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WORK AND WEALTH
IN THEIR RELATION TO ETHICS



INTRODUCTION

ProriciENcY in the arts of life is not virtue, but
it may be promoted by virtue. Bodily bealth is
not the end of morality, nor are the facts of physio-
logy facts of moral science, but cultivation of the
virtue of temperance may yield us a good practical
law of health. The science of economics can dis-
cern for us the laws of the production and distribu-
tion of wealth, but the moral law may discover the
secret of success or failure in the art of acquisition
and distribution. For example, absence of self-con-
trol in the enjoyment of pleasure, which constitutes
the vice we call luxury, prevents the accumulation
of that wealth which is the subject of economics,

The most apparent means of success in any enter-
prise is not always absolutely the best, Animals
preserve their lives in their own way, but were
men to take the sarfe way, their conduct would be
unworthy of men. Men renounce the law of the
beast, with the result that, in the struggle for
existence, they become, not less, but more snccess-
ful, through their renunciation. The satisfaction
of all our desires is, in the main, rendered surer
through our loyalty to the highest and best that
we know,
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Economics, so far as the facts, causes, and effects
which it examines, exist “independently of and
apart from what man does,” if we include in this
category the facts of human nature which occur
independently of volition, may claim that its laws
possess the same degree of certitude as the laws of
natural science, whatever the logical method by
which these laws are ascertained. That economists
possess as full and clear a knowledge of the produe-
tion and distribution of wealth, as do the naturalists
of the life of animals, may be conceded. But as
the habits of animals which the naturalists de-
scribe may not be the best for the preservation
of the life of man, so economic law is not to be
accepted as the last word on the art of acquiring
and distributing wealth.

The economist investigates a certain order of
facts, and the conditions under which these facts
co-exist and follow each other: it is not for him to
view these facts in their moral bearings. This is
the business of the moralist, to whom the principal
result of the gratification of the desires which
prompt our efforts is its effect upon the education
of the moral nature, meaning thereby “those capaci-
ties in human nature which thay become manners,
if some energy calls them forth and cultivates
them.” The performance of work and the pursuit
of wealth may be made morally serviceable, and
the moral result reacts upon our conduct in the
production and acquisition of all those things of
which the value is measured in money. Success
has a moral, as well as an economic, explanation.
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Our virtues are habits which render it easy for
us to do what we know we ought to do, and they
are formed principally in our dealings with each
other, when the gratification of our desires is sub-
ordinated to the maintenance of those personal
relationships which constitute society; for society
is not something external. It is only in society
that our characteristic desires can be fulfilled, and
it is from the particular desires fulfilled that society
assumes for us its different forms. The safeguard
of society is the supremacy of conscience. So long
as conscience is supreme, society is secure; had it
might, as it bas right, said Butler, it would rule the
world, .

While the desires which make us what we are,
are only gratified in society, so understood, there
are other conditions which must be observed be-
sides the maintenance of our personal relationships.
We can, as our moral character is low or high,
make a good or a better use of natural law, but
we cannot ignore natural law; we can make a good
or a better use of economic law, but, so far as it is
sure, we cannot ignore it. Our moral action with
respect to wealth hds thus a twofold aspect. We
recognise that the motives of which the economisk
takes account must be harmonised with other aims,
but we also admit that the facts he investigates form
a distinct order, and that what he knows about
them is knowledge in its best form.

Taking account of those two aspects of our
conduct with respect to work and wealth, it is our
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purpose to ask how they may be harmonised; to
trace briefly the influence upon moral conduct of
the desire of acquiring wealth, and the conditions
which determine the legitimate gratification of this
desire.

The result to which our inquiry appears to lead
bas already been foreshadowed. Gratification of
our desires, when it is morally legitimate, promotes
proficiency in the arts of life. In the long-rum,
we render our success easier by making a right use
of the powers of nature, by furthering the estate of
our neighbours, and by observing our duties as
citizens. Even in the facts and laws which the
economists themselves explain, there are indications
of the principle, that, just as man is more fit to
keep his place in the world than is the creature of
instinct, 8o, in economic society and in the market,
respect for our personal relationships is conducive
to proficiency. It is not always best to use the
most apparent means of success.

