature for
human use. In this struggle every individual is under
the pressure of the necessities for food, clothing, shelter,
fuel, and every individual brings with him more or less
energy for the conflict necessary to supply his needs.
The relation, therefore, between each man’s needs and
each man’s energy, or “individualism,” is the first fact
of human life.

! For approximate date, see preface.
(17]
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It is not without reason, however, that we speak of
a “man” as the individual in question, for women
(mothers) and children have special disabilities for the
struggle with nature, and these disabilities grow greater
and last longer as civilization advances. The perpetua-
tion of the race in health and vigor, and its success as
a whole in its struggle to expand and develop human
life on earth, therefore, require that the head of the
family shall, by his energy, be able to supply not only
his own needs, but those of the organisms which are
dependent upon him. The history of the human race
shows a great variety of experiments in the relation of
the sexes and in the organization of the family. These
experiments have been controlled by economic cir-
cumstances, but, as man has gained more and more
control over economic circumstances, monogamy and
the family education of children have been more and
more sharply developed. If there is one thing in regard
to which the student of history and sociology can affirm
with confidence that social institutions have made
“progress” or grown ‘“better,” it is in this arrange-
ment of marriage and the family. All experience proves
that monogamy, pure and strict, is the sex relation which
conduces most to the vigor and intelligence of the race,
and that the family education of children is the institu-
tion by which the race as a whole advances most rapidly,
from generation to generation, in the struggle with
nature. Love of man and wife, as we understand it,
is a modern sentiment. The devotion and sacrifice of
parents for children is a sentiment which has been
developed steadily and is now more intense and far
more widely practiced throughout society than in
earlier times. The relation is also coming to be regarded
in a light quite different from that in which it was
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formerly viewed. It used to be believed that the
parent had unlimited claims on the child and rights over
him. In a truer view of the matter, we are coming to
see that the rights are on the side of the child and the
duties on the side of the parent. Existence is not a
boon for which the child owes all subjection to the
parent. It is a responsibility assumed by the parent
towards-the child without the child’s consent, and the
consequence of it is that the parent owes all possible
devotion to the child to enable him to make his existence
happy and successful.

The value and importance of the family sentiments,
from a social point of view, cannot be exaggerated.
They impose self-control and prudence in their most
important social bearings, and tend more than any
other forces to hold the individual up to the virtues
which make the sound man and the valuable member
of society. The race is bound, from generation to
generation, in an unbroken chain of vice and penalty,
virtue and reward. The sins of the fathers are visited
upon the children, while, on the other hand, health,
vigor, talent, genius, and skill are, so far as we can
discover, the results of high physical vigor and wise
early training. The popular language bears witness
to the universal observation of these facts, although
general social and political dogmas have come into
fashion which contradict or ignore them. There is no
other such punishment for a life of vice and self-indul-
gence as to see children grow up cursed with the penalties
of it, and no such reward for self-denial and virtue as
to see children born and grow up vigorous in mind and
body. It is time that the true import of these observa-
tions for moral and educational purposes was developed,
and it may well be questioned whether we do not go
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too far in our reticence in regard to all these matters
when we leave it to romances and poems to do almost
all the educational work that is done in the way of
spreading ideas about them. The defense of marriage
and the family, if their sociological value were better
understood, would be not only instinctive but rational.
The struggle for existence with which we have to deal
must be understood, then, to be that of a man for
himself, his wife, and his children.

The next great fact we have to notice in regard to the
struggle of human life is that labor which is spent in a
direct struggle with nature is severe in the extreme and
is but slightly productive. To subjugate nature, man
needs weapons and tools. These, however, cannot be
won unless the food and clothing and other prime and
direct necessities are supplied in such amount that they
can be consumed while tools and weapons are being
made, for the tools and weapons themselves satisfy no
needs directly. A man who tills the ground with his
fingers or with a pointed stick picked up without labor
will get a small crop. To fashion even the rudest spade
or hoe will cost time, during which the laborer must
still eat and drink and wear, but the tool, when ob-
tained, will multiply immensely the power to produce.
Such products of labor, used to assist production, have
a function so peculiar in the nature of things that we
need to distinguish them. We call them capital. A
lever is capital, and the advantage of lifting a weight
with a lever over lifting it by direct exertion is only a
feeble illustration of the power of capital in production.
The origin of capital lies in the darkness before history,
and it is probably impossible for us to imagine the slow
and painful steps by which the race began the formation
of it. Since then it has gone on rising to higher and
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bigher powers by a ceaseless involution, if I may use
a mathematical expression. Capital is labor raised
to a higher power by being constantly multiplied into
itself. Nature has been more and more subjugated
by the human race through the power of capital,
and every human being now living shares the im-
proved status of the race to a degree which neither he
nor any one else can measure, and for which he pays
nothing.

Let us understand this point, because our subject
will require future reference to it. It is the most short-
sighted ignorance not to see that, in a civilized com-
munity, all the advantage of capital except a small
fraction is gratuitously enjoyed by the community.
For instance, suppose the case of a man utterly destitute
of tools, who is trying to till the ground with a pointed
stick. He could get something out of it. If now he
should obtain a spade with which to till the ground, let
us suppose, for illustration, that he could get twenty
times as great a product. Could, then, the owner of a
spade in a civilized state demand, as its price, from the
man who had no spade, nineteen-twentieths of the
product which could be produced by the use of it?
Certainly not. The price of a spade is fixed by the sup-
ply and demand of products in the community. A
spade is bought for a dollar and the gain from the use
of it is an inheritance of knowledge, experience, and skill
which every man who lives in a civilized state gets for
nothing. What we pay for steam transportation is no
trifle, but imagine, if you can, eastern Massachusetts
cut off from steam connection with the rest of the world,
turnpikes and sailing vessels remaining. The cost of
food would rise so high that a quarter of the population
would starve to death and another quarter would have
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to emigrate. To-day every man here gets an enormous
advantage from the status of a society on a level of
steam transportation, telegraph, and machinery, for
which he pays nothing.

So far as I have yet spoken, we have before us the
struggle of man with nature, but the social problems,
strictly speaking, arise at the next step. Each man
carries on the struggle to win his support for himself,
but there are others by his side engaged in the same
struggle. If the stores of nature were unlimited, or if
the last unit of the supply she offers could be won as
easily as the first, there would be no social problem.
If a square mile of land could support an indefinite
number of human beings, or if it cost only twice as much
labor to get forty bushels of wheat from an acre as
to get twenty, we should have no social problem. If a
square mile of land could support millions, no one would
ever emigrate and there would be no trade or com-
merce. If it cost only twice as much labor to get forty
bushels as twenty, there would be no advance in the
arts. The fact is far otherwise. So long as the popula-
tion is low in proportion to the amount of land, on a
given stage of the arts, life is easy and the competition
of man with man is weak. When more persons are
trying to live on a square mile than it can support, on
the existing stage of the arts, life is hard and the com-
petition of man with man is intense. In the former
case, industry and prudence may be on a low grade;
the penalties are not severe, or certain, or speedy. In
the latter case, each individual needs to exert on his own
behalf every force, original or acquired, which he can
command. In the former case, the average condition
will be one of comfort and the population will be all
nearly on the average. In the latter case, the average
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condition will not be one of comfort, but the population
will cover wide extremes of comfort and misery. Each
will find his place according to his ability and his effort.
The former society will be democratic; the latter will
be aristocratic.

The constant tendency of population to outstrip the
means of subsistence is the force which has distributed
population over the world, and produced all advance in
civilization. To this day the two means of escape for
an overpopulated country are emigration and an advance
in the arts. The former wins more land for the same
people; the latter makes the same land support more
persons. If, however, either of these means opens a
chance for an increase of population, it is evident that
the advantage so won may be speedily exhausted if the
increase takes place. The social difficulty has only
undergone a temporary amelioration, and when the
conditions of pressure and competition are renewed,
misery and poverty reappear. The victims of them
are those who have inherited disease and depraved
appetites, or have been brought up in vice and ignorance,
or have themselves yielded to vice, extravagance, idle-
ness, and imprudence. In the last analysis, therefore,
we come back to vice, in its original and hereditary
forms, as the correlative of misery and poverty.

The condition for the complete and regular action
of the force of competition is liberty. Liberty means
the security given to each man that, if he employs his
energies to sustain the struggle on behalf of himself and
those he cares for, he shall dispose of the product exclu-
sively as he chooses. It is impossible to know whence
any definition or criterion of justice can be derived, if
it is not deduced from this view of things; or if it is not
the definition of justice that each shall enjoy the fruit of
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his own labor and self-denial, and of injustice that the idle
and the industrious, the self-indulgent and the self-deny-
ing, shall share equally in the product. Aside from the
a priori speculations of philosophers who have tried to
make equality an essential element in justice, the human
race has recognized, from the earliest times, the above
conception of justice as the trueone, and has founded
upon it the right of property. The right of property,
with marriage and the family, gives the right of
bequest.

Monogamic marriage, however, is the most exclusive
of social institutions. It contains, as essential prin-
ciples, preference, superiority, selection, devotion. It
would not be at all what it is if it were not for these
characteristic traits, and it always degenerates when
these traits are not present. For instance, if a man
should not have a distinct preference for the woman he
married, and if he did not select her as superior to
others, the marriage would be an imperfect one accord-
ing to the standard of true monogamic marriage. The
family under monogamy, also, is a closed group, having
special interests and estimating privacy and reserve as
valuable advantages for family development. We grant
high prerogatives, in our society, to parents, although
our observation teaches us that thousands of human
beings are unfit to be parents or to be entrusted with
the care of children. It follows, therefore, from the
organization of marriage and the family, under mo-
nogamy, that great inequalities must exist in a society
based on those institutions. The son of wise parents
cannot start on a level with the son of foolish ones, and
the man who has had no home discipline cannot be
equal to the man who has had home discipline. If
the contrary were true, we could rid ourselves at once
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of the wearing labor of inculcating sound morals and
manners in our children.

Private property, also, which we have seen to be a
feature of society organized in accordance with the
natural conditions of the struggle for existence produces
inequalities between men. The struggle for existence
is aimed against nature. It is from her niggardly hand
that we have to wrest the satisfactions for our needs,
but our fellow-men are our competitors for the meager
supply. Competition, therefore, is a law of nature.
Nature is entirely neutral; she submits to him who
most energetically and resolutely assails her. She
grants her rewards to the fittest, therefore, without
regard to other considerations of any kind. If, then,
there be liberty, men get from her just in proportion to
their works, and their having and enjoying are just in
proportion to their being and their doing. Such is the
system of nature. If we do not like it, and if we try to
amend it, there is only one way in which we can do it.
We can take from the better and give to the worse.
We can deflect the penalties of those who have done
ill and throw them on those who have done better.
We can take the rewards from those who have done
better and give them to those who have done worse.
We shall thus lessen the inequalities. We shall favor
the survival of the unfittest, and we shall accomplish
this by destroying liberty. Let it be understood that
we cannot go outside of this alternative: liberty, in-
equality, survival of the fittest; not-liberty, equality,
survival of the unfittest. The former carries society
forward and favors all its best members; the latter
carries society downwards and favors all its worst
members.

For three hundred years now men have been trying
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to understand and realize liberty. Liberty is not the
right or chance to do what we choose; there is no such
liberty as that on earth. No man can do as he chooses:
the autocrat of Russia or the King of Dahomey has
limits to his arbitrary will; the savage in the wilderness,
whom some people think free, is the slave of routine,
tradition, and superstitious fears; the civilized man
must earn his living, or take care of his property, or
concede his own will to the rights and claims of his
parents, his wife, his children, and all the persons with
whom he is connected by the ties and contracts of
civilized life.

What we mean by liberty is civil liberty, or liberty
under law; and this means the guarantees of law that a
man shall not be interfered with while using his own
powers for his own welfare. It is, therefore, a civil and
political status; and that nation has the freest institu-
tions in which the guarantees of peace for the laborer
and security for the capitalist are the highest. Liberty,
therefore, does not by any means do away with the
struggle for existence. We might as well try to do
away with the need of eating, for that would, in effect,
be the same thing. What civil liberty does is to turn
the competition of man with man from violence and
brute force into an industrial competition under which
men vie with one another for the acquisition of material
goods by industry, energy, skill, frugality, prudence,
temperance, and other industrial virtues. Under this
changed order of things the inequalities are not done
away with. Nature still grants her rewards of having
and enjoying, according to our being and doing, but
it is now the man of the highest training and not
the man of the heaviest fist who gains the highest
reward. It is impossible that the man with capital
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and the man without capital should be equal. To
affirm that they are equal would be to say that a
man who has no tool can get as much food out of the
ground as the man who has a spade or a plough; or
that the man who has no weapon can defend himself as
well against hostile beasts or hostile men as the man
who has a weapon. If that were so, none of us would
work any more. We work and deny ourselves to get
capital just because, other things being equal, the man
who has it is superior, for attaining all the ends of life,
to the man who has it not. Considering the eagerness
with which we all seek capital and the estimate we put
upon it, either in cherishing it if we have it, or envying
others who have it while we have it not, it is very strange
what platitudes pass current about it in our society so
soon as we begin to generalize about it. If our young
people really believed some of the teachings they hear,
it would not be amiss to preach them a sermon once in
a while to reassure them, setting forth that it is not
wicked to be rich, nay even, that it is not wicked to be
richer than your neighbor.

It follows from what we have observed that it is the
utmost folly to denounce capital. To do so is to under-
mine civilization, for capital is the first requisite of
every social gain, educational, ecclesiastical, political,
eesthetic, or other.

It must also be noticed that the popular antithesis
between persons and capital is very fallacious. Every
law or institution which protects persons at the expense
of capital makes it easier for persons to live and to in-
crease the number of consumers of capital while lowering
all the motives to prudence and frugality by which
capital is created. Hence every such law or institution
tends to produce a large population, sunk in misery.
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All poor laws and all eleemosynary institutions and
expenditures have this tendency. On the contrary,
all laws and institutions which give security to capital
against the interests of other persons than its owners,
restrict numbers while preserving the means of sub-
sistence. Hence every such law or institution tends to
produce a small society on a high stage of comfort and
well-being. It follows that the antithesis commonly
thought to exist between the protection of persons and
the protection of property is in reality only an antithesis
between numbers and quality.

I must stop to notice, in passing, one other fallacy
which is rather scientific than popular. The notion is
attributed to certain economists that economic forces
are self-correcting. I do not know of any economists
who hold this view, but what is intended probably is
that many economists, of whom I venture to be one,
hold that economic forces act compensatingly, and that
whenever economic forces have so acted as to produce
an unfavorable situation, other economic forces are
brought into action which correct the evil and restore
the equilibrium. For instance, in Ireland overpopula-
tion and exclusive devotion to agriculture, both of which
are plainly traceable to unwise statesmanship in the
past, have produced a situation of distress. Steam
pavigation on the ocean has introduced the competition
of cheaper land with Irish agriculture. The result is a
social and industrial crisis. There are, however, millions
of acres of fertile land on earth which are unoccupied
and which are open to the Irish, and the economic forces
are compelling the direct corrective of the old evils, in
the way of emigration or recourse to urban occupations
by unskilled labor. Any number of economic and legal
nostrums have been proposed for this situation, all of
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which propose to leave the original causes untouched.
We are told that economic causes do not correct them-
selves. That is true. We are told that when an eco-
nomic situation becomes very grave it goes on from
worse to worse and that there is no cycle through which
it returns. That is not true, without further limita-
tion. We are told that moral forces alone can elevate
any such people again. But it is plain that a people
which has sunk below the reach of the economic forces
of self-interest has certainly sunk below the reach of
moral forces, and that this objection is superficial and
short-sighted. What is true is that economic forces
always go before moral forces. Men feel self-interest
long before they feel prudence, self-control, and temper-
ance. They lose the moral forces long before they lose
the economic forces. If they can be regenerated at all,
it must be first by distress appealing to seli-interest and
forcing recourse to some expedient for relief. Emigra-
tion is certainly an economic force for the relief of Irish
distress. It is a palliative only, when considered in
itself, but the virtue of it is that it gives the non-emigrat-
ing population a chance to rise to a level on which the
moral forces can act upon them. Now it is terribly
true that only the better ones emigrate, and only the
better ones among those who remain are capable of
having their ambition and energy awakened, but for
the rest the solution is famine and death, with a social
regeneration through decay and the elimination of that
part of the society which is not capable of being restored
to health and life. As Mr. Huxley once said, the method
of nature is not even a word and a blow, with the blow
first. No explanation is vouchsafed. We are left to
find out for ourselves why our ears are boxed. If we
do not find out, and find out correctly, what the error is
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for which we are being punished, the blow is repeated
and poverty, distress, disease, and death finally remove
the incorrigible ones. It behooves us .men to study
these terrible illustrations of the penalties which follow
on bad statesmanship, and of the sanctions by which
social laws are enforced. The economic cycle does
complete itself; it must do so, unless the social group is
to sink in permanent barbarism. A law may be passed
which shall force somebody to support the hopelessly
degenerate members of a society, but such a law can
only perpetuate the evil and entail it on future genera-
tions with new accumulations of distress.