Moral law may appear to dwarf the faculties
of our nature, in subordinating them, but it, in
truth, allows of their highest gossible development,
consistently with the unity of our nature. Our
powers are not their own interpreters; the ends to
which they are directed ought to be made consistent
with the purpose of life as a whole. Because man
is imperfect, his social relationships are apparently
discordant. Were the might and right of conscience
co-equal, we should have brought into harmony all
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the forms of society under which the faculties of
our nature find their proper scope. There would
then be no longer conflict between State, Church,
Family, Market, and Industrial Society; in ful-
filling the duties pertaining to each, ome would
counfirm all the others,



I
ECONOMIC WORK

WHILE the phenomena of physical power and of
physical work are closely related to the science of
political economy, we are not always sufficiently care-
ful in separating the facts of physics and physio-
logy from the facts of economics. As a result,
we frequently, both in economics and in ethical
questions relating to work and wealth, commit the
error of ascribing to men powers and achievements
which are not theirs, and thus mistake the real
nature of the worker’s vocation.

(1)

In the performance of physical work the physical
forces are much more effectual than any merely
muscular effort ; and in all pragtical questions con-
cerning labour, we are saved from many a blunder
by keeping this in mind, for work must be very
frequently construed in a merely physical sense.
It is easier to acknowledge than to remember that,
considered simply and solely as a source of motive-
power, the muscular energy which men can exer-
cise is altogether insignificant when compared with
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the elemental forces, Were force all that were
needed to do the work that has to be done in the
world, there would be no need for the employment
of a single worker., In so far as workmen do the
work that could be done by the physical forces,
their energy might be spared without loss to any
one. In the purely physical sense, there is an
immensely greater potency latent in the British
coalfields than there is in the muscular strength
of several generations of the human race.

In employing machines we are fulfilling one of
our duties with reference to nature; we are ful-
filling the behest to bring the natural forces under
our control. Machines aid us in this, in two ways.
They serve to divide the opposition which the forces
of nature offer to us, and they overcome the divided
opposition by enlisting some of the natural forces
themselves on our side.

With reference to the first of these uses, machines
are simply devices for breaking up resisting
forces into fractions, which the power that has
to do the work can overcome in detail. By their
means we divide the forces of the enemy, as it
were, and overcomg them singly, instead of mak-
ing a frontal attack. To overcome resistance is
to do work; to divide resistance is to divide
work.,

To divide work, however, is not necessarily to
divide force, or to differentiate force. To portion
out work, that is, is not a “division of labour”
unless there goes with it a differentiation and co-



10 Economic Work

ordination of the power by which the work is done.
This, economists sometimes fail to_keep in view, in
their exposition of the doctrine of the division of
labour. In citing Adam Smith’s classical illustra-
tion of the ten men who make a pin, they seldom
sufficiently emphasise the fact that labour must be
differentiated and co-ordinated as well as divided.
They speak as if a pin could be made by a collec-
tion of men, none of whom are pin-makers, pro-
vided their number is sufficiently large, and the
character of their labour sufficiently varied. The
ten men are not adequate to explain the operation.
There is needed an eleventh man, a pin-maker,
to co-ordinate the labours of the ten men, and
direct their efforts to a preconceived end.

Considered with reference to the power that does
the work, the machine of the mechanician not only
divides the resistance to be overcome, but is an
instrument which, when “supplied with energy in
one form, converts it into others, according to the
law of the machine.” By means of machines we
have heat, light, and electricity converted into
other modes of motion, and other modes of motion
converted into heat, light, and electricity, and work
can be done by converted forms of energy.

(2)

To adopt a not altogether unobjectionable meta-
phor, we may say that work in a vital, as dis-
tinguished from a physical, sense is resistance
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overcome by & “machine” that renews itself. The
phrase “vital force” is sometimes frowned npon,
but to speak of vital force or vital energy is at
least as legitimate as to speak of electrical, or
chemical, or any other kind of force. Vital force
is a form of energy that is manifested through
living organisms, and, when we speak of living
things, work means the conquest of the obstacles
that hinder their repair and renmewal, all the
functions of life being co-ordinated to overcome the
instability of the elements of which the organism
is formed. Life has, from this point of view, been
defined as that internal force which prevents the
elements from freely uniting, “ the equilibrium of
the elements being maintsined by their being parts
of a whole.”

Although life is here described as an internal
force, we must not regard it as the exclusive posses-
sion of any particular organism. Life possesses the
organism rather than the organism life; the life is
more than the body., To describe one living thing
as the parasite of another, will, if we forget this,
mislead us. To hear some people talk, one might
fancy that men were the parasites of the vegetables
in their kitchen-gardens, and that, when they eat
cabbage, they “exploit” the cabbage species,

It is life that lives and works through what-
ever form is necessary for its manifestation, under
ever-changing conditions. In the “struggle for
existence,” it is life that struggles It is life that
struggles, and life cannot be regarded as the enemy
of life. Life does not connive at its own defeat, by
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enabling any living thing to frustrate its efforts
to manifest itself through any other organic form
which it may select. That Fittest which survives
is Life itself.

(3)

As aliving being, man survives, not because other
organisms have perished, but because of the con-
tinuous adjustment of internal organic relations
to external relations, through the persistent effort
of vital energy.

Of this energy, every man can make use, and so
far as he is master of his own fate, he survives, not
by depriving other things of life, but by co-operating
with life. Man is not the survivor of a successful
war waged against other beings. For how has the
life of mankind been preserved? Not by war and
slaughter; war, slaughter, and all the forces that
make for disintegration and have to be resisted,
are hindrances of life. The life of man has been
preserved through the preservation, not the destruc-
tion, of other forms of life; because calves and lambs
have been saved from slaughter, and seed reserved
for the sowing. Man is not the rival and enemy
of every other living being, but everything that
lives i3 a manifestation of the same power; a
manifestation which is made, not through one form
alone, but necessarily through several diverse forms.

All living beings, that is to say, are inter-
dependent, the power of which they are the



Progress and Increase 13

manifestation operating by means of this inter-
dependence.

Accordingly, when we identify work with the
struggle against the forces that hinder the survival
of the individual, or of the species, we sometimes
ascribe to one member of the partnership a sort
of creative power, making man the creator, as it
were, of the life that lives in him, The industry of
agriculture has, for some such reason, been described
as the creator of its own maintenance.

)