The economic forces work with moral forces and are
their handmaidens, but the economic forces are far more
primitive, original, and universal. The glib generalities
in which we sometimes hear people talk, as if you could
set moral and economic forces separate from and in
antithesis to each other, and discard the one to accept
and work by the other, gravely misconstrue the realities
of the social order.

We have now before us the facts of human life out of
which the social problem springs. These facts are in
many respects hard and stern. It is by strenuous
exertion only that each one of us can sustain himself
against the destructive forces and the ever recurring
needs of life; and the higher the degree to which we
seek to carry our development the greater is the pro-
portionate cost of every step. For help in the struggle
we can only look back to those in the previous genera-
tion who are responsible for our existence. In the
competition of life the son of wise and prudent ances-
tors has immense advantages over the son of vicious and
imprudent ones. The man who has capital possesses
immeasurable advantages for the struggle of life over
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him who has none. The more we break down privi-
leges of class, or industry, and establish liberty, the
greater will be the inequalities and the more exclusively
will the vicious bear the penalties. Poverty and misery
will exist in society just so long as vice exists in human
nature.

I now go on to notice some modes of trying to deal
with this problem. There is a modern philosophy
which has never been taught systematically, but which
has won the faith of vast masses of people in the modern
civilized world. For want of a better name it may
be called the sentimental philosophy. It has colored
all modern ideas and institutions in politics, religion,
education, charity, and industry, and is widely taught
in popular literature, novels, and poetry, and in the
pulpit. The first proposition of this sentimental philoso-
phy is that nothing is true which is disagreeable. If,
therefore, any facts of observation show that life is
grim or hard, the sentimental philosophy steps over
such facts with a genial platitude, a consoling common-
place, or a gratifying dogma. The effect is to spread
an easy optimism, under the influence of which people
spare themselves labor and trouble, reflection and fore-
thought, pains and caution — all of which are hard
things, and to admit the necessity for which would be
to admit that the world is not all made smooth and
easy, for us to pass through it surrounded by love,
music, and flowers.

Under this philosophy, “progress” has been repre-
sented as a steadily increasing and unmixed good; as
if the good steadily encroached on the evil without
involving any new and other forms of evil; and as if
we could plan great steps in progress in our academies
and lyceums, and then realize them by resolution. To
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minds trained to this way of looking at things, any
evil which exists is a reproach. We have only to con-
sider it, hold some discussions about it, pass resolutions,
and have done with it. Every moment of delay is,
therefore, a social crime. It is monstrous to say that
misery and poverty are as constant as vice and evil
passions of men! People suffer so under misery and
poverty! Assuming, therefore, that we can solve all
these problems and eradicate all these evils by expend-
ing our ingenuity upon them, of course we cannot
hasten too soon to do it.

A social philosophy, consonant with this, has also
been taught for a century. It could not fail to be
popular, for it teaches that ignorance is as good as
knowledge, vulgarity as good as refinement, shiftless-
ness as good as painstaking, shirking as good as faithful
striving, poverty as good as wealth, filth as good as
cleanliness — in short, that quality goes for nothing in
the measurement of men, but only numbers. Culture,
knowledge, refinement, skill, and taste cost labor, but
we have been taught that they have only individual,
not social value, and that socially they are rather draw-
backs than otherwise. In public life we are taught to
admire roughness, illiteracy, and rowdyism. The igno-
rant, idle, and shiftless have been taught that they are
““the people,” that the generalities inculcated at the
same time about the dignity, wisdom, and virtue of
““the people” are true of them, that they have nothing
to learn to be wise, but that, as they stand, they possess
a kind of infallibility, and that to their “opinion” the
wise must bow. It is not cause for wonder if whole
sections of these classes have begun to use the
powers and wisdom attributed to them for their
interests, as they construe them, and to trample on all
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the excellence which marks civilization as on obsolete
superstition.

Another development of the same philosophy is the
doctrine that men come into the world endowed with
“natural rights,” or as joint inberitors of the “rights of
man,” which have been ‘““declared” times without num-
ber during the last century. The divine rights of man
have succeeded to the obsolete divine right of kings.
If it is true, then, that a man is born with rights, he
comes into the world with claims on somebody besides
his parents. Against whom does he hold such rights?
There can be no rights against nature or against God.
A man may curse his fate because he is born of an
inferior race, or with an hereditary disease, or blind, or,
as some members of the race seem to do, because they
are born females; but they get no answer to their
imprecations. But, now, if men have rights by birth,
these rights must hold against their fellow-men and
must mean that somebody else is to spend his energy to
sustain the existence of the persons so born. What
then becomes of the natural rights of the one whose
energies are to be diverted from his own interests? If
it be said that we should all help each other, that means
simply that the race as a whole should advance and
expand as much and as fast as it can in its career on
earth; and the experience on which we are now acting
has shown that we shall do this best under liberty and
under the organization which we are now developing,
by leaving each to exert his energies for his own success.
The notion of natural rights is destitute of sense, but
it is captivating, and it is the more available on account
of its vagueness. It lends itself to the most vicious
kind of social dogmatism, for if a man has natural
rights, then the reasoning is clear up to the finished



34 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

socialistic doctrine that a man has a natural right to
whatever he needs, and that the measure of his claims
is the wishes which he wants fulfilled. If, then, he
has a need, who is bound to satisfy it for him? Who
holds the obligation corresponding to his right? It
must be the one who possesses what will satisfy that
need, or else the state which can take the possession
from those who have earned and saved it, and give it
to him who needs it and who, by the hypothesis, has
not earned and saved it.

It is with the next step, however, that we come to
the complete and ruinous absurdity of this view. If a
man may demand from those who have a share of
what he needs and has not, may he demand the same
also for his wife and for his children, and for how many
children? The industrious and prudent man who takes
the course of labor and self-denial to secure capital,
finds that he must defer marriage, both in order to save
and to devote his life to the education of fewer children.
The man who can claim a share in another’s product has
no such restraint. The consequence would be that the
industrious and prudent would labor and save, with-
out families, to support the idle and improvident who
would increase and multiply, until universal destitution
forced a return to the principles of liberty and property;
and the man who started with the notion that the world
owed him a living would once more find, as he does
now, that the world pays him its debt in the state
prison.

The most specious application of the dogma of rights
is to labor. It is said that every man has a right to
work. The world is full of work to be done. Those
who are willing to work find that they have three days’
work to do in every day that comes. Work is the
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necessity to which we are born. It is not a right, but
an irksome necessity, and men escape it whenever they
can get the fruits of labor without it. What they want
is the fruits, or wages, not work. But wages are capital
which some one has earned and saved. If he and the
workman can agree on the terms on which he will part
with his capital, there is no more to be said. If not,
then the right must be set up in a new form. It is now
not a right to work, nor even a right to wages, but a
right to a certain rate of wages, and we have simply
returned to the old doctrine of spoliation again. It is
immaterial whether the demand for wages be addressed
to an individual capitalist or to a civil body, for the
latter can give no wages which it does not collect by
taxes out of the capital of those who have labored and
saved.

Another application is in the attempt to fix the
hours of labor per diem by law. If a man is forbidden
to labor over eight hours per day (and the law has no
sense or utility for the purposes of those who want it
until it takes this form), he is forbidden to exercise so
much industry as he may be willing to expend in order
to accumulate capital for the improvement of his cir-
cumstances.

A century ago there were very few wealthy men
except owners of land. The extension of commerce,
manufactures, and mining, the introduction of the
factory system and machinery, the opening of new
countries, and the great discoveries and inventions
have created a new middle class, based on wealth, and
developed out of the peasants, artisans, unskilled la-
borers, and small shop-keepers of a century ago. The
consequence has been that the chance of acquiring
capital and all which depends on capital has opened
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before classes which formerly passed their lives in a
dull round of ignorance and drudgery. This chance
has brought with it the same alternative which accom-
panies every other opportunity offered to mortals.
Those who were wise and able to profit by the chance
succeeded grandly; those who were negligent or unable
to profit by it suffered proportionately. The result has
been wide inequalities of wealth within the industrial
classes. The net result, however, for all, has been the
cheapening of luxuries and a vast extension of physi-
cal enjoyment. The appetite for enjoyment has been
awakened and nourished in classes which formerly never
missed what they never thought of, and it has produced
eagerness for material good, discontent, and impatient
ambition. This is the reverse side of that eager uprising
of the industrial classes which is such a great force in
modern life. The chance is opened to advance, by
industry, prudence, economy, and emigration, to the
possession of capital; but the way is long and tedious.
The impatience for enjoyment and the thirst for luxury
which we have mentioned are the greatest foes to the
accumulation of capital; and there is a still darker side
to the picture when we come to notice that those who
yield to the impatience to enjoy, but who see others
outstrip them, are led to malice and envy. Mobs
arise which manifest the most savage and senseless
disposition to burn and destroy what they cannot
enjoy. We bave already had evidence, in more than
one country, that such a wild disposition exists and
needs only opportunity to burst into activity.

The origin of socialism, which is the extreme devel-
opment of the sentimental philosophy, lies in the un-
disputed facts which I described at the outset. The
socialist regards this misery as the fault of society. He
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thinks that we can organize society as we like and that
an organization can be devised in which poverty and
misery shall disappear. He goes further even than
this. He assumes that men have artificially organized
society as it now exists. Hence if anything is disagree-
able or hard in the present state of society it follows,
on that view, that the task of organizing society has
been imperfectly and badly performed, and that it needs
to be done over again. These are the assumptions with
which the socialist starts, and many socialists seem also
to believe that if they can destroy belief in an Almighty
God who is supposed to have made the world such as
it is, they will then have overthrown the belief that
there is a fixed order in human nature and human life
which man can scarcely alter at all, and, if at all, only
infinitesimally.

The truth is that the social order is fixed by laws of
nature precisely analogous to those of the physical order.
The most that man can do is by ignorance and self-
conceit to mar the operation of social laws. The evils
of society are to a great extent the result of the dog-
matism and self-interest of statesmen, philosophers,
and ecclesiastics who in past time have done just what
the socialists now want to do. Instead of studying the
natural laws of the social order, they assumed that they
could organize society as they chose, they made up
their minds what kind of a society they wanted to make,
and they planned their little measures for the ends they
had resolved upon. It will take centuries of scientific
study of the facts of nature to eliminate from human
society the mischievous institutions and traditions
which the said statesmen, philosophers, and ecclesiastics
have introduced into it. Let us not, however, even
then delude ourselves with any impossible hopes. The



38 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

hardships of life would not be eliminated if the laws of
nature acted directly and without interference. The
task of right living forever changes its form, but let us
not imagine that that task will ever reach a final solu-
tion or that any race of men on this earth can ever be
emancipated from the necessity of industry, prudence,
continence, and temperance if they are to pass their
lives prosperously. If you believe the contrary you
must suppose that some men can come to exist who
shall know nothing of old age, disease, and death.

The socialist enterprise of reorganizing society in
order to change what is harsh and sad in it at present
is therefore as impossible, from the outset, as a plan
for changing the physical order. 1 read the other day
a story in which a man dreamt that somebody had
invented an application of electricity for eradicating
certain facts from the memory. Just think of it! What
an emancipation to the human race, if a man could so
emancipate himself from all those incidents in his past
life which he regrets! Let there no longer be such a
thing as remorse or vain regret! It would be half as
good as finding a fountain of eternal youth. Or invent
us a world in which two and two could make five. Two
two-dollar notes could then pay five dollars of debts.
They say that political economy is a dismal science and
that its doctrines are dark and cruel. I think the hardest
fact in human life is that two and two cannot make
five; but in sociology while people will agree that two
and two cannot make five, yet they think that it might
somehow be possible by adjusting two and two to one
another in some way or other to make two and two
equal to four and one-tenth.

I have shown how men emerge from barbarism only
by the use of capital and why it is that, as soon as they
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begin to use capital, if there is liberty, there will be
inequality. The socialist looking at these facts says
that it is capital which produces the inequality. It is
the inequality of men in what they get out of life which
shocks the socialist. He finds enough to criticize in
the products of past dogmatism and bad statesmanship
to which I have alluded, and the program of reforms to
be accomplished and abuses to be rectified which the
socialists have set up have often been admirable. It
is their analysis of the situation which is at fault. Their
diagnosis of the social disease is founded on sectarian
assumptions, not on the scientific study of the structure
and functions of the social body. In attacking capital
they are simply attacking the foundations of civiliza-
tion, and every socialistic scheme which has ever been
proposed, so far as it has lessened the motives to saving
or the security of capital, is anti-social and anti-civilizing.

Rousseau, who is the great father of the modern
socialism, laid accusation for the inequalities existing
amongst men upon wheat and iron. What he meant
was that wheat is a symbol of agriculture, and when
men took to agriculture and wheat diet they broke up
their old tribal relations, which were partly communis-
tic, and developed individualism and private property.
At the same time agriculture called for tools and ma-
chines, of which iron is a symbol; but these tools and
machines are capital. Agriculture, individualism, tools,
capital were, according to Rousseau’s ideas, the causes
of inequality. He was, in a certain way, correct, as
we have already seen by our own analysis of the facts
of the social order. When human society reached the
agricultural stage machinery became necessary. Capi-
tal was far more important than on the hunting or
pastoral stage, and the inequalities of men were devel-
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oped with great rapidity, so that we have a Humboldt,
a Newton, or a Shakespeare at one end of the scale and
a Digger Indian at the other. The Humboldt or Newton
is one of the highest products produced by the constant
selection and advance of the best part of the human
race, viz., those who have seized every chance of ad-
vancing; and the Digger Indian is a specimen of that
part of the race which withdrew from the competition
clear back at the beginning and has consequently never
made any advance beyond the first superiority of man
to beasts. Rousseau, following the logic of his own
explanation of the facts, offered distinctly as the cure
for inequality a return to the hunting stage of life as
practiced by the American Indians. In this he was
plainly and distinctly right. If you want equality you
must not look forward for it on the path of advancing
civilization. You may go back to the mode of life of
the American Indian, and, although you will not then
reach equality, you will escape those glaring inequalities
of wealth and poverty by coming down to a comparative
equality, that is, to a status in which all are equally
miserable. Even this, however, you cannot do without
submitting to other conditions which are far more
appalling than any sad facts in the existing order of
society. The population of Massachusetts is about
two hundred to the square mile; on the hunting stage
Massachusetts could not probably support, at the
utmost, five to the square mile; hence to get back to
the hunting stage would cost the reduction of the
population to two and a half where there are now
one hundred. In Rousseau’s day people did not even
know that this question of the power of land to support
population was to be taken into account.