The transition from the habits of a tribe of
hunters to those of a community of tillers is
marked by several consequences, which, in this
connection, it is important to emphasise. The
cultivator confines his efforts within narrower
boundaries than the hunter, and, while narrowing
his range, obtains for equal effort more support.
In passing from & less to a more advanced con-
dition, man obtains, through his labours, a con-
tinually increasing return of nutriment. He creates
for himself an envigonment better fitted for his
wants, A wide field is needed to maintain the
stock from which the hunter draws the necessary
sustenance of life. The immediate explanation of
this physical necessity lies in the nature of nutri-
tion, Food must contain heat-producers as well a3
flesh-formers. When we regard the struggle to
obtain food as a special form of the effort of life
to resist the forces that make against its manifesta-
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tion, the acquisition of heat-producers is seen to be of
primary importance. The heat-producers constitute
the advance guard of the vital forces. The enemy
that makes for the disintegration of the organism
is the vital air itself. Just as water drowns those
who cannot swim, so, the physiologists say, does the
oxygen of the air consume us, when it is not guided
by right channels to where it may consume the
material provided for it, and so sustain the animal
heat essential to the discharge of every organic
function, and to the building up and repair of the
organism itself When a man is placed in & situa-
tion in which he is rapidly robbed of his heat, his
quickened respiration, the more rapid and copious
inhalation of the oxygen which consumes him,
induces the pangs of starvation, and compels him
to find the food that will restore him his vital heat,
and repair waste of blood and tissue. We blame the
liberty and laziness of Poor Quashee, who is content
with his pumpkin. But in a climate where there is
little loss of heat, and where heat-producers and other
foods are readily obtainable, there is mo physical
compulsion to urge men to exertion, there being
no efficient cause for it. In cold and temperate
climates, men must find food or starve. Their food
must, in the first place, be such as will enable
them to meet the forces that make for disintegra-
tion, and it must be suitable and sufficient for
integration, working power, according to Liebig,
standing “in a fixed ratio to the excess of food
which in a state of rest increases the weight of the
body,” the food producing “a sum of force, which
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may be employed within the body itself, or in over.
coming external resistance.” In cold and temperate
climates, uncivilised man, in the hunter state, had
to exercise extraordinary efforts, and roam over a
wide tract, to obtain for himself, not the flesh- and
blood-forming, but the heat-producing elements of
his dietary. Liebig says that “while the savage,
with one animal and an equal weight of starch,
could maintain life and health for a certain number
of days, he would be compelled, if confined to flesh
alone, in order to procure the carbon necessary for
respiration during the same time, to consume five
such animals.,” The difference is a measure of the
increasing return of human labour, when, by con-
fining their efforts within narrower limits, men
learn how to acquire more varied products than are
yielded by the chase.

When they had become tillers of the soil, instead
of hunters, men were better able to live within a
narrow, than when spread over a wide, territory.
Relatively to the extent of their territory, their
efforts to obtain necessary food conformed with a
law of increasing return, Relatively to the time
their efforts were co;ut.inued, they also showed an
increasing return. The principle is well illustrated
in a speech put into the mouth of & North American
chiet. “Do you not see,” asks this Indian philo-
sopher, “that the whites live on corn but we on
flesh? that the flesh requires more than thirty
moons to grow and is often scarce ? that every one
of the wonderful seeds which they scatter on the
goil, returns them more than a hundredfold ? that
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the flesh has four legs to run away, and we only
two to catch it ? that the seeds remain where the
white man sows them? that winter, which for us
is the season of laborious hunts, is to them a time
of rest? It is for these reasons they have so many
children, and live longer than we do. I say, then,
to every one who hears me, before the trees above
our huts shall have died of age, before the maples
of the valley cease to yield us sugar, the race of
the sowers of corn will have extirpated the race of
the flesh-eaters.”

‘Whatever principle may be formulated with
reference to the returns of agriculture as an
element in a complex civilisation, and under a
money economy, they are right who say that, rela-
tively to earlier modes of obtaining the necessaries
of life, cultivating the ground was a saving of
force, and a better utilisation of the soil occupied,
and of the days which physical necessity compelled
men to devote to laborious effort.

Cultivation is a saving of force compared with
earlier modes of acquiring sustenance, because
nature does more on behalf of the tiller than she
can do for the hunter, althoggh only the science
of agriculture can assign the cultivator and the
natural forces their respective shares in the re-
sult, According to the point of view from
which the operations of the husbandman are
viewed, and according to the prevailing character
of the soil he tills, we are disposed to magnify
the importance, either of the husbandman’s
mechanical toil, on the one hand, or, on the
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other hand, of what is called the natural fertility
of the land.