Socialists find it necessary to alter the definition of
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capital in order to maintain their attacks upon it. Karl
Marx, for instance, regards capital as an accumulation
of the differences which a merchant makes between his
buying price and his selling price. It is, according to
him, an accumulation of the differences which the
employer gains between what he pays to the employees
for making the thing and what he obtains for it from
the consumer. In this view of the matter the capitalist
employer is a pure parasite, who has fastened on the
wage-receiving employee without need or reason and
is levying toll on industry. All socialistic writers
follow, in different degrees, this conception of capital.
If it is true, why do not I levy on some workers some-
where and steal this difference in the product of their
labor? Is it because I am more honest or magnanimous
than those who are capitalist-employers? 1 should
not trust myself to resist the chance if I had it. Or
again, let us ask why, if this conception of the origin
of capital is correct, the workmen submit to a pure
and unnecessary imposition. If this notion were true,
co-operation in production would not need any effort
to bring it about; it would take an army to keep it
down. The reason why it is not possible for the first
comer to start out as an employer of labor is that capital
is a prerequisite to all industry. So soon as men pass
beyond the stage of life in which they live, like beasts,
on the spontaneous fruits of the earth, capital must
precede every productive enterprise. It would lead
me too far away from my present subject to elaborate
this statement as it deserves and perhaps as it needs,
but I may say that there is no sound political economy
and especially no correct conception of wages which is
not based on a complete recognition of the character
of capital as necessarily going before every industrial
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operation. The reason why co-operation in produc-
tion is exceedingly difficult, and indeed is not possible
except in the highest and rarest conditions of educa-
tion and culture amongst artisans, is that workmen can-
not undertake an enterprise without capital, and that
capital always means the fruits of prudence and self-
denial already accomplished. The capitalist’s profits,
therefore, are only the reward for the contribution he
has made to a joint enterprise which could not go on
without him, and his share is as legitimate as that of
the hand-worker.

The socialist assails particularly the institution of
bequest or hereditary property, by which some men
come into life with special protection and advantage.
The right of bequest rests on no other grounds than
those of expediency. The love of children is the
strongest motive to frugality and to the accumulation
of capital. The state guarantees the power of bequest
only because it thereby encourages the accumulation
of capital on which the welfare of society depends. It
is true enough that inherited capital often proves a
curse. Wealth is like health, physical strength, educa-
tion, or anything else which enhances the power of the
individual; it is only a chance; its moral character
depends entirely upon the use which is made of it.
Any force which, when well used, is capable of elevating
a man, will, if abused, debase him in the same propor-
tion. This is true of education, which is often and
incorrectly vaunted as a positive and purely beneficent
instrumentality. An education ill used makes a man
only a more mischievous scoundrel, just as an education
well used makes him a more efficient, good citizen and
producer. So it is with weaith; it is a means to all the
higher developments of intellectual and moral culture.
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A man of inherited wealth can gain in youth all the
advantages which are essential to high culture, and
which a man who must first earn the capital cannot
attain until he is almost past the time of life for profiting
by them. If one should believe the newspapers, one
would be driven to a philosophy something like this:
it is extremely praiseworthy for a man born in poverty
to accumulate a fortune; the reason why he wants to
secure a fortune is that he wants to secure the position
of his children and start them with better advantages
than he enjoyed himself; this is a noble desire on his
part, but he really ought to doubt and hesitate about
so doing because the chances are that he would do far
better for his children to leave them poor. The children
who inherit his wealth are put under suspicion by it;
it creates a presumption against them in all the activities
of citizenship.

Now it is no doubt true that the struggle to win a
fortune gives strength of character and a practical judg-
ment and efficiency which a man who inherits wealth
rarely gets, but hereditary wealth transmitted from
generation to generation is the strongest instrument
by which we keep up a steadily advancing civilization.
In the absence of laws of entail and perpetuity it is
inevitable that capital should speedily slip from the
hold of the man who is not fit to possess it, back into
the great stream of capital, and so find its way into
the hands of those who can use it for the benefit of
society.

The love of children is an instinct which, as I have
said before, grows stronger with advancing civiliza-
tion. All attacks on capital have, up to this time, been
shipwrecked on this instinct. Consequently the most
rigorous and logical socialists have always been led
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sooner or later to attack the family. For, if bequest
should be abolished, parents would give their property
to their children in their own life-time; and so it becomes
a logical necessity to substitute some sort of commu-
nistic or socialistic life for family life, and to educate
children in masses without the tie of parentage. Every
socialistic theory which has been pursued energetically
has led out to this consequence. I will not follow up
this topic, but it is plain to see that the only equality
which could be reached on this course would be that
men should be all equal to each other when they were
all equal to swine.

Socialists are filled with the enthusiasm of equality.
Every scheme of theirs for securing equality has de-
stroyed liberty. The student of political philosophy
has the antagonism of equality and liberty constantly
forced upon him. Equality of possession or of rights
and equality before the law are diametrically opposed
to each other. The object of equality before the law is
to make the state entirely neutral. The state, under
that theory, takes no cognizance of persons. It sur-
rounds all, without distinctions, with the same condi-
tions and guarantees. If it educates one, it educates
all — black, white, red, or yellow; Jew or Gentile;
native or alien. If it taxes onme, it taxes all, by the
same system and under the same conditions. If it
exempts one from police regulations in home, church,
and occupation, it exempts all. From this statement
it is at once evident that pure equality before the law
is impossible. Some occupations must be subjected to
police regulation. Not all can be made subject to
militia duty even for the same limited period. The
exceptions and special cases furnish the chance for
abuse. Equality before the law, however, is one of the
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cardinal principles of civil liberty, because it leaves
each man to run the race of life for himself as best he
can. The state stands neutral but benevolent. It
does not undertake to aid some and handicap others
at the outset in order to offset hereditary advantages
and disadvantages, or to make them start equally.
Such a notion would belong to the false and spurious
theory of equality which is socialistic. If the state
should attempt this it would make itself the servant of
envy. I am entitled to make the most I can of myself
without hindrance from anybody, but I am not entitled
to any guarantee that I shall make as much of myself
as somebody else makes of himself.

The modern thirst for equality of rights is explained
by its historical origin. The mediaeval notion of rights
was that rights were special privileges, exemptions,
franchises, and powers given to individuals by the king;
hence each man had just so many as he and his ancestors
had been able to buy or beg by force or favor, and if
a man had obtained no grants he had no rights. Hence
no two persons were equal in rights and the mass of the
population had none. The theory of natural rights and
of equal rights was a revolt against the mediaeval theory.
It was asserted that men did not have to wait for a
king to grant them rights; they have them by nature,
or in the nature of things, because they are men and
members of civil society. If rights come from nature,
it is inferred that they fall like air and light on all equally.
It was an immense step in advance for the human race
when this new doctrine was promulgated. Its own
limitations and errors need not now be pointed out.
Its significance is plain, and its limits are to some extent
defined when we note its historical origin.

I have already shown that where these guarantees



46 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

exist and where there is liberty, the results cannot be
equal, but with all liberty there must go responsibility.
If I take my own way I must take my own consequences;
if it proves that I have made a mistake, I cannot
be allowed to throw the consequences on my neighbor.
If my neighbor is a free man and resents interference
from me he must not call on me to bear the consequences
of his mistakes. Hence it is plain that liberty, equality
before the law, responsibility, individualism, monog-
amy, and private property all hold together as con-
sistent parts of the same structure of society, and that
an assault on one part must sooner or later involve an
assault on all the others.

To all this must be added the political element in so-
cialism. The acquisition of some capital—the amount
is of very subordinate importance — is the first and
simplest proof that an individual possesses the indus-
trial and civil virtues which make a good citizen and
a useful member of society. Political power, a cen-
tury ago, was associated more or less, even in the
United States, with the possession of land. It has
been gradually extended until the suffrage is to all
intents and purposes universal in North and South
America, in Australia, and in all Europe except Russia
and Turkey. On this system political control belongs
to the numerical majority, limited only by institutions.
It may be doubted, if the terms are taken strictly and
correctly, whether the non-capitalists outnumber the
capitalists in any civilized country, but in many cities
where capital is most collected they certainly do. The
powers of government have been abused for ages by
the classes who possessed them to enable kings, courtiers,
nobles, politicians, demagogues, and their friends to
live in exemption from labor and self-denial, that is,



THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS 4

from the universal lot of man. It is only a continua-
tion of the same abuse if the new possessors of power
attempt to employ it to secure for themselves the
selfish advantages which all possessors of power have
taken. Such a course would, however, overthrow all
that we think has been won in the way of making
government an organ of justice, peace, order, and
security, without respect of persons; and if those gains
are not to be lost they will have to be defended, before
this century closes, against popular majorities, especially
in cities, just as they had to be wen in a struggle with
kings and nobles in the centuries past.

The newest socialism 1is, in its method, political. The
essential feature of its latest phases is the attempt to
use the power of the state to realize its plans and to
secure its objects. These objects are to do away with
poverty and misery, and there are no socialistic schemes
yet proposed, of any sort, which do not, upon analysis,
turn out to be projects for curing poverty and mis-
ery by making those who have share with those who
have not. Whether they are paper-money schemes,
tariff schemes, subsidy schemes, internal improvement
schemes, or usury laws, they all have this in common
with the most vulgar of the communistic projects, and
the errors of this sort in the past which have been
committed in the interest of the capitalist class now
furnish precedents, illustration, and encouragement for
the new category of demands. The latest socialism
divides into two phases: one which aims at centraliza-
tion and despotism —believing that political form more
available for its purposes; the other, the anarchical,
which prefers to split up the state into townships,
or “communes,” to the same end. The latter furnishes
the true etymology and meaning of ‘‘communism” in
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its present use, but all socialism, in its second stage,
merges into a division of property according to the
old sense of communism.

It is impossible to notice socialism as it presents itself
at the present moment without pointing out the im-
mense mischief which has been done by sentimental
economists and social philosophers who have thought
it their professional duty, not to investigate and teach
the truth, but to dabble in philanthropy. It is in Ger-
many that this development has been most marked,
and as a consequence of it the judgment and sense of
the whole people in regard to political and social ques-
tions have been corrupted. It is remarkable that the
country whose learned men have wrought so much for
every other science, especially by virtue of their scien-
tific method and rigorous critical processes, should have
furnished a body of social philosophers without method,
discipline, or severity of scholarship, who have led the
nation in pursuit of whims and dreams and impossible
desires. Amongst us there has been less of it, for our
people still possess enough sterling sense to reject
sentimental rubbish in its grosser forms, but we have
had and still have abundance of the more subtle forms
of socialistic doctrine, and these open the way to the
others. We may already see the two developments
forming a congenial alliance. We have also our writers
and teachers who seem to think that ‘“‘the weak” and
““the poor” are terms of exact definition; that govern-
ment exists, in some especial sense, for the sake of the
classes so designated; and that the same classes (who-
ever they are) have some especial claim on the interest
and attention of the economist and social philosopher.
It may be believed that, in the opinion of these persons,
the training of men is the only branch of human effort
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in which the labor and care should be spent,not on the
best specimens but on the poorest.

It is a matter of course that a reactionary party should
arise to declare that universal suffrage, popular educa-
tion, machinery, free trade, and all the other innovations
of the last hundred years are all a mistake. If any
one ever believed that these innovations were so many
clear strides towards the millennium, that they involve
no evils or abuses of their own, that they tend to emanci-
pate mankind from the need for prudence, caution,
forethought, vigilance —in short, from the eternal
struggle against evil — it is not strange that he should
be disappointed. If any one ever believed that some
“form of government” could be found which would
run itself and turn out the pure results of abstract
peace, justice, and righteousness without any trouble
to anybody, he may well be dissatisfied. To talk of
turning back, however, is only to enhance still further
the confusion and danger of our position. The world
cannot go back. Its destiny is to go forward and to
meet the new problems which are continually arising.
Under our so-called progress evil only alters its forms,
and we must esteem it a grand advance if we can believe
that, on the whole, and over a wide view of human
affairs, good has gained a hair’s breadth over evil in a
century. Popular institutions have their own abuses
and dangers just as much as monarchical or aristocratic
institutions. We are only just finding out what they
are. All the institutions which we have inherited were
invented to guard liberty against the encroachments
of a powerful monarch or aristocracy, when these classes
possessed land and the possession of land was the greatest
social power. Institutions must now be devised to
guard civil liberty against popular majorities, and this
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necessity arises first in regard to the protection of
property, the first and greatest function of government
and element in civil liberty. There is no escape from
any dangers involved in this or any other social struggle
save in going forward and working out the development.
It will cost a struggle and will demand the highest wis-
dom of this and the next generation. It is very probable
that some nations — those, namely, which come up
to this problem with the least preparation, with the
least intelligent comprehension of the problem, and
under the most inefficient leadership — will suffer a
severe check in their development and prosperity; it
is very probable that in some nations the development
may lead through revolution and bloodshed; it is very
probable that in some nations the consequence may
be a reaction towards arbitrary power. In every view
we take of it, it is clear that the general abolition of
slavery has only cleared the way for a new social problem
of far wider scope and far greater difficulty. It seems
to me, in fact, that this must always be the case. The
conquest of one difficulty will only open the way to
another; the solution of one problem will only bring
man face to face with another. Man wins by the fight,
not by the victory, and therefore the possibilities of
growth are unlimited, for the fight has no end.

The progress which men have made in developing
the possibilities of human existence has never been
made by jumps and strides. It has never resulted
from the schemes of philosophers and reformers. It
has never been guided through a set program by the
wisdom of any sages, statesmen, or philanthropists.
The progress which has been made has been won in
minute stages by men who had a definite task before
them, and who have dealt with it in detail, as it pre-
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sented itself, without referring to general principles,
or attempting to bring it into logical relations to an a
priort system. In most cases the agents are unknown
and cannot be found. New and better arrangements
have grown up imperceptibly by the natural effort of
all to make the best of actual circumstances. In this
way, no doubt, the new problems arising in our modern
society must be solved or must solve themselves. The
chief safeguard and hope of such a development is in
the sound instincts and strong sense of the people,
which, although it may not reason closely, can reject
instinctively. If there are laws — and there certainly
are such — which permit the acquisition of property
without industry, by cunning, force, gambling, swin-
dling, favoritism, or corruption, such laws transfer
property from those who have earned it to those who
have not. Such laws contain the radical vice of social-
ism. They demand correction and offer an open field
for reform because reform would lie in the direction of
greater purity and security of the right of property.
Whatever assails that right, or goes in the direction of
making it still more uncertain whether the industrious
man can dispose of the fruits of his industry for his own
interests exclusively, tends directly towards violence,
bloodshed, poverty, and misery. If any large section
of modern society should rise against the rest for the
purpose of attempting any such spoliation, either by
violence or through the forms of law, it would destroy
civilization as it was destroyed by the irruption of the
barbarians into the Roman Empire.

The sound student of sociology can hold out to man-
kind, as individuals or as a race, only one hope of better
and happier living. That hope lies in an enhancement
of the industrial virtues and of the moral forces which
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thence arise. Industry, self-denial, and temperance
are the laws of prosperity for men and states; without
them advance in the arts and in wealth means only
corruption and decay through luxury and vice. With
them progress in the arts and increasing wealth are the
prime conditions of an advancing civilization which is
sound enough to endure. The power of the human race
to-day over the conditions of prosperous and happy
living are sufficient to banish poverty and misery if it
were not for folly and vice. The earth does not begin
to be populated up to its power to support population
on the present stage of the arts; if the United States
were as densely populated as the British Islands, we
should have 1,000,000,000 people here. If, therefore,
men were willing to set to work with energy and courage
to subdue the outlying parts of the earth, all might live
in plenty and prosperity. But if they insist on remain-
ing in the slums of great cities or on the borders of an
old society, and on a comparatively exhausted soil,
there is no device of economist or statesman which can
prevent them from falling victims to poverty and
misery or from succumbing in the competition of life
to those who have greater command of capital. The
socialist or philanthropist who nourishes them in their
situation and saves them from the distress of it is only
cultivating the distress which he pretends to cure.
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REPLY TO A SOCIALIST!
[1904]

“ALways dig out the major premise!” said an experi-
enced teacher of logic and rhetoric. The major premise
of Mr. Sinclair is that everybody ought to be happy,
and that, if anybody is not so, those who stand near
him are under obligations to make him so. He nowhere
expresses this. The major premise is always most
fallacious when it is suppressed. The statement of the
woes of the garment workers is made on the assumption
that it carries upon its face some significance. He
deduces from the facts two inferences for which he
appeals to common consent: (1) that such a state of
things ought not to be allowed to continue forever, and
(2) that somehow, somewhere, another ‘‘system” must
be found. The latter inference is one which the social-
ists always affirm, and they seem to be satisfied that it
has some value, both in philosophy and in practical
effort. They criticize the “system,” by which they
mean the social world as it is. They do not perceive
that the world of human society is what has resulted
from thousands of years of life. It is not a system any
more than a man sixty years old is a system. It is a
product. To talk of making another system is like
talking of making a man of sixty into something else
than what his life has made him. As for the inference
that some other industrial system must be found, it is
as idle as anything which words can express. It leads

1 Collier's Weekly, October 29, 1904.
[55]
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to nothing and has no significance. The industrial
system has changed often and it will change again.
Nobody invented former forms. No one can invent
others. It will change according to conditions and
interests, just as the gilds and manors changed into
modern phases. It is frightful to know of the poverty
which some people endure. It is also frightful to know
of disease, of physical defects, of accidents which cripple
the body and wreck life, and of other ills by which human
life is encompassed. Such facts appeal to human
sympathy, and call for such help and amelioration as
human effort can give. It is senseless to enumerate
such facts, simply in order to create a state of mind in
the hearer, and then to try to make him assent that
“the system ought to be changed.” All the hospitals,
asylums, almshouses, and other eleemosynary institu-
tions prove that the world is not made right. They
prove the existence of people who have mnot ‘“equal
chances” with others. The inmates can not be happy.
Generally the institutions also prove the very limited
extent to which, with the best intentions and greatest
efforts, the more fortunate can do anything to help the
matter — that is, to “change the system.”

The notion that everybody ought to be happy, and
equally happy with all the rest, is the fine flower of the
philosophy which has been winning popularity for two
hundred years. All the petty demands of natural
rights, liberty, equality, etc., are only stepping-stones
toward this philosophy, which is really what is wanted.
All through human history some have had good fortuneand
some ill fortune. For some the ills of life have taken all the
joy and strength out of existence, while the fortunate
have always been there to show how glorious life might
be and to furnish dreams of bliss to tantalize those who
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have failed and suffered. So men have constructed in
philosophy theories of universal felicity. They tell us
that every one has a natural right to be happy, to be
comfortable, to have health, to succeed, to have knowl-
edge, family, political power, and all the rest of the
things which anybody can have. They put it all into
the major premise. Then they say that we all ought to
be equal. That proposition abolishes luck. In making
propositions we can imply that all ought to have equally
good luck, but, inasmuch as there is no way in which
we can turn bad luck into good, or misfortune into
good fortune, what the proposition means is that if
we can not all have good luck no one shall have it.
The unlucky will pull down the lucky. That is all that
equality ever can mean. The worst becomes the stand-
ard. When we talk of ‘“‘changing the system,” we
ought to understand that that means abolishing luck
and all the ills of life. We might as well talk of abol-
ishing storms, excessive heat and cold, tornadoes, pes-
tilences, diseases, and other ills. Poverty belongs to
the struggle for existence, and we are all born into that
struggle. The human race began in utter destitution.
It had no physical or metaphysical endowment what-
ever. The existing ‘“system” is the outcome of the
efforts of men for thousands of years to work together,
so as to win in the struggle for existence. Probably
socialists do not perceive what it means for any man
now to turn about and pass his high judgment on the
achievements of the human race in the way of civiliza-
tion, and to propose to change it, by resolution, in about
“six years.” The result of the long effort has been that
we all, in a measure, live above the grade of savages,
and that some reach comfort and luxury and mental
and moral welfare. Efforts to change the system have
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not been wanting. They have all led back to savagery.
Mr. Sinclair thinks that the French Revolution issued
out in liberty. The French Revolution is open to
very many different interpretations and constructions;
but, on the whole, it left essential interests just about
where it found them. A million men lost their lives to
get Louis de Bourbon off the throne and Napoleon
Bonaparte on it, and by the spoils of Europe to make
rich nobles of his generals. That is the most definite
and indisputable result of the Revolution. Mr. Sinclair
also repeats the familiar warning or threat that those
who are not competent to win adequate success in the
struggle for existence will “rise.” They are going to
“shoot,” unless we let him and his associates redis-
tribute property. It seems that it would be worth
while for them to copsider that, by their own hy-
pothesis, those-who-have will possess advantages in
“shooting”: (1) they will have the guns; (2) they
will have the talent on their side because they can pay
for it; (8) they can hire an army out of the ranks of
their adversaries.

In all this declamation we hear a great deal about
votes and political power, ‘“ballots or bullets.” Of
course this is another outcome of the political and
social philosophy of the last two centuries. Mr. Sin-
clair says that “Democracy is an attitude of soul. It
has its basis in the spiritual nature of man, from which
it follows that all men are equal, or that, if they are
not, they must become s0.” Then Democracy is a
metaphysical religion or mythology. The age is not
friendly to metaphysics or mythology, but it falls under
the dominion of these old tyrants in its political philoso-
phy. If anybody wants to put his soul in an attitude,
he ought to do it. The “system” allows that liberty,
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and it is far safer than shooting. It is also permitted
to believe that, if men are not equal, they will become
so. If we wait a while they will all die, and then they
will all be equal, although they certainly will not be so
before that.

There are plenty of customs and institutions among
us which produce evil results. They need reform; and
propositions to that end are reasonable and useful. A
few years ago we heard of persons who wanted to abolish
poverty. They had no plan or scheme by which to do it;
in the meantime, however, people were working day by
day to overcome poverty as well as they could, each for
himself. The talk about abolishing poverty by some
resolution or construction has died out. The “indus-
trial system” is just the organized effort which we are
all making to overcome poverty. We do not want to
change the system unless we can be convinced that we
can make a shift which will accomplish that purpose
better. Then, be it observed, the system will be
changed without waiting for any philosophers to pro-
pose it. It is being changed every day, just as quickly
as any detail in it can be altered so as to defeat pov-
erty better. Thisis a world in which the rule is, ‘“Root,
hog, or die,” and it is also a world in which ‘“the longest
pole knocks down the most persimmons.” It is the
popular experience which has formulated these sayings.
How can we make them untrue? They contain im-
mense tragedies. Those who believe that the problems
of human pain and ill are waiting for a speculative
solution in philosophy or ethics can dream of changing
the system; but to everybody else it must seem worse
than a waste of time to wrangle about such a thing. It
is not a proposition; it does not furnish either a thesis
to be tested or a project to be considered.



60 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

I am by no means arguing that “‘everything is for the
best in the best of worlds,” even in that part of it where
the Stars and Stripes still float. I am, on the contrary,
one of those who think that there is a great deal to be
dissatisfied about. I may be asked what I think would
be a remedy for the distress of the garment workers.
I answer candidly that I do not know — that is why I
have come forward with no proposition. My business
now is to show how empty and false Mr. Sinclair’s
proposition is, and how harmful it would be to heed it.
He only adds to our trouble and burden by putting for-
ward erroneous ideas and helping to encourage bad
thinking. The plan to rise and shoot has no promise
of welfare in it for anybody.

Neither is there any practical sense or tangible project
behind the suggestion to redistribute property. Some
years ago I heard a socialist orator say! that he could
get along with any audience except “these measly,
mean-spirited workingmen, who have saved a few
hundred dollars and built a cottage, with a savings
bank mortgage, of which they rent the second story and
live in the first. They,” said he, “will get up and go
out, a benchful at a time, when I begin to talk about
rent.”” If he had been open to instruction from facts, he
might have learned much from the conduct of those
measly workingmen. They will fight far more fero-
ciously for their cottages than the millionaires for their
palaces. A redistribution of property means universal
war. The final collapse of the French Revolution was
due to the proposition to redistribute property. Prop-
erty is the opposite of poverty; it is our bulwark
against want and distress, but also against disease and

! This was one of Professor Sumner’s pet anecdotes, and I risk its repeti-
tion here and elsewhere in the volume.— Tux Eprror.
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all other ills, which, if it can not prevent them, it still
holds at a distance. If we weaken the security of prop-
erty or deprive people of it, we plunge into distress
those who now are above it.

Property is the condition of civilization. It is just
as essential to the state, to religion, and to education as
it is to food and clothing. In the form of capital it is
essential to industry, but if capital were not property it
would not do its work in industry. If we negative or
destroy property we arrest the whole life of civilized
society and put men back on the level of beasts. The
family depends on property; the two institutions have
been correlative throughout the history of civiliza-
tion. Property is the first interest of man in time and
in importance. We can conceive of no time when
property was not, and we can conceive of no social
growth in which property was not the prime condition.
The property interest is also the one which moves all
men, including the socialists, more quickly and deeply
than any other. Property is that feature of the exist-
ing ‘“‘industrial system” which would most stubbornly
resist change if it was threatened in its essential char-
acter and meaning. There is a disposition now to
apologize for property, even while resisting attack upon
it. This is wrong. Property ought to be defended on
account of its reality and importance, and on account
of its rank among the interests of men.

What the socialists complain of is that we have not
yet got the work of civilization all done and that what
has been done does not produce ideal results. The task
is & big one — it may even be believed that it is infinite,
because what we accomplish often only opens new
vistas of trouble. At present we are working on with
all the wisdom we have been able to win, and we hope
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to gain more. If the socialists could help by reason-
able and practical suggestions, their aid would be wel-
come. When they propose to redistribute property, or
to change the industrial system, they only disturb the
work and introduce confusion and destruction. When
they talk about rising and shooting, as if such acts
would not be unreasonable or beyond possibility, they
put themselves at the limit of the law, and may, before
they know it, become favorers of crime.



WHAT MAKES THE RICH RICHER AND
THE POOR POORER?






WHAT MAKES THE RICH RICHER AND
THE POOR POORER??

[1887]

KaArRL MARX says, ‘“An accumulation of wealth at
one pole of society indicates an accumulation of mis-
ery and overwork at the other.” ? In this assertion,
Marx avoids the very common and mischievous fallacy
of confusing causes, consequences, and symptoms. He
suggests that what is found at one pole indicates, or is a
symptom of what may be found at the other. In the
development of his criticisms on political economy and
the existing organization of society, however, Marx pro-
ceeds as if there were a relation of cause and effect in the
proposition just quoted, and his followers and popular-
izers have assumed as an indisputable postulate that the
wealth of some is a cause of the poverty of others. The
question of priority or originality as between Marx, Rod-
bertus, and others is at best one of vanity between them
and their disciples,® but it is of great interest and im-
portance to notice that the doctrine that wealth at one
pole makes misery at the other is the correct logical
form of the notion that progress and poverty are cor-
relative. This doctrine rests upon another and still
more fundamental one, which is not often formulated,

1 Popular Science Monthly, Vol. XXX, 1887, pp. 289-296.

?“Das Capital,” 1, 671.

3 On this question see Anton Menger, “Das Recht auf den vollen Arbeitser-
trag,” Stuttgart, 1888. This writer traces back for a century the fundamental
socialistic notions. He aims to develop the jural as distinguisbed from the eco-
nomic aspect of socialism.

{65]
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but which can be detected in most of the current social-
istic discussions, 1z., that all the capital which is here
now would be here under any laws or institutions about
property, as if it were due to some independent cause;
and that some have got ahead of others and seized upon
the most of it, so that those who came later have not been
able to get any. If this notion about the source of capi-
tal is not true, then wealth at one pole cannot cause
poverty at the other. If it is true, then we can make
any regulations we like about the distribution of wealth,
without fear lest the measures which we adopt may pre-
vent any wealth from being produced.

In Rome, under the empire, wealth at one pole was a
symptom of misery at the other, because Rome was not
an industrial state. Its income came from plunder.
The wealth had a source independent of the production
of the society of Rome. That part of the booty which
some got, others could not have. No such thing is true
of an industrial society. The wealth of the commercial
cities of Italy and southern Germany, in the Middle
Ages, was largely in the hands of merchant-princes. If
one were told that some of these merchants were very
rich, he would have no ground of inference that others
in those cities must have been poor. The rich were
those who developed the opportunities of commerce
which were, in the first instance, open to all. What they
gained came out of nothing which anybody else ever had
or would have had. The fact that there are wealthy
men in England, France, and the United States to-day
is no evidence that there must be poor men here. The
riches of the rich are perfectly consistent with the high
condition of wealth of all, down to the last. In fact,
the aggregations of wealth, both while being made and
after realization, develop and sustain the prosperity
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of all. The forward movement of a strong population,
with abundance of land and highly developed command
by machinery over the forces of nature, must produce
a state of society in which, misfortune and vice being left
out of account, average and minimum comfort are high,
while special aggregations may be enormous.

Whatever nexus there is between wealth at one pole
and poverty at the other can be found only by turning
the proposition into its converse — misery at one pole
makes wealth at the other. If the mass at one pole
should, through any form of industrial vice, fall into
misery, they would offer to the few wise an opportunity
to become rich by taking advantage of them. They
would offer a large supply of labor at low wages, a high
demand for capital at high rates of interest, and a fierce
demand for land at high rent.

It is often affirmed, and it is true, that competition
tends to disperse society over a wide range of unequal
conditions. Competition develops all powers that exist
according to their measure and degree. The more
intense competition is, the more thoroughly are all the
forces developed. If, then, there is liberty, the results
can not be equal; they must correspond to the forces.
Liberty of development and equality of result are there-
fore diametrically opposed to each other. If a group
of men start on equal conditions, and compete in a
common enterprise, the results which they attain must
differ according to inherited powers, early advantages
of training, personal courage, energy, enterprise, perse-
verance, good sense, etc., etc. Since these things differ
through a wide range, and since their combinations may
vary through a wide range, it is possible that the results
may vary through a wide scale of degrees. Moreover,
the more intense the competition, the greater are the
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prizes of success and the heavier are the penalties of
failure. This is illustrated in the competition of a large
city as compared with that of a small one. Competi-
tion can no more be done away with than gravitation.
Its incidence can be changed. We can adopt as a social
policy, “Woe to the successful!” We can take the
prizes away from the successful and give them to the un-
successful. It seems clear that there would soon be no
prizes at all, but that inference is not universally ac-
cepted. In any event, it is plain that we have not got
rid of competition — z.e., of the struggle for existence
and the competition of life. We have only decided that,
if we cannot all have equally, we will all have nothing.

Competition does not guarantee results corresponding
with merit, because hereditary conditions and good and
bad fortune are always intermingled with merit, but
competition secures to merit all the chances it can enjoy
under circumstances for which none of one’s fellow-
men are to blame.

Now it seems to be believed that although competi-
tion produces wide grades of inequality, yet almsgiving,
or forcible repartition of wealth, would not do so. Here
we come to the real, great, and mischievous fallacy
of the social philosophy which is in vogue. Whether
there are great extremes of rich and poor in a society is
a matter of very little significance; there is no ground
for the importance which is attached to that fact in
current discussion. It is constantly affirmed in one form
or another that, although one man has in half a life-
time greatly improved his own position, and can put his
children in a far better condition than that in which he
started, nevertheless he has not got his fair share in the
gains of civilization, because his neighbor, who started
where he did, has become a millionaire. John, who is



WHAT MAKES THE RICH RICHER 69

eating a beefsteak off iron-stone china, finds that the taste
of it is spoiled because he knows that James is eating
pheasants off gold. William, who would have to walk
anyway, finds that his feet ache a great deal worse
because he learns that Peter has got a horse. Henry,
whose yacht is twenty feet long, is sure that there is
something wrong in society because Jacob has one a
hundred feet long. These are weaknesses of human
nature which have always been the fair game of the
satirists, but in our day they are made the basis of a
new philosophy and of a redistribution of rights and of
property. If the laws and institutions of the society
hinder any one from fighting out the battle of life on his
or her own behalf to the best of one’s ability, especially
if they so hinder one to the advantage of another, the
field of effort for intelligent and fruitful reform is at
once marked out; but if examination should reveal
no such operation of laws and institutions, then the in-
equality of achievements is no indication of any social
disease, but the contrary.

The indication of social health or disease is to be
sought in quite another fact. The question whether the
society is formed of only two classes, the rich and the
poor, the strong and the weak, or whether all the inter-
vening grades are represented in a sound and healthy
proportion, is a question which has importance because
it furnishes indications of the state and prospects of the
society. No society which consists of the two extreme
classes only is in a sound and healthy condition.

If we regard the society of a new country, with little
government regulation, free institutions, low taxes,
and insignificant military duty, as furnishing us with the
nearest example of a normal development of human
society under civilization, then we must infer that such
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a society would not consist of two well-defined classes
widely separated from each other, but that there would
be no well-defined classes at all, although its members
might, in their extremest range, be far apart in wealth,
education, talent, and virtue. Such a society might, as
it grew older, and its population became more dense,
develop, under high competition, great extremes of eco-
nomic power and social condition, but there is no reason
to suppose that the whole middle range would not be
filled up by the great mass of the population.