Theoretically it is perhaps possible, where you
have phosphates, to grow not only grass, clover,
peas, beans, turnips, and potatoes, but cereals also,
to some extent, without deliberately replacing in
the soil the “ nitrifying ” and carbonaceous elements
which constitute fertility, yet in practice it is neces-
sary, except on specially favoured soils, to supply
them, Besides, the cultivator has to get his wheat,
barley, oats, beans, peas, and potatoes within a
limited time. As in passing from the hunter state
to that of tillage there was a gain in time, so there
is & gain in time in passing from rude to skilled
cultivation. The cultivator must, with the aid of
the chemist and the bacteriologist, contrive to bring
his plants to maturity at a time when there is
sufficient summer heat for their ripening, and this
period in some latitudes does not extend beyond a
few weeks, If he fails in this, all the labour of the
year is in vain. He must know when to apply bis
phosphates, bis ammonia, his lime, bis potash, his
soda; and in what proportion, so as to accelerate
growth, according to he moistness or the dryness
of the season, and 50 as to get stalk, leaf, and seed in
right proportion. His success does not altogether
depend upon the quantity of the ingredients he
supplies, but upon his supplying the right in-
gredient in due proportion at the right time.

Life is not in danger of being defeated through
want of matter with which to build its organisms.
It may meet with hindrances to its manifestations

B
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in particular directions, and it i3 the work of the
agriculturist to supply the material of life where it
is wanted, and to overcome the physical obstacles
to growth., The result of the work of the agricul-
turist, however, is not due to the degree of effort
he puts forth, but, in the main, to the amount and
nature of the fertilisers already in or added to the
soil, and the persistence of vital energy. Removal
of the physical obstacles to growth is necessary,
as is also, in many places, admixture of soils; but
no physical toil will make infertile land fertile.
The degree in which infertile land has been rendered
fertile can never be measured by the physical labour
of the husbandman. Mere physical toil is of so
small account in the praatical business of agricul-
ture, that it is unreasonable to imagine there is an
ascertainable proportion between toil and produce;
that beyond a certain point, for instance, the pro-
duce diminishes as the toil increases. It is mot
muscle that makes the earth yield her increase.
Let Ulysses plough the shore as long as he may,
all his ploughing will not persuade the sea-sand to
shoot forth the tenderest blade of grasa.

Mill, writing at a time when the name of Jethro
Tull was not forgotten, did not keep sufficiently in
view the distinction between labour and life, and
traces of confusion, accordingly, obscure his general
doctrine of production. The raising of crops from
the soil was for him the typical form of production,
and the surplus of the crop over what is needed
for the maintenance of farm-labourers the typical
form of profit. He was also possessed of the belief
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that the greater the amount of produce allowed to
the labourers for maintenance, the larger will the
families of the labourers tend to become, the greater
the need for extracting more from the soil; the
poorer, with respect to fertility, the soil which will
be resorted to for cultivation. He further assumed
that labour can make a poor soil yield an increase.
“The very meaning of inferior land,” he assures
us, “is land which, with equal labour, returns a
smaller amount of produce,” which is scarcely an
accurate description of infertility. Infertile land
is so0il which is deficient in the substances required
by growing plants, or which. requires the addition
of chemicals or living matter to make the con-
stituents already present available. Given two
goils of equal extent and of similar composition,
the one which contains the smaller amount of the
ingredients essential to growth will, if both receive
equal attention, give smaller returns of produce.
The produce of the two soils may indeed be
equalised. But not by added labour. The in-
fertile soil is rendered fertile by the addition of
fortilisers. It is, therefore, suggestive of a false
inference to say, as Mi]l seems to say, that inferior
land requires a greater proportional amount of
labour, in order to yield a given amount of food,
than does fertila. So far is this from being true,
that the fertile land, being more productive of
weeds as well as crop, may require more labour
than infertile, much of the mere toil in farming
consisting in keeping the fields * clean.”

That the farmer and the labourer on & modern
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farm are more skilful cultivators than the members
of the families which formed a primitive village
group, there can be little reasonable doubt. The
advance in skill is evident, independently of all
question of mode of tenure, The acknowledged
principal advantage of the modern holding over the
primitive is, that it gives more scope for the develop-
ment of individual skill; since the growth of special
aptitude must have been subject to retardation
when the fields were periodically subdivided into
family lots, when there was perpetual shifting of
the allotments.