I have now cleared the ground for the proposition
which it is my special purpose, in this paper, to offer:

It 43 the tendency of all social burdens to crush out the
middle class, and to force the soctety into an organization of
only two classes, one at each social extreme.

It is in the nature of the case impracticable to adjust
social burdens proportionately to the power of indi-
viduals to support them. If this could be done, it is
possible that the burdens might become great, even ex-
cessive, without producing the effect which I have stated.
Since, however, it is impossible to so adjust them, and
they must be laid on “equally” with reference to the
unit of service, and not with reference to some unit of
capacity to endure them, it follows that the effect must
be as stated. So soon as the burden becomes so great
that it surpasses the power of some part of the society,
a division takes place between those who can and those
who cannot endure it. At first, those who are close to
this line, but just above it, are not far removed from those
who are close to it, but just below it; but, as time goes
on, and the pressure continues to operate, they are con-
stantly separated from each other by a wider and wider
interval.

Let us look at some of the historical facts which
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show us this law. If we take early Roman history as
Mommsen relates it to us, we observe the constant re-
currence of the difficulty which arose from the ten-
dency of the society toward two extreme classes. It was
plainly the pressure of military duty and taxes which
was constantly developing two classes, debtors and
creditors. The demands of the state fell upon different
men in very different severity according to circum-
stances.! One found himself just so well established
that he could endure without being crushed. Another
found that the time demanded, or the wound received,
or the loss sustained by an inroad, or by being on an
unsuccessful expedition, threw him back so that he fell
into debt. The former, securing a foothold and gaining
a little, bought a slave and established himself with a
greater margin of security. Slavery, of course, mightily
helped on the tendency. Twenty years later the second
man was the bankrupt debtor and bondman of the first.

All insecurity of property has the same effect, above
all, however, when the insecurity is produced by abuse
of state power. In the later history of Rome, the Roman
power, having conquered the world and dragged thou-
sands born elsewhere into Italy as slaves, set to work to
plunder its conquest. The booty taken by emperors,
proconsuls, and freedmen-favorites, and by the sovereign
city, was shared, through the largesses, with the prole-
tariat of the city. The largesses and slavery worked
together to divide the Romans into two classes. The
plunder of the provinces intensified the wealth of the
wealthy. The largesses pauperized and proletarianized
the populace of the great city.? They drew away citi-

t As to the heavy burdens of Roman citizenship, see Merivale, VIII, 284.
1 See Mommsen, book III, chapters XI, XII; book V, chapter X); Pshlmann,
“Die Uebervilkerung der antiken Gross-Stidte,” Leipzig, 1884.
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zens from the country and from honest industry, to
swell the mob of the city. If a band of robbers should
split into patricians and plebeians and divide the plunder
unequally, it is plain that, as time went on, they must
separate into two great factions, one immensely rich,
the other miserably poor.! As for the victims, although
at first the severity and security of Roman law and order
were not too dear even at the price which they cost,
nevertheless the inevitable effect of robbery came out
at last, and the whole Roman world was impoverished.?
Those only among the provincials could get or retain
wealth who could gain favor with, or get on the side of the
rulers. No satisfactory exposition of the political econ-
omy of the Roman commonwealth has yet been written.
The effect of the Roman system on population, on the
development of capital in the provinces, on the arts and
sciences, on the distribution of the precious metals, on
city population at Rome and Constantinople, on the
development of talent and genius, offers lessons of pro-
found importance, touching in many points on questions
which now occupy us. The Roman Empire was a gi-
gantic experiment in the way of a state which took
from some to give to others. ‘At the beginning of the
third century already the signs of a fatal loss of vitality
manifested themselves with frightful distinctness, and
spread with such rapidity that no sagacious observer

1 See especially Friedliinder, *Sittengeschichte,” 1, 22: “In the enjoyment of
the extravagant abundance of advantages, excitements, and spectacles, which
the metropolis offered, the highest and lowest classes were best off. The great
majority of the free male inhabitants were fed partly or entirely at public ex-
pense. The great found there an opportunity and means for a royal existence
as nowhere else on earth. The middle classes were most exposed to the disad-
vantages of life at Rome.”

% See Merivale, VIII, 851; Gibbon, chapter XXXVI, at the end.
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could deceive himself any longer as to the beginning
dissolution of the gigantic body.” !

All violence has the same effect. In the fifth and sixth
centuries of our era, the general disorder and violence
which prevailed gradually brought about a division of
society on a line which, of course, wavered for a long time.
A man who was strong enough in his circumstances to
just maintain himself in such times became a lord;
another, who could not maintain himself, sought safety
by becoming the lord’s man. As time went on, every
retainer whom the former obtained made him seem a
better man to be selected as lord; and, as time went on,
any man who was weak but independent found his
position more and more untenable.?

Taine’s history shows distinctly that the middle class
were the great sufferers by the French Revolution. At-
tention has always been arrested by the nobles who were
robbed and guillotined. When, however, we get closer
to the life of the period, we see that, taking the nation
over for the years of the revolutionary disorder, the
victims were those who had anything, from the peasant
or small tradesman up to the well-to-do citizen.* The
rich bought their way through, and the nobles were re-
placed by a new gang of social parasites enriched by
plunder and extortion. These last come nearer than any
others whom history presents to the type of what the

1 Friedlinder, I, preface. While reading the proof of this article, I have read
Professor Boceardo’s “Manuale di Storia del Comercio, delle Industrie e dell’
Economia Politica” (Torino-Napoli, 1886), in which, pp. 74, 75, he expresases
the same view as is above given more nearly than I have ever seen it elsewhere.

3 See Gibbon, chapter XXXVIII; Duruy, *Histoire du Moyen Age,” pp. 238,
284; Hallam’s “Middle Ages,” chapter I, part II; Seebohm, “The English
Village Community,” chapter VIII.

8 See Taine, vol. ITI, book V, chapter I.



74 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

“committee” in a socialistic state may be expected
to be.!

All almsgiving has the same effect, especially if it is
forced by state authority. The Christian Church of
the fourth and fifth centuries, by its indiscriminate
almsgiving on a large scale, helped on the degeneration
of the Roman state.? A poor-law is only another case.
The poor-rates, as they become heavier, at last drive
into the workhouses the poorest of those who have
hitherto maintained independence and paid poor-rates.
With this new burden the chance of the next section
upward to maintain themselves is imperiled, and so on
indefinitely.

All taxation has the same effect. It presses hardest
on those who, under the conditions of their position
in life and the demands which are made upon them, are
trying to save capital and improve their circumstances.
The heavier it becomes, the faster it crushes out this
class of persons — that is, all the great middle class —
and the greater the barrier it sets up against any efforts
of persons of that class to begin accumulation. If the
taxes have for their object to take from some and give
to others, as is the case with all protective taxes, we
have only a more intense and obvious action in the same
direction, and one whose effects must be far greater and
sooner realized. The effect of protective taxes in this
country, to drive out the small men and to throw special
lines of industry into the hands of a few large capitalists,
has been noted often. It is only a case of the law which
I am defining.

My generalization might even be made broader. It
is the tendency of all the hardships of life to destroy the
middle class. Capital, as it grows larger, takes on new

1 See Taine, vol. III, book ITI, chapter III. % Pohimann, p. 62.
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increments with greater and greater ease. It acquires
a kind of momentum. The rich man, therefore, can
endure the shocks of material calamity and misfortune
with less distress the richer he is. A bad season may
throw a small farmer into debt from which he can never
recover. It may not do more to a large farmer than
lessen one year’s income. A few years of hard times may
drive into bankruptey a great number of men of small
capital, while a man of large capital may tide over the
distress and put himself in a position to make great gains
when prosperity comes again.

The hardships and calamities which are strictly social
are such as come from disorder, violence, insecurity,
covetousness, envy, etc. The state has for its function
to repress all these. It appears from what I have said
that it is hard to maintain a middle class on a high stage
of civilization. If the state does not do its work prop-
erly, such classes, representing the wide distribution
of comfort and well-being, will die out. If the state
itself gives license to robbery and spoliation, or enforces
almsgiving, it is working to destroy the whole middle
class, and to divide society into two great classes, the
rich who are growing richer, not by industry but by spo-
liation, and the poor who are growing poorer, not by
industrial weakness but by oppression.

Now, a state which is in any degree socialistic is in
that degree on the line of policy whose disastrous effects
have here been described. The state, it cannot too
often be repeated, has pothing, and can give nothing,
which it does not take from somebody. Its victims must
be those who have earned and saved, and they must be
the broad, strong, middle classes, from whom alone any
important contributions can be drawn. They must be
impoverished. Its pets, whoever they may be, must



76 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

be pauperized and proletarianized. Its agents alone —
that is, those who, in the name of the state, perform the
operation of taking from some to give to others — can
become rich, and if ever such a state should be organ-
ized they may realize wealth beyond the dreams of a
proconsul.

To people untrained in the study of social forces it
may appear the most obvious thing in the world that,
if we should confiscate the property of those who have
more than a determined amount, and divide the pro-
ceeds among those who have less than a certain amount,
we should strengthen the middle class, and do away with
the two extremes. The effect would be exactly the
opposite. We should diminish the middle classes and
strengthen the extremes. The more we helped at the
bottom, the more we should have to help, not only on
account of the increase of the population and the influx
of eager members of ‘“the house of want,” but also on
account of the demoralization of the lowest sections of
the middle class who were excluded. The more we
confiscated at the top, the more craft and fraud would
be brought into play to escape confiscation, and the wider
must be the scope of taxation over the upper middle
classes to obtain the necessary means.

The modern middle class has been developed with,
and in, an industrial civilization. In turn they have
taken control of this civilization and developed social
and civil institutions to accord with it. The organiza-
tion which they have made is now called, in the cant of
a certain school, “capitalism” and a “capitalistic sys-
tem.” It is the first organization of human society that
ever has existed based on rights. By virtue of its own
institutions, it now puts itself on trial and stands open
to revision and correction whenever, on sober and ra-
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tional grounds, revision can be shown to be necessary
to guarantee the rights of any one. It is the first organ-
ization of human society that has ever tolerated dissent
or criticism of itself. Nobles and peasants have never
made anything but Poland and Russia. The proletariat
has never made anything but revolution. The socialistic
state holds out no promise that it will ever tolerate dis-
sent. It will never consider the question of reform. It
stands already on the same footing as all the old states.
It knows that it is right, and all right. Of course, there-
fore, there is no place in it for reform. With extreme
reconstructions of society, however, it may not be worth
while to trouble ourselves; what we need to perceive
is, that all socialistic measures, whatever their degree,
have the same tendency and effect. It is they which
may be always described as tending to make the rich
richer and the poor poorer, and to extinguish the inter-
vening classes.
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THE CONCENTRATION OF WEALTH: ITS
ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION!

(1902]

THE concentration of wealth I understand to include
the aggregation of wealth into large masses and its con-
centration under the control of a few. In this sense
the concentration of wealth is indispensable to the suc-
cessful execution of the tasks which devolve upon so-
ciety in our time. Every task of society requires the
employment of capital, and involves an economic prob-
lem in the form of the most expedient application of
material means to ends. Two features most prominently
distinguish the present age from all which have preceded
it: first, the great scale on which all societal under-
takings must be carried out; and second, the trans-
cendent importance of competent management, that is,
of the personal element in direction and control.

I speak of “societal undertakings” because it is im-
portant to notice that the prevalent modes and forms
are not confined to industrial undertakings, but are uni-
versal in all the institutions and devices which have
for their purpose the satisfaction of any wants of society.
A modern church is a congeries of institutions which
seeks to nourish good things and repress evil ones; it
has buildings, apparatus, a store of supplies, a staff of
employees, and a treasury. A modern church (parish)
will soon be as complex a system of institutions as a
mediaeval monastery was. Contrast such an establish-
ment with the corresponding one of fifty years ago.

i Independent, April-June, 1902.
[81]
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A university now needs an immense ‘‘concentration of
wealth” for its outfit and work. It is as restricted in
its work as the corresponding institution of fifty years
ago was, although it may command twenty times as
much capital and revenue. Furthermore, when we see
that all these and other societal institutions pay far
higher salaries to executive officers than to workers,
we must recognize the fact that the element of personal
executive ability is in command of the market, and that
means that it is the element which decides success. To
a correct understanding of our subject it is essential to
recognize the concentration of wealth and control as a
universal societal phenomenon, not merely as a matter
of industrial power, or social sentiment, or political
policy.

Stated in the concisest terms, the phenomenon is
that of a more perfect integration of all societal functions.
The concentration of power (wealth), more dominant
control, intenser discipline, and stricter methods are but
modes of securing more perfect integration. When
we perceive this we see that the concentration of wealth
is but one feature of a grand step in societal evolution.

Some may admit that the concentration of wealth is
indispensable, but may desire to distinguish between
joint-stock aggregations on the one side and individual
fortunes on the other. This distinction is a product
of the current social prejudice and is not valid. The
predominance of the individual and personal element
in control is seen in the tendency of all joint-stock enter-
prises to come under the control of very few persons.
Every age is befooled by the notions which are in fashion
in it. Our age is befooled by ‘“‘democracy’; we hear
arguments about the industrial organization which are
deductions from democratic dogmas or which appeal
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to prejudice by using analogies drawn from democracy
to affect sentiment about industrial relations. Industry
may be republican; it never can be democratic, so long
as men differ in productive power and in industrial virtue.
In our time joint-stock companies, which are in form
republican, are drifting over into oligarchies or monar-
chies because one or a few get greater efficiency of con-
trol and greater vigor of administration. They direct
the enterprise in a way which produces more, or more
economically. This is the purpose for which the organ-
ization exists and success in it outweighs everything
else. We see the competent men refuse to join in the
enterprise, unless they can control it, and we see the
stockholders willingly put their property into the hands
of those who are, as they think, competent to manage
it successfully. The strongest and most effective organ-
izations for industrial purposes which are formed now-
adays are those of a few great capitalists, who have great
personal confidence in each cther and who can bring
together adequate means for whatever they desire to
do. Some such nucleus of individuals controls all the
great joint-stock companies.

It is obvious that “concentration of wealth’ can never
be anything but a relative term. Between 1820 and 1830
Stephen Girard was a proverb for great wealth; to-day
a man equally rich would not be noticed in New York
for his wealth. In 1848 John Jacob Astor stood alone
in point of wealth; to-day a great number surpass him.
A fortune of $300,000 was then regarded as constituting
wealth; it was taken as a minimum above which men
were “rich.” It is certain that before long some man
will have a billion. It is impossible to criticize such a
moving notion. The concentration of capital is also
necessarily relative to the task to be performed; we
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wondered lately to see a corporation formed which had
a capital of a billion. No one will wonder at such a
corporation twenty-five years hence.

There seems to be a great readiness in the public mind
to take alarm at these phenomena of growth — there
might rather seem to be reason for public congratula-
tion. We want to be provided with things abundantly
and cheaply; that means that we want increased eco-
nomic power. All these enterprises are efforts to satisfy
that want, and they promise to do it. The public
seems to turn especially to the politician to preserve it
from the captain of industry; but when has anybody
ever seen a politician who was a match for a captain of
industry? One of the latest phenomena is a competi-
tion of the legislatures of several states for the profit of
granting acts of incorporation; this competition con-
sists, of course, in granting greater and greater powers
and exacting less and less responsibility.

It is not my duty in this place to make a judicial
statement of the good and ill of the facts I mention —
I leave to others to suggest the limitations and safe-
guards which are required. It is enough to say here
that of course all power is liable to abuse; if anybody
is dreaming about a millennial state of society in which
all energy will be free, yet fully controlled by paradisaic
virtue, argument with him is vain. If we want results
we must get control of adequate power, and we must
learn to use it with safeguards. If we want to make
tunnels, and to make them rapidly, we have to con-
centrate supplies of dynamite; danger results; we mini-
mize it, but we never get rid of it. In late years our
streets have been filled with power-driven cars and vehi-
cles; the risk and danger of going on the streets has
been very greatly increased; the danger is licensed by
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law, and it is inseparable from the satisfaction of our
desire to move about rapidly. It is in this light that
we should view the evils (if there are any) from the
concentration of wealth. I do not say that “he who
desires the end desires the means,” because I do not
believe that that dictum is true; but he who will not
forego the end must be patient with the incidental ills
which attend the means. It is ridiculous to attempt
to reach the end while making war on the means. In
matters of societal policy the problem always is to use
the means and reach the end as well as possible under
the conditions. It is proper to propose checks and
safeguards, but an onslaught on the concentration of
wealth is absurd and a recapitulation of its “dangers”
is idle.

In fact, there is a true correlation between (a) the
great productiveness of modern industry and the conse-
quent rapid accumulation of capital from one period of
production to another and (b) the larger and larger
aggregations of capital which are required by modern
industry from one period of production to another.
We see that the movement is constantly accelerated,
that its scope is all the time widening, and that the
masses of material with which it deals are greater and
greater. The dominant cause of all this is the applica-
tion of steam and electricity to transportation, and the
communication of intelligence — things which we boast
about as great triumphs of the nineteenth century.
They have made it possible to extend efficient control,
from a given central point, over operations which may
be carried on at a great number of widely separated
points, and to keep up a close, direct, and intimate
action and reaction between the central control and the
distributed agents. That means that it has become
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possible for the organization to be extended in its scope
and complexity, and at the same time intensified in its
activity. Now whenever such a change in the societal
organization becomes possible it also becomes inevitable,
because there is economy in it. If we confine our
attention to industrial undertakings (although states,
churches, universities, and other associations and insti-
tutions are subject to the same force and sooner or
later will have to obey it) we see that the highest degree
of organization which is possible is the one that offers
the maximum of profit; in it the economic advantage
is greatest. There is therefore a gravitation toward
this degree of organization. To make an artificial
opposition to this tendency from political or alleged
moral, or religious, or other motives would be to have
no longer any real rule of action; it would amount to
submission to the control of warring motives without
any real standards or tests.

It is a consequence of the principle just stated that at
every point in the history of civilization it has always
been necessary to concentrate capital in amounts large
relatively to existing facts. In low civilization chiefs
control what capital there is, and direct industry;
they may be the full owners of all the wealth or only
the representatives of a collective theory of ownership.
This organization of industry was, at the time, the most
efficient, and the tribes which had it prospered better
than others. In the classical states with slavery and
in the mediaeval states with serfdom, the great achieve-
ments which realized the utmost that the system was
capable of were attained only where wealth was con-
centrated in productive enterprises in amounts, and
under management, which were at the maximum of
what the system and the possibilities of the time called
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for. If we could get rid of some of our notions about
liberty and equality, and could lay aside this eighteenth
century philosophy according to which human society
is to be brought into a state of blessedness, we should
get some insight into the might of the societal organiza-
tion: what it does for us, and what it makes us do.
Every day that passes brings us new phenomena of
struggle and effort between parts of the societal organi-
zation. What do they all mean? They mean that all
the individuals and groups are forced against each
other in a ceaseless war of interests, by their selfish
and mutual efforts to fulfill their career on earth within
the conditions set for them by the state of the arts, the
facts of the societal organization, and the current dogmas
of world philosophy. As each must win his living, or
his fortune, or keep his fortune, under these conditions,
it is difficult to see what can be meant in the sphere of
industrial or economic effort by a ‘““free man.” It is no
wonder that we so often hear angry outcries about
being “slaves” from persons who have had a little ex-
perience of the contrast between the current notions and
the actual facts.

In fact, what we all need to do is to be taught by the
facts in regard to the notions which we ought to adopt,
instead of looking at the facts only in order to pass
judgment on them and make up our minds how we will
change them. If we are willing to be taught by the
facts, then the phenomena of the concentration of wealth
which we see about us will convince us that they are just
what the situation calls for. They ought to be because
they are, and because nothing else would serve the
interests of society.

I am quite well aware that, in what I have said, I
have not met the thoughts and feelings of people who are
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most troubled about the “concentration of wealth.”
I have tried to set forth the economic necessity for the
concentration of wealth; and I maintain that this is the
controlling consideration. Those who care most about
the concentration of wealth are indifferent to this con-
sideration; what strikes them most is the fact that there
are some rich men. I will, therefore, try to show that
this fact also is only another economic justification of
the concentration of wealth.

I often see statements published, in which the ob-
jectors lay stress upon the great inequalities of fortune,
and, having set forth the contrast between rich and
poor, they rest their case. What law of nature, religion,
ethics, or the state is violated by inequalities of fortune?
The inequalities prove nothing. Others argue that
great fortunes are won by privileges created by law and
not by legitimate enterprise and ability. This state-
ment is true, but it is entirely irrelevant; we have to
discuss the concentration of wealth within the facts of
the institutions, laws, usages, and customs which our
ancestors have bequeathed to us and which we allow to
stand. If it is proposed to change any of these parts
of the societal order, that is a proper subject of discus-
sion, but it is aside from the concentration of wealth.
So long as tariffs, patents, etc., are part of the system
in which we live, how can it be expected that people will
not take advantage of them; what else are they for?
As for franchises, a franchise is only an z until it has
been developed. It never develops itself; it requires
capital and skill to develop it. When the enterprise is
in the full bloom of prosperity the objectors complain
of it, as if the franchise, which never was anything but
an empty place where something might be created, had
been the completed enterprise. It is interesting to
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compare the exploitation of the telephone with that of
the telegraph fifty years earlier. The latter was, in
its day, a far more wonderful invention, but the time
and labor required to render it generally available were
far greater than what has been required for the tele-
phone, and the fortunes which were won from the
former were insignificant in comparison with those
which have been won from the latter. Both the public
and the promoters acted very differently in the two
cases. In these later times promoters seize with avidity
upon an enterprise which contains promise, and they
push it with energy and ingenuity, while the public is
receptive to “‘improvements’’; hence the modern meth-
ods offer very great opportunities, and the rewards of
those men who can ““size up” a situation and develop
its controlling elements with sagacity and good judg-
ment, are very great. It is well that they are so, because
these rewards stimulate to the utmost all the ambitious
and able men, and they make it certain that great and
useful inventions will not long remain unexploited as
they did formerly. Here comes, then, a new reaction
on the economic system; new energy is infused into it,
with hope and confidence. We could not spare it and
keep up the air of contentment and enthusiastic cheer-
fulness which characterizes our society. No man can
acquire a million without helping a million men to
increase their little fortunes all the way down through
all the social grades. In some points of view it is an
error that we fix our attention so much upon the very
rich and overlook the prosperous mass, but the compen-
sating advantage is that the great successes stimulate
emulation the most powerfully.

What matters it then that some millionaires are idle,
or silly, or vulgar; that their ideas are sometimes futile
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and their plans grotesque, when they turn aside from
money-making? How do they differ in this from any
other class? The millionaires are a product of natural
selection, acting on the whole body of men to pick out
those who can meet the requirement of certain work to
be done. In this respect they are just like the great
statesmen, or scientific men, or military men. It is be-
cause they are thus selected that wealth—both their
own and that intrusted to them — aggregates under their
hands. Let one of them make a mistake and see how
quickly the concentration gives way to dispersion. They
may fairly be regarded as the naturally selected agents of
society for certain work. They get high wages and live in
luxury, but the bargain is a good one for society. There
is the intensest competition for their place and occupa-
tion. This assures us that all who are competent for
this function will be employed in it, so that the cost of it
will be reduced to the lowest terms; and furthermore that
the competitors will study the proper conduct to be ob-
served in their occupation. This will bring discipline and
the correction of arrogance and masterfulness.
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INDUSTRIAL WAR!
[1886]

ANY ONE who has attentively read the discussion of
the so-called labor question during the past few months,
must have observed that a strict definition of terms and
phrases is the first thing needed in the discussion, and
the one thing that has most been wanting. The loose
use of terms tolerated by the economists has been ex-
tended by the newspapers, adopted erroneously by the
preachers, abused by the professional labor reformers,
and finally entirely misunderstood by the employed,
until the popular notion of the matter has become little
else than a tangle of fallacies and misconceptions of
social facts, relations, and possibilities. He who says
“social,” nowadays, takes license to promulgate vague
and whimsical notions or projects, having for their gen-
eral aim to bridge the traditional gulf between meum
and fuum, or to take from one of his neighbors and give
to another, according to his good judgment of what
would be more “just.”” As an illustration of misuse of
terms I mention the use of ““capital and labor” to des-
ignate employer and employee, and as an illustration
of the abuse of catch phrases I refer to the almost suicidal
misuse of “An injury to one is an injury to all”’ in the
south-western strike.

The only attempt I have met with, in this discussion,
to define what the labor question is, formulated it in this
way: ‘““With the growth of democracy the political power
has passed into the hands of a numerical majority, while

1 The Forum, Vol. II, September, 1886.
[98]
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property is in the hands of a minority. There is there-
fore danger lest the former use the political power to
plunder the latter, unless the latter conciliate the former
by timely concessions.” If this were the question, it
would, no doubt, be serious enough. It would mean that
political institutions are not the safeguard of liberty
and property under democracy, any more than they
were such under older political forms; but that they are
still only convenient means for those who can control
the institutions to violate liberty and property to their
own advantage. It would mean that all our boasted
political progress was in question, for institutions that
cannot guarantee property cannot be stable. Democ-
racy would either have to yield at once to communism,
as the only realization of its own principles, or it would
be overthrown by a monarchical reaction to secure prop-
erty. Furthermore, if the question were as stated, it
would be one that would arise amongst the property
classes, and would be suggested by alarm for their in-
terests; it would not be a question raised amongst the
employed, and bearing on their struggle for their in-
terests. The question would therefore be a political
question and a property question; it would not be
a labor question.

If T attempt, out of the vague, sentimental, and de-
clamatory expressions of the parties interested, and their
friends, to formulate the question they try to raise, it
seems to me to be this: How can those who have neither
land nor capital, and who must therefore enter the or-
ganization of society as wage-workers, get their living, or
get a better living, or get more than they now get out of
the stock of goods in society, for the productive effort
which they put into the work of society? The socialists
answer this question by saying that a committee should
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be appointed to apportion the work of society, and dis-
tribute the product, according to some standards which
each school of socialists says can easily be defined, but
upon which no two schools are agreed. The professorial
socialists say that some more “just” distribution ought
to be found, that supply and demand will not do, that
the socialistic schemes will not do, and that ‘“ethics”
must be asked to decide. The press, the pulpit, the
politicians — all who solicit the power that the wages-
class, by virtue of numbers, now possesses — stand
eagerly ready to flatter and cajole it by any proposal
or proposition that will please it.

Is the question above stated properly raised, or prop-
erly forced upon public attention? I venture to main-
tain that it is not. The question of how we shall get
our living is common to all of us but that insignificant
minority which has inherited land or capital enough to
support a family without work. The question is no
more anxious and perplexing to artisans or handicrafts-
men than it is to the mass of the farmers, lawyers, doc-
tors, clergymen, teachers, book-keepers, merchants, and
editors, or to the aged, invalid, women, and others who
depend upon small investments. It is constantly alleged
in vague and declamatory terms that artisans and un-
skilled laborers are in distress and misery or are under
oppression. No facts to bear out these assertions are
offered. The wages-class is not a pauper class. It is
pot a petitioner for bounty nor a social burden. The
problem how that part of society is to earn its living is
not a public question; it is not a class question. The
question how to earn one’s living, or the best living pos-
sible in one’s circumstances, is the most distinctly indi-
vidual question that can be raised. A great deal might
be done, by instruction and exhortation, to inform the
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individual mind and conscience — especially of par-
ents — so that this question might be more wisely
solved than it now is. Such would be a legitimate field
for discussion, and the social consequences of foresight
and early self-denial, such as are now employed by the
best parents and young people amongst us, would be
incalculable; but no public question can properly be
raised as to how some shall make it easier for others to
get a living, when the first are already fully burdened
with the task of getting a living for themselves. Here,
as at every other point in any unbiased attempt to deal
with this subject, it is found that the real question
is whether we shall maintain or abandon liberty with
responsibility.

It is sometimes said to be a shocking doctrine that the
employee enters into a contract to dispose of his energies,
because this would put him on the same plane with com-
modities. This objection has been current amongst the
German professorial socialists for years, and it has re-
cently been made much of here by those who catch
eagerly at the sentimental aspects of this subject. Every
man who earns his living uses up bis vital energy. He
may till his own land and live on his own product, or he
may raise a product and contract it away in exchange
for what he wants, or he may contract away his time, or
his productive energies, or ‘“‘himself,” for the commodi-
ties that he needs for his maintenance. In the first
case, there is no social relation at all. In the last two
cases, no distinction can be made affecting the dignity
or the interests of the man which is anything more than
a dialectical refinement. The lawyer, doctor, clergyman,
teacher, and editor each makes a commodity of himself
just as much as the handicraftsman does; each renders
services that wear him out; each takes pay for his ser-
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vices; each is “exploited” just as much by those who
pay as the handicraftsman is. We men have a way of
inflating ourselves with big words on this earth, as if we
thus gained dignity or were any the less bound down to
toil and suffering. If wages were abolished, or if the
soclalistic state were established, not a feature of the
case would be altered. Men would be worn out in main-
taining their existence, and the only question would be
just what it is now: Can each one get more maintenance
for a given expenditure of himself by living in isolation,
or by joining other men in mutual services?

The wages system, then, is part of the industrial or-
ganization. An American farmer is his own landlord,
tenant, and laborer; if he finds it hard to get a living, he
has no employer against whom he can strike; he may
curse the ground, or shake his fist in the face of heaven,
but that will not help him. He must either work
harder or cut down his enjoyments to the measure of
his production. If, however, the three interests are sep-
arated in a higher organization of society —if the farmer
makes a contract by which he yields the use of his land
to another, and himself becomes a landlord, and if the
new tenant employs a laborer, then the personal rights
and interests of three men come into play, and impinge
upon each other at every change which before would
have affected different interests of the same person.
The first farmer could not as employee strike against
himself as employer, but the three new parties have an-
tagonistic interests which must be adjusted and read-
justed from time to time by some force or other. If,
then, we regard the economic forces of supply and de-
mand as the only, the proper, and the inevitable regula-
tors of the complex and highly refined interests that arise
between the members of a highly organized society,



98 THE CHALLENGE OF FACTS

then ‘‘justice” can mean nothing but the unrestricted
play of supply and demand. Nobody will be bound to
cease grumbling at the result, but each will accept it as
the best that he could get in a world of toil and disap-
pointment. He will be satisfied that his neighbors have
not robbed him. If, on the other hand, we do not be-
lieve that there are any economic forces at work in the
matter, or that, if there are any, they work under any
necessary laws, then we must regard the adjustment of
interests as a product of arbitrary effort. There can
then be no right and no justice at all; the only thing to
be expected is war, industrial war, carried on by the
parties in interest each for himself and to the utmost.
Such is the only result to which we can come, and the
socialists have generally reached it. There is no doubt
that it is a clear issue between two schools of political
economy which are diametrically opposed to each other.
If there are economic laws, then it behooves us to find
them out and submit to them; for they must control all
economic interests, and only under them can we estab-
lish peace, order, and justice. If there are no economic
laws, then war is the normal and only possible condition
of society, unless we take refuge under the pitiless des-
potism of the socialistic state, with its hierarchy of vol-
luptuaries at the top and the stolid barbarism of its
brutish masses at the bottom. To reject the economic
laws, accept the condition of industrial war, and then
look to “‘ethics” to rule the social tempest, is beneath
discussion.

An industrial war is not like a military combat. It is
an extension of the old commercial war, which consisted
in inflicting a positive harm on one’s self in the hope of
causing a contingent harm to one’s enemy. It is at best
like the schoolboy game known as “cutting jackets.”
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The industrial war simply aims to see who can stand it
longest. It is currently asserted that a man has a right
to strike. That assertion involves one of the incorrect
uses of the word ‘‘right,” which are so common in this
discussion. When a man ‘“strikes” he exercises his
will under liberty, that is to say, he exercises a preroga-
tive, for it is the first prerogative of a free man to make or
unmake contracts. He is also at liberty under our in-
stitutions, as at present existing, to combine with others
of the same interest and the same way of thinking.
However the other party to the contract has the same
liberty. Hence, when both employers and employees
combine, the battle is set for the industrial war.