Tribes and communities of men, we may assume,
would not have taken to tillage unless experience
had demonstrated the truth of the principle that
cultivation is a saving of power. They cultivated
the fields, because that was a surer way of getting
a living than hunting or keeping flocks and herds.
We bave little means of judging whether the
population of primitive village communities tended
to grow at a faster rate than the skill of the
cultivator. On a rich soil, it is just possible that the
development of skill might have been slower than
on a poor soil, and who can_say whether the rate
of increase of population wounld be greater on the
fat soil or the poor soil? It may have been that
on neither was the number of the people found to
have been too great. There may have been geasons
when it was found too great on both. There may
have been seasons when those who lived on the
rich soil suffered the greater hardship, from
insufficiency of food. All such conjectures have
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to be taken in conjunction with the possibility
that primitive village communities and tribes grew
by accretion as well as by natural increase.

Labour is saved when men pass from the hunter
to the shepherd state, and again when they pass
from the shepherd state to tillage. By saving of
labour, in the present connection, we mean that
within a given time and within a given area, men,
for equal physical exertion, get a better supply of
food than before. The efficient cause of this saving
is, partly what is called the fertility of the soil,
and partly human skill. The fertility of the soil
is nowhere indestructible, and is never uniform.
In some cases, the soil has continued to bear
harvests, for long periods of time, without renewal;
but these are exceptional. The most important
factor in agriculture is the skill of the cultivator,
and it is justly contended that the limit to the
development of his skill is not within sight.

We cannot take it for granted that the first tillers
commenced their operations on the land which was
absolutely the best. Could we have visited any
two primitive communities of cultivators, and found
that, taking one yean with another, the one had
more bountiful harvests than the other, we should
have been rash to conclude that the husbandmen
who obtained the best harvests occupied the best
land. It might have been that their soil was
inferior but their skill superior, that their soil was
just equally good but their skill superior, that their
soil was superior while éheir skill was inferior, or
that both their soil and their skill were superior
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to the soil and skill of the community with which
we compared them. The progress of agriculture
is to be measured, not by a chemical analysis of the
new soils brought under the plough—for there is
no natural order to be looked for in the succession——
but by the growing skill of the cultivator, And if
the principal factor in agricultural progress be the
development of the skill of the cultivator, the
attempt to discover a ratio between the fecundity
of the human race and the fertility of the soil is not
a hopeful one, unless we first make out that human
skill varies in some way with the population.

The yield of a field depends partly upon its
fertility, and partly on the closeness with which
the seed is sown. There are obviously practical
limits to the degree to which a given extent of soil
can be impregnated with fertilisers, and there are
limits to the closeness with which seed may be
profitably sown, or plants planted. There are real
himits to increase of production. The fact is not
in doubt, but the economic interpretation of the
fact.

The causes of growth are life and the fertility of
the soil. A farmer may put more fertilisers into
the soil than his crops require, and then, in propor-
tion to his outlay, he has a diminished return. It
has been plausibly argued that, by enriching the
soil excessively, a farmer not only loses bhis
fertilisers, getting no crops in return, but does
harm, by producing sterility in the plants. The
theory, however, that plants may be rendered
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unfruitful through kindness, and population rednced
by too much nourishment, though many interesting
facts have been cited in its support, still awaits
confirmation, If Doubleday’s theory were estab-
lished, it would supply a scientific basis, which is
at present lacking, to the doctrine of diminishing
return,

There is and must be a limit to the produce
which a given area of soil can bear, and the extent
of land available for cultivation must always
remain a factor of economic importance. But the
mere fact that the area which the agriculturist
cultivates is limited in extent is not unfavourable
to production. When a field is too closely sown,
the harm to the crop does not necessarily arise
from the impossibility of supplying the soil with
fertilisers, but may be due to the fact that each
plant lessens the supply of air and light to its near
peighbours. Short of this too close sowing or
planting, concentration is an sadvantage. Some
kinds of crops require more space than others.
Root crops presumably require a greater distance
between each plant than do cereals, But even
with respect to them close sowing is sometimes
found to be relatively advantageous. Without
some measure of concentration, indeed, there could
be no crops at all, " A large stock of individuals
of the same species, relatively to the number of its
enemies, is,” says Darwin, “absolutely necessary
for its preservation. ... Any one who has tried
knows how troublesome it is to get seed from a
few wheat or other such plants in a garden, This
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view explains some singular facta in nature, such as
that of very rare plants being extremely abundant
in the few spots where they do exist; and that of
some social plants being social, that is abounding
in individuals, even on the extreme verge of their
range. For in such cases we may believe that a
plant could exist only where the conditions of its }ife
were so favourable that many could exist together,
and so save the species from utter destruction.”
So, in a graphic impression of an old Kentucky
hemp-field by Mr. James Lane Allen, we read:
“Impenetrable. For close together stand the
stalks, making common cause for soil and light,
each but one of many, the fibre being better when
so grown. Impenetrable and therefore weedless!”

Concentration is, therefore, advantageous to
production. It would not necessarily lead to an
increase, but might even lead to a diminution of
production, if the area of our fertile soil were
suddenly doubled.  Concentration is no evil,
although overcrowding is.

This principle is equally applicable to population,
Man, as well as those living things on which he
depends, increases where many are gathered to-
gether. In great cities, where there is concentra-
tion, we expect a greater increase than in a sparsely
populated pastoral district, and although pestilence
ravages an overcrowded town, the extinction of
a town population is less probable than the ex-
tinction of the population of a pastoral district.
Concentration in this case, as in the other, has,
no doubt, a physical limit; there may be over-
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crowding. But concentration is favourable to life.
The evil of great cities is not that many people
are congregated in them, but that in some districts
the prevailing types are, for moral and social
reasons, not such as we wish to see preserved. If,
instead of congregating, we could spread out the
people who live in criminal quarters, we should
not by that means alone make them individually
better, but we might thereby do something to
prevent the preservation of a vicious and eriminal
class, The crowding together occasioned by the
great scale on which industries are now conducted
is not at all hopeless, or even cause for alarm,
provided the industries in question are not such
as demand only the poorest skill, for the congre-
gation of the skilful ensures the continuance of
a race of skilful workers, The congregation of
unskilled labourers, on the other hand, may entail
the continuance of a population of vicious habits;
not that the unskilled are vicious, but there is
the possibility that a large proportion of the
unskilled are vicious, and that, when crowded
together, they will endure as a class.

(5

The interdependence and co-operation of all
living things—plant, animal, and man considered as
animal—is one of the means through which the
struggle for existence is maintained. The survival
end increase of man does not necessitate his’
making all other living things his prey, nor that
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every moor and mountain-top should be cultivated
to yield him food, nor that there should be no
great spaces left uninhabited. It may even be
conducive to the greatest possible production, that
we should preserve plants and trees, insects, beasts,
and birds, which apparently only add to the
pleasantness of the earth, and that we should still
be left with the solitary moor, the lone hillside,
and the quiet places where men may, as of old, go
forth to meditate at eventide—a consideration
which should qualify the dismal feeling with which
some contemplate the advent of a time when
every rood of ground is to be devoted to the
growing of food, for the support of a swarming
population, satisfied with a bare animal existence.

(6)

It is our duty to use the powers of mature to
help mankind in the struggle for existence, but our
duty with reference to nature does not end there.
Mr. Ruskin says that “things that only belp us to
exist, if they be looked for alone, are useless and
worse, for it would be better not to exist, than that
we should guiltily dissppoint the purposes of the
Creator,” by failing in the service of contemplating
the beaut:ful, as manifested in external nature.
We must look to nature, not only for the bread,
raiment, and health of which we are partakers
along with inferior creatures, but also for the aid
we may receive from contemplating the felicitous
fulfilment of function in living things, and the
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qualities of typical beacty which have bteen
stamped upon matter, "not for our teaching and
enjoymert only, but as the inevitable signatures of
the Divine ™—the still small voice of the level
twilight behind the purple hills, the scarlet arch of
the dawn over the dark sea, the dwelling of the
Infnite in the light of setting suns, the sleep that
is among the lonely hills,—types of the repose of
the I am” of the Creator as opposed to the I
become * of the creature.