There is a form of strike that would not be irrational,
and would be in accordance with sound political econ-
omy; that is, if the employees should all stop work,
maintaining that the employer could not fill their places
except on the terms demanded by them, and should put
their contention to the test by waiting to see whether he
could or not. A lockout would be rational in the con-
verse and corresponding case. It would then cost loss
of time to the parties interested, but nothing more to
them and nothing to anybody else. A strike, in which
the employees take possession of the plant and hinder
others from taking their places, is inconsistent with the
peace and order of a modern civilized state. Such a
device having once been employed, must inevitably be
developed and elaborated in the effort to make it suc-
ceed. It could only produce anger and retaliation. It
is an effort to coerce one of the parties to a bargain. Un-
doubtedly a man who has a bargain to make will do
wisely to strengthen himself by all means in his power
for the negotiation; but the man who pays wages parts
with his capital, and, if he parts with it on terms to which
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he is coerced, he is wronged. He, in his turn, then, will
defend his interests to the utmost.

The two chief extensions of the strike which have been
made in the way of perfecting the methods of industrial
war are the more intense organization and discipline of
the employees and the boycott. The former has pro-
duced a conflict of organized with unorganized labor, and
would, if it could be carried out, outlaw any employee
who should choose to preserve his independence and
liberty. The employees, while denouncing monopoly,
have here employed the monopoly principle in its most
outrageous form, and they seek to raise wages by crush-
ing any one who will not come into the close combina-
tion which they regard as essential to the coercion they
hope to exercise. In reaching about for means of this
coercion, they have employed the strike to compel the
employer to become their ally and discharge any one who
stays out of their organization.

The boycott is a further attempt to find a point of re-
action for the coercive apparatus. The original case of
boycotting, from which the device got its name, was very
generally approved, or at least not condemned, because
it was set in operation against an Irish landlord. It
was plain in that case, however, what the device was, and
how monstrous an innovation it was in a civilized society.
If, without process of law, a man can be so extruded
from human society that he cannot buy or sell, hire,
let, beg, borrow, lend, employ, or be employed, what
becomes of the security of life, liberty, or property? Of
course no such result could be brought about unless the
boycotters could bring terrorism to bear on the whole
community, including, at last, jurors, judges, and wit-
nesses, to force people who are not parties to the quarrel
to depart from the legal and peaceful enjoyment of their
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own will and pleasure to take part in the boycott. It
is the severest trial to which our institutions have yet
been put, to see whether they can protect in his rights
a man who has incurred for any reason unpopularity
amongst a considerable number of his neighbors, or
whether democratic institutions are as powerless in this
case as aristocratic institutions were when a man incurred
the hostility of a great noble.

The doctrines that are preached about the relations
of employer and employee would go to make that re-
lationship one of status and not of contract, with the
rights and duties unevenly divided. The relationship
would then be one like marriage, entered by contract,
but, when once entered upon, not solvable except by
some process of divorce, and, while it lasts, having its
rights and duties defined by law. Itis very remarkable
that just when all feudal relations between landlord and
tenant are treated with disdain and eagerly assailed,
there should be an attempt to establish feudal relations
between employer and employee. An employer has no
obligation whatever to an employee outside of the con-
tract, any more than an editor has to his subscribers, or
a merchant to his customers, or a house-owner to his
tenants, or a banker to his depositors. In a free demo-
cratic state employees are not wards of the state; they
are not like Indians, or freedmen, or women, or children.
If it can be shown that any law or custom of our society
keeps down the man who is struggling for himself, every
fair-minded man could and would join the agitation
for its removal; but when we are asked to create priv-
ileges or tolerate encroachments, resistance is equally a
social duty.

These extravagant and cruel measures, therefore, pro-
duce war inside of our society. Industrial factions arise,
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which are organized under monarchical or oligarchic
forms, and which threaten to carry out their program
at all cost to the community. They are doomed to fail.
They will not be overcome by conciliation and conces-
sion because they are not animated by the spirit from
which any concession will secure peace, but only larger
demands. They will fail because they will come into
collision with the sober sense of the community. It is
indeed a great experiment to grant the fullest liberty
and the greatest political equality, in the faith that the
unsuccessful will not only regard without envy the pros-
perity of the successful, but also will help to secure and
defend it; but it is a fallacy in every point of view that,
because those-who-have-not outnumber those-who-have,
therefore those-who-have-not will plunder those-who-
have. Still more certainly, the measures that have been
used to assist the employed class against the employers
will fail, because they are irrational and at war with
economic forces. There are a great many cases in soci-
ology where the sum of the parts is not the whole, but
is zero. The trades-union is one of them; a national
trades-union, or an international trades-union, of all
employees, instead of being invincible would be nil. If
by all going out to-day all could force an advance in
wages, by all going back to-morrow all would restore
the old rate. The human race cannot lift itself by the
boot-straps in this way any more than in any other. If
we want more wages, the only way to get them is by
working, not by not working.
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A PARABLE!

A CERTAIN respectable man had three sons, who grew
up, lived, and died in the same city.

The oldest one turned his back at an early age on
study. Being eager to earn something at once, he ob-
tained employment driving a grocer’s delivery wagon.
He never acquired a trade, but was a teamster or driver
all his life. In his youth he spent all his spare time with
idle companions and devoted his earnings to beer, to-
bacco, and amusement. At twenty-two he fell in love
and married. He had six children who scrambled part
way through the public grammar school after a negli-
gent fashion, but cost as much money and more of the
teachers’ time than if they had been regular and stu-
dious. This son never earned over two dollars a day
except on election day, when he earned five or more,
according to circumstances. He never had ten dollars
in his possession over and above his debts.

The second son was the scholar of the family. By
energy, perseverance, and self-denial he managed to get
a professional education. He married at thirty, being
in the receipt of an adequate income from his profession,
but not yet having accumulated any capital. He had
three children who were all educated in the public gram-
mar and high schools, and his son went to the university,
which was a state institution supported by taxation.
His wife had strong social ambition, and, although he
had early trained himself in habits of frugality and pru-
dence, he found himself forced to enlarge his expendi-

! For approximate date, see preface.
[105]
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tures quite as rapidly as his income increased; so that,
although he earned at last several thousand dollars a
year, he left no property when he died.

The third son had no taste for professional study, but
he had good sense and industry. He was apprenticed to
a carpenter. He spent his leisure time in reading and
formed no expensive habits. As soon as he began to re-
ceive wages he began to save. On account of his care,
diligence, and good behavior, he was made an under-
foreman. The highest earnings he ever obtained were
81,500 per year. At thirty years of age he had saved
$2,000. He then married. He invested his savings in
a homestead, but was obliged to incur a debt which it
took him years of patient struggle to pay. He had three
children who went through the public grammar school,
but he was not able to support them through the high
school and college. When he died he left the homestead
clear of debt and nothing more.

The oldest son never paid a cent of local or direct tax
in his life. The second son never paid any. The third
paid taxes from the time he was twenty-two, when he
first began to save, and while the mortgage rested on
his homestead, he paid taxes on his debt as well as on
his property. The taxes which he paid went to pay for
police, lights, sewers, public schools, public charity,
state university, public prison, public park, and public
library, and also for soldiers’ monuments, public celebra-
tions, and all forms of occasional public expenditure.
His brothers and his brothers’ children all enjoyed these
things as much as, or, as we have seen, more than he and
his children.

The oldest brother borrowed constantly of the two
others, and he and his children availed themselves
freely of the privileges of relationship. Inasmuch as the
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second brother, in spite of his large income, was con-
stantly in pecuniary straits, it was the youngest who was
the largest creditor of the oldest. The oldest was an
earnest greenbacker with socialistic tendencies, and the
only payment he ever made to the youngest was in the
way of lectures on the crimes of capital, the meanness
of capitalists, and the equality of all men. The oldest
died first. Two of his children were still small and the
older ones were a cause of anxiety to their relatives on
account of careless habits and unformed character. The
second son, or to be more accurate, his wife, would not,
for social reasons, take charge of the orphans, and they
fell to the care of the youngest brother, although the
second, while he lived, contributed to their maintenance.

The neighbors differed greatly in their views of this
family. Some called the oldest poor and the other two
rich. Some called the two oldest poor and the other
rich. Some called the oldest and youngest poor and the
second rich. As the facts were all known throughout
the neighborhood, it was found to be a very interest-
ing and inexhaustible subject of debate. Some people
compared the first and second and moralized on the ine-
quality of the distribution of wealth — one living in
poverty and the other in luxury. This state of things
was generally regarded as very “unjust” to the oldest
brother. He was fond of demonstrating that it was so
to anyone who would listen. Nobody ever was known
to refer to the youngest brother as the victim of any
injustice. The oldest brother was liked and pitied by
everybody. The second was very popular in his circle.
The third was not very well known and was not popular
with anybody.
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THE DEMAND FOR MEN!

To every individual the history of the world begins
and ends in himself. Each man finds it hard, if not
impossible, to imagine the world without himself, that
is, to imagine that he had never been born. Our way
of looking at history is to treat all which has been done
here as a preparation for us, and our current construc-
tion of the life of the world is that the sufferings of the
past, and its achievements, have their sense through their
utility in contributing to our welfare. Once in a while
we do also speak about our obligations to posterity, as
if we did feel that our way of thinking about the past
brought with it a corollary that we are only links in
the chain of preparation for others yet farther on; at
this point, however, there is a notable drop in the inten-
sity of interest and conviction with which the idea is
pursued. Further, in all our speculations about the
future we probably conceive of ourselves as present and
as part of the future, and rarely, if ever, does the speaker
himself realize that he will drop out of the host in its
march and disappear from its activity, lost and for-
gotten like a thistle-down which floated for a moment
on the summer breeze.

To the individual, therefore, it is hard to realize that
he is not needed here; that his existence, however in-
teresting and important to himself, is of no consequence
to the world; that if he had never been born he never
would have been missed; that the men in all history who

1The following fourteen essays come from the Independent of various

dates between 1887 and 1891.
{111]
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have proved by their life and works that the world did
need them and could illy have spared them, are not more
than a score or two.

Much more is it a remarkable idea that men in gen-
eral should ever be in demand. If we do not go beyond
current habits of thought, we think that the world was
made for men, that it bas no significance without men;
that its existence is, as it were, a call or demand for
men; that of course we all ought to be here, and, having
come, that we ought to be made welcome and honorably
provided for. Our complaints are for the most part com-
plaints of those very conditions of earthly life by virtue
of which it is possible that we may be here. If thereis
any ‘“banquet of life”’ offered, by the fact that the world
is here, we find that there are a great number of us who
have come to be guests at it and that there is a hungry
crowd of other animals, upon whom we look down as
not fit to dispute the banquet with us, but who defend
their possession of it with as much ferocity and tenacity
as if they were revolutionists and could declaim about
natural rights. Our assumption is that we should all
be here, under any circumstances whatever, and that
the provision for us here is, or ought to be, somewhere
on hand.

Unfortunately none of these ideas can be verified by
an examination of the facts. We are not needed here at
all; the world existed no one knows how long without
any men on it. They were never missed by the other
forms of nature, who absorbed, enjoyed, and gave back
again into the cosmos the energy and the material of
organized existence, generation after generation; and
there is no room for any idea that the universe suffered
any lack or fell short of anything which was necessary
to keep it going on in a round of transformations and
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repetitions which were adequate to the maintenance
of all there was. There is no need for man and no
demand for man, in nature; it is complete without him.

When he appears on earth he does not appear as one
needed, but as another competitor for a place here. He
is infinitely interesting to himself, and he has constructed
for the gratification of his vanity whole systems of my-
thology and philosophy to prove to himself that the
rest has sense only as used up by him. In truth he is
here like the rest, on the tenure of sustaining himself if
he can. The curse of the self-glorification of the human
species is that it blinds them to the truth of their situa-
tion, keeps them from intelligent effort to make the best
of it, and sets them to rending each other when their
demands are not satisfied.

It is therefore a most extraordinary state of things on
earth — a revolution — when men are in demand, that
i, not only welcome, but subject to economic demand,
so that their presence will be paid for; and the social
consequences of such a state of affairs, when it occurs,
stand in such contrast to the state when men are in ex-
cessive supply that the mind of man is astounded to
contemplate the difference. It will be found that the
glorification of modern progress, modern ideas, and so
on, resolves itself into this “revolution’ which causes
all the others.

It must be noticed that the demand for men is not a
demand for human beings; this distinction cannot be
passed over, since the neglect of it has helped to prevent
an understanding of the point we are now presenting.
The human race reproduces and increases, but unfortu-
nately its new-born members are a burden, the heaviest
one which society has to bear. Between initial help-
lessness and capacity for self-maintenance lies a period
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of cost, or outlay, by the adult generation. Here again
we come on the same fact, that there is no demand for
men in the sense of human beings, since cost and outlay
are never an object of demand but are in the nature of
a penalty or sacrifice for a good not otherwise attainable.
When savage races practice infanticide, it is because
they rate the cost higher than the return; the self-cen-
tered view of the adult, mentioned above, then pre-
dominates entirely. For him the world begins and ends
in himself, and the sacrifice he must endure to perpetu-
ate the species, being just so much reduction from the
individual enjoyment which he might get out of life
(which is the case always touching the sacrifices of
parents for offspring), seems to him to present no con-
sideration.

It is therefore only when there is a demand for adults
that there arises a demand for human beings which
makes the cost of rearing them sink into comparative
unimportance. When children are welcome as new
power, instead of being unwelcome as new burdens, the
real social revolution is accomplished. The book of
Genesis presents, in the case of the patriarchs, a state
of things in which more children meant more power,
and the texts which express that fact in the social situ-
ation of that time have sometimes been used as giving
an absolute religious sanction to special views of the
significance of the increase of the species.

An economic demand is one which is backed up by an
equivalent offered in reward for a satisfaction of it, and
the demand for men is subject to the same interpreta-
tion, or it is a fiction. The payment which must be
brought into the labor market as an equivalent to
support the demand for men is means of subsistence;
if men are wanted they must be subsisted, and they must
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be subsisted in such rich measure that they can sustain
not only themselves but also wives and little ones to
maintain the increase. Means of subsistence, however,
are not raw land, for the latter, like the infants, is a long
stage from the labor market. If raw land were a de-
mand for men, that would mean that nature demands
men — which, as we saw at the outset, is not true. Na-
ture does not come into the market; she offers no equiva-
lents in exchange; she presents no means of subsistence
which are capable of sustaining more than the scantiest
numbers in the lowest misery. The terms of the case
in no wise apply to her, and all those who, when dis-
cussing these matters, allow themselves to philosophize
about ‘““boons of nature,” and ““banquets of life”’ are only
spinning delusions.

The means of subsistence are capital-products which
men who are already here have made and are ready to
share with new-comers, as a means to persuade others
to come. This is the demand for men. We are accus-
tomed to call it ““demand for labor,” and this phrase,
blinding us to the facts by a technical relation put in
place of the real one, is the great cause of some of the
foolish notions about wages which have been set afloat,
and which have become the prolific cause of social and
industrial fallacies. The case which is new, anomalous,
astounding, is the one in which the men who are already
here not only do not dread new-comers or treat them
with hostility, but even pay them, out of the products
of their own previous labor, to come. That is a true
demand for men. When it arises, men rise in market
value, with consequences which are next to be noted.

Here it remains only to point out that the reason why
those already here will hire others to come, continually
raising their bid, is that by bringing in more human
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labor they can raise the industrial organization to a
higher grade and increase the production per man from
the land at their disposal, so that the increase in numbers
will increase, not diminish, the average rate of comfort
for all.

This last remark exposes the fallacy of the arguments
which are made against immigration, for immigration
supplies the men, and without cost of production on
them, for the community which gets them.
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DEMAND
FOR MEN

To some people it appears a shame to say that men are
subject to supply and demand; to others it seems that
we want to know the facts about man and the world
in which he lives, just as they are, without regard to
anything else whatsoever. To the latter, therefore, it
seems irrelevant and idle to talk about what is consonant
with, or what is hostile to man’s notions of his own
dignity. It will be found that men are subject to supply
and demand, that the whole industrial organization is
regulated by supply and demand, and that any correct
comprehension of the existing industrial system must
proceed from supply and demand.

After Gracchus conquered Sardinia, slaves were so
abundant at Rome that “cheap as a Sardinian’’ passed
into a proverb; Roman slavery owed its peculiar harsh-
ness and cold-heartedness to the fact that slaves were
so abundant at Rome in the last century of the Republic
that it did not pay to spare them. The policy in regard
to slave marriage was such as to prevent their natural
increase. When, later, conquest declined and slaves
were fewer, their treatment became far more humane,
not because Romans were less cold-hearted (they were,
in fact, more so), but because slaves grew rarer and
more valuable. Probably this state of things also
helped to convert slaves into colont.

Sir Henry Maine says that want and distress con-
verted men into beasts of burden in the later days of the

Carlovingians. The reason for this seems clear. It
[119]
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was that the conditions of existence in the society of
the time were such that men were reduced again to the
first necessities, with only the most meager means of
satisfying them. The population was, therefore, declin-
ing, and the wretched men who were living struggled
with each other in desperate agony, or endeavored to
win subsistence from nature under the hardest con-
ceivable exertion. Any one, therefore, who at that
time, by any means whatsoever, possessed a store of
means of subsistence or could command resources, could
have men under his control without number.

At those times human life was held most cheap, and
physical pain or distress was scarcely noticed. When
a thousand men could be sent to death at a Roman
feast, how could Romans be expected to hold human
life dear or to shudder at bloodshed? When fist-law
prevailed, and every man’s hand was against every
other man, when any one who had anything could be
sure of it only so long as he could command force to
defend it, it is not strange that torture and cruelty were
practised in this world and that the current conceptions
of punishment in the other world should make the blood
of the modern man run cold.

In general, then, when the men are too numerous for
the means of subsistence, the struggle for existence is
fierce. The finer sentiments decline; selfishness comes
out again from the repression under which culture binds
it; the social tie is loosened; all the dark sufferings of
which humanity is capable become familiar phenomena.
Men are habituated to see distorted bodies, harsh and
frightful diseases, famine and pestilence; they find out
what depths of debasement humanity is capable of.
Hideous crimes are perpetrated; monstrous supersti-
tions are embraced even by the most cultivated members



SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS DEMAND 121

of society; vices otherwise inconceivable become com-
mon, and fester in the mass of society; culture is lost;
education dies out; the arts and sciences decline. All
this follows for the most simple and obvious of all
reasons: because a man whose whole soul is absorbed
in a struggle to get enough to eat, will give up his man-
ners, his morals, his education, or that of his children,
and will thus, step by step, withdraw from and surrender
everything else in order simply to maintain existence.
Indeed, it is a fact of familiar knowledge that, under the
stress of misery, all the finer acquisitions and sentiments
slowly but steadily perish.

The converse of this statement, however, is true;
and it is for the sake of the converse that we have now
set forth what has already been said. If the subsistence
of men is in excess of the number of men, all the opposite
results are produced, for in that case the demand is in
excess of the supply. The all-important thing under
supply and demand is to know how the conjuncture
stands. The party in the market whose demand for
the goods of others is low while their demand for
his goods is high, has command of the market, and the
conjuncture is said to be in his favor; on the other
hand, he whose demand for the products of others is
high, while their demand for his products is low, is at a
disadvantage in the market, and the conjuncture is
against him. He, therefore, who brings only his natural,
unskilled powers to market, when many others are
offering the same thing, will win but meager subsistence
from the stock of food, clothing, etc., in the market;
on the other hand, he who brings personal services to
market, when human energy is eagerly wanted to
develop land and apply capital at the hand of those
who possess land and capital, will be able to demand
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large quotas of the existing stock of subsistence in return
for a day’s time spent in supplying the thing which is
in demand and without which the other conditions of
abundance and prosperity cannot be made available.

With this observation we strike out and lay aside
pearly all the so-called labor question, and nearly all
the mystery of the alleged conflict of labor and capital.
The conjuncture is in favor of the laborer, technically
so-called; accordingly he can, to a great degree, have
his own way with the other parties in the market.

We have not, however, developed our proposition
merely for the sake of this negative and controversial
result. On the contrary, its importance lies in the de-
duction yet to be made of the sense and significance of
a state of the labor market, continuing for centuries, in
which the conjuncture is in favor of the unskilled la-
borers. Such has been the case, if we take the terms
of the proposition in their broadest and most liberal
sense, since the great discoveries of the sixteenth century
which opened the outlying continents to the masses of
the population of Europe.

Whenever a period in which men are in demand
supervenes upon a period in which they have been
present in excess, the struggle for existence is softened.
The disregard of human life and human suffering gives
place to the contrary sentiments. It might seem to be
logical that when all were suffering, all would sympathize
with each other and that when many were well off,
they would become inwrapped in selfish indifference to
the few who, by exception, were suffering; but this is
one of the cases, of which there are so many in social
science, in which observation corrects the easy inference.
It warns us again that what seems a simple and easy
deduction is not even presumptively true. It is when
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all are suffering that men become callous to suffering;
each sees in it what may be his own fate a moment
later; it comes to be regarded as usual, natural, a part
of the human lot. On the other hand, when most are in
comfort and prosperity, misery pains them; it seems to
be exceptional, unreasonable, unnecessary; their sym-
pathies are painfully excited and for their own relief
they seek to do away with it.

When men are in demand the average comfort is
high; the grinding labor which distorts the body and
superinduces diseases is avoided; the diet is good;
the worst maladies from poor food, unwholesome crowd-
ing, unsanitary modes of living, and the like are done
away with. Our discussions run on as if unsanitary
arrangements in our homes and cities were totally un-
necessary; but we ought to understand that nothing
but the possession of capital in a certain degree of
abundance enables us to take up the question of sani-
tary arrangements at all. If we had unlimited means
we could absolutely set aside all danger from unsanitary
conditions. If we were poor, we should have to submit
to the perils and fatalities of unsanitary arrangements
without remedy.

Other illustrations on the same line of thought will
follow.
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WHAT THE “SOCIAL QUESTION” IS

WE have before us the idea that no social effect can
be produced without an adequate cause; there can be
no result which we may not account for, upon suitable
study, by the forces which were at work behind it. It
is a favorite notion that “‘ideas” are causes, that
“thought” is a force, and that sentiment, or feeling,
may control society. Intellectual affections of any kind
whatsoever may determine the direction in which force
shall be exerted; but they are not forces which are
efficient to produce results. It is impossible to stir a
step in any direction which has been selected without
capital: we cannot subsist men, 7.e., laborers, without
it; we cannot sustain study or science without it; we
cannot recruit the wasted energies of the race without
it; we cannot win leisure for deliberation without it;
we cannot, therefore, undertake greater tasks, that is,
make progress, without it.

It is the possession of an abundance of capital which
sets us free to write and wrangle about ‘‘social ques-
tions”; it is the possession of abundance of capital
which enables us to maintain ‘“progress,” and spend
largely upon philanthropy, and increase our numbers
at the same time. This point is worth a little more
elucidation; when we get a social science this will be
one of the controlling points of view in it.

The first task of men is self-maintenance, or nutri-
tion; the second is the maintenance of the race. The
two tasks are in antagonism with each other, for they

are both demands on one source of power, mz., the pro-
[127]
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ductive power of the individual. The interplay of these
two in the family has been touched upon before, and it
is by no means limited to the family; this interplay
extends through the whole social domain. If the
social body undertakes more social burdens, it increases
the second demand on the individual, and contracts his
power of self-maintenance. From this there is no
possible escape, and it may readily be seen how far much
of our current social discussion is from touching the
merits of the social questions, because it fails to run
upon the lines which are laid down for all discussion by
this observation of the conditions of the case. What is
true, and what helps to explain the current modes of
thought, is the fact that the capital at the disposal of
society is so great that the diminutions of individual
well-being by social burdens all fall upon an outside
margin of superfluity, and so do not reach to the limits
of actual necessity or crush the producer down to
misery.

If the social burdens of government, public philan-
thropy, public defense, public entertainment and amuse-
ment, public glory, public education, did subtract from
the product of the society to such an extent as to produce
misery, this would react upon the numbers, and it
would do it in different ways. It would make the
producer less able to support children and bring them
to maturity, and it would force the society to give up
part of the effort by which it now maintains indigent
and defective classgs.

Therefore there has never been a period of civiliza-
tion in which there has not been a social question, and
it is safe to say that no time ever will come when there
will not be a social question. In a state of barbarism
the social question consists in this: whether the tribe
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can maintain its numbers, or fighting strength, and at
the same time do its fighting. The competition of life
is then between tribe and tribe. The Zulus, for instance,
solved it by stealing all their wives, that is, they let
others bear the expense of bringing up the wives for
them; they also were forbidden to marry except by
permission of the king, which he never gave except to a
meritorious warrior who had served ten or fifteen years.
Other organizations equally remarkable have been
devised for solving the problem, but my point now is,
that there is a problem, and that it cannot be solved
except by some adequate and appropriate application
of industrial force. The current notion is that there is
not, or need not be, or ought not to be any such prob-
lem, and that if there is such an apparent problem, all
that is necessary is to “pass a law” such as some social
speculator will easily devise.

In the higher forms of civilization there always has
been a ‘social question.” The modern democratic
temper is irritated by a mention of social classes; I
have heard it indignantly denied that there are classes
among us. The mediaeval classes were defined by
status, that is, by rank and birth; the one heteroge-
neous social element was the middle class population of
the towns. That class was industrial by its definition;
its power came from capital, of which it was the maker
and possessor. The other classes needed capital more and
more — hence the strife of land and city, of noble
and bourgeoisie, of rank and capital. The social ques-
tions of the last five hundred years have turned on these
antagonisms. They are by no means reduced to peace-
ful harmony yet, and they play a large part in the expo-
sitions of the socialists, especially when the latter
take an historical turn.
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The middle class, having substantially won its vie-
tory, has begun, by the inevitable tendency of all such
massive social movements, to break up into sections
which quarrel with each other. Of course new differen-
tiations have begun inside of it. Peasants, artisans,
and bourgeoisie allied with each other against a common
foe, viz., hereditary right; but, having broken the power
of that tradition, they must of course put another
notion in its place. They introduced free contract and
competition. This is no sooner done, however, than
new groups are formed having antagonistic interests
inside of the new society. The result is industrial
classes, or social groupings formed upon economic and
industrial relations.

This new grouping is, in fact, a grand advance, for it
is a new and higher organization and it signifies increased
industrial power; but it is inevitably attended by a new
“social question,” produced by the struggle of these
classes. The great question about which the whole
struggle turns is, of course, this: whether some one
class is getting its share of the fruits of the common
victory. The victory has been social so far as it has
meant the emancipation of classes and the endowment
of all with equal rights before the law; it has been a
victory over the ills of life so far as it has consisted in
the acquisition of capital as power to have and do.
This power of capital has been becoming constantly
more valuable both for luxury, leisure, and enjoyment,
and also for social control. The social question appears
in the form of a complaint that the non-capitalists have
been put off with ““liberty’ and ‘“‘equal rights” in order
that they might have no share in the capital, that is,
in the leisure and luxury for which the age is athirst.
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Our current literature bears ample testimony to the
correctness of what is here asserted about the social
question. If we should deny that there are classes in
our society we should only prove our inability to recog-
nize constant social elements under the changed phases
in which they present themselves.

The point which I now beg to emphasize is this: if
there had been no victory, there would be no social
question in its present form. If there had not been an
immense enhancement of luxury, culture, and power,
the classes and the masses would never have come into
antagonism to each other. The popular conception of
it is that a common victory has been won (that is, the
victory over nature by the acquisition of more indus-
trial power) and that some have taken all the fruits,
leaving to others nothing. Hence the demand for
justice and equality and the passionate assertion of
the obligation of classes to each other. Hence, also,
the attempt to use the other victory (that over class
privilege in the domain of civil institutions) to rectify
the wrong done in the industrial domain.

If it were true that a part of those who have won the
social and industrial victories had been deprived of their
share in the fruits thereof, then they would have no hope
of compelling any attention to their complaints, for
they would have no force at their disposal. The fact
that they can raise a social question and push on the
fight over it proves that they have some power at their
command. Mediaeval peasants had very few rights
and scarcely any property; they could defend them-
selves only by some wild outbreak, like the Jacquerie,
which did no good. The modern non-capital classes
are in no such condition as that.
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What force have they then? It is no doubt promptly
answered, ‘“‘Numbers.” Numbers, however, are a source
of weakness, not of strength, unless there is ample capital
for their support. If there were here large numbers of
men who were on the verge of starvation, they would
submit to any terms in order to get food. Men who had
capital (which we must always remember is subsistence,
weapons, and tools) could hire armies of them to do any
work which was demanded of them. It is, therefore,
only because we all do share in the fruits of the indus-
trial victory and in the power of the capital which has
been won, that we have extra power with which to main-
tain our social conflicts. Democracy constantly vaunts
itself against capital, and sets the power of numbers
against the power of ‘““money,” but democracy, the
power of the masses, is the greatest proof of the power
of capital, for democracy cannot exist in any society
unless the physical conditions of social power are present
there in such abundance, and in such general distribu-
tion, that all the mass of the population is maintained
up to the level below which they can not perform the
operations which democracy assumes that they can and
will perform.

It is, therefore, the demand for men, consisting in
the capital and tools on hand, ready for their support
and use, which maintains a number of men on a level
where they can struggle to get all the material welfare
which the labor market really holds for them, and where
they can be democrats and win both full civil rights and
a share, perhaps a predominant share, in political power.
This is the only correct explanation of the power of the
masses in politics and in the labor market; for it is the
only one which refers the phenomena to an adequate
and appropriate cause whose due connection with the
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phenomena can be perceived through the social rela-
tions. Of course this explanation is in direct contra-
diction to such explanations as refer the phenomena to
sentimental, ethical, doctrinal, or political causes, con-
sisting in the tenets of this or that social philosophy.
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It is an incident of the tendency to realism of our time
that historical studies have won in esteem. This is
undoubtedly a great gain; but it is attended by a series
of affectations such as are apparently inseparable from
a new movement. We must have a new code of histori-
cal study before the abuses of history can be set aside;
nowhere is this need more apparent than in economic
history and in the history of social institutions. It is
hardly too much to say that the received opinions about
the historical development of social forces are all in-
correct; that is to say, they are one-sided, imperfect,
colored by prejudices of various schools of philosophy,
or so stated as to support pet notions of our time. The
student of history, therefore, finds himself constantly
forced to modify the most currently received statements
of fact, or he finds that the historical facts, when cor-
rectly understood, take on very different significance
even if the formal statement of them is allowed to stand.

No history is good for anything except as it is inter-
preted correctly; and it is in the interpretation that the
chance is offered for all the old arbitrary elements of
philosophy and personal prejudice to come in, as well as
some new ones peculiar to this field of study. Especially
when the interpretations are wide, and step over great
periods of history in grand strides, is it safe to say that
they are worthless, because it is impossible to verify
them. Almost any generalization can find a color of
truth, if the historical scope of it is wide enough. It is
a very school-boy notion that historical generalizations

[187]
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have any less peril in them than philosophical generali-
zations.

These remarks are especially worthy of affirmation
whenever our attention is invited to alleged interpreta-
tions of the social developments of modern times, and
when assertions are made about the causes and signifi-
cance of the phases through which civilization has passed
during the last five hundred years. The contrast of the
Middle Ages with our time; the status of classes then
and now; the effect of machinery; the rise of the
captain of industry; the alleged advancing inequality
of fortunes — such are topics which invite to the easiest
possible generalization. Within twenty-five years there
have been put in circulation, and are to be found now
in current use as established facts, assertions on all
these points which are really no better than myths.

I submit that nothing but power can account for
results and that, therefore, if men have been emanci-
pated from any ills, it must be that they have been
emancipated by virtue of new power of some kind, over
which they have obtained disposal. Therefore explana-
tions of the expansion of human well-being may be
offered which are ‘‘historical” in the sense of referring
to notions which were once in fashion, or to acts, ordi-
nances, and resolutions which were once upon a time
adopted; but such explanations win no value from their
pretended ‘‘historical” character. They do not allege
an adequate cause. No men have ever emancipated
themselves from slavery, poverty, ignorance, vice, or
any other ill, by simply resolving to do so. No men,
so far as I can learn, have ever reached the point of
adopting a grand resolution to emancipate themselves
from distress, unless they had some new power at their
disposal, which raised them to a new plane on which