No doubt this daty has been sometimes neglected,
and our streams and brooks, “ waters once of life,
health music, and divine tradition,” Lkave been so
polluted that to their “ festering scum you may set
fre as with a candle,” and our hillsides and once
fair meadows have been turned into Lideous
desolation, out of callous thoughtleszness. Tkhe
serene heights of untroubled contemplation are
indeed not for us; but while we do our work, we
should also remember it to be our duty, not to
deface pature, not to spoil and waste what, con-
cousistently with our function, we can keep pure
and wholesome, not to destroy with culpatle heed-
lessness the signature of the Infinite in the things
around us

@)

In seeking for the regulating principle of the
life of the mere animal we look for the nature of
the feeling which appears to determine the co-opera-
tion of all the parts of the organizm, 8o that every
part gets what is necessary for sustenance and the
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due performance of its function. The adequate
activity of the animal appears to be determined by
pain. Pain in any well-defined organ of the body
points to dangers seriously menacing its preserva-
tion. Animals, in all those activities which tend
to their preservation against the forces that make
for their destruction, are actuated by the wish to
escape pain, not by the desire of pleasure. 'What-
ever explanation the physiologist may be able to
give of the origin of pain and pleasure, every one
will endorse the dictum that pain is a feeling which
we naturally seek to get out of consciousness and
to keep out, while pleasure is a feeling which we
seek to bring into consciousness and keep there.

If we associate the word work with the conquest
of resistance, we may extend the term to the mere
animal effort to get quit of pain, It is said by the
physiologist that when the feeling of pain is diffused,
the action which is necessary to the maintenance
of organic equilibrium is deficient. But if this
be so, we may conclude that it is this diffused
feeling of pain which urges to such activity as will
overcome the cause of the “ failing genesis of nervous
fluid,” or will, in other words, remove the pain.
Pain gives warning of the presence of the enemy,
pain urges to action, and only that action which,
by removing the conditions of pain, removes the
pain itself, is sufficient, so far as experience tells
us, to overcome the evil by which we are menaced.

Work is not only physical resistance overcome
by physical energy, nor is it merely the struggle
of vital energy—it is the effort of a sentient being
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when acting at the instigation of pain. And one
peculiarity which distinguishes sensations we call
painful from others, is their indefiniteness, A
pleasure is a sensation excited by some special
stimulus, end by it only. We, therefore, associate
the pleasures of sensation with the things that
stimulate the nerves of the special senses. Light
i3 pleasant to the eye, and, although, speaking in
general terms, we describe sights as painful, we
do not mean that seeing is in itself painful. The
pain is not to be ascribed to the nerves of sight,
but to some less definite disturbance. The causes
of pleasant sensation are special and well defined.
We can easily distinguish sight from sound, but we
cannot readily distinguish the pain of what we call
a painful sight from the pain of what we call a
peinful sound.

Our pleasant and our painful emotions are
similarly distinguished. Our pleasant emotions are
awakened by the objects of them and by them only.
Pain confounds together the objects of all our
pleasant emotions,. Thus it is said of care:

“Sleepless she rocka herself, and scareth joy and rest ;
Still is she wont some new disguise to wear.
She may a8 house and court, as wife and child sppear,
As dagger, poison, fire, and flood.”

Pleasure comes of itself, wherever life is, if only
the appropriate object is present. We feel pain
when, in us or in others, life has met with a check
or a menace. Not life but the bafflement of life
explaing our pain. We escape pain when we
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become actually what before we were only potenti-
ally.

®

Life makes an organism, but feeling makes what
it is the fashion to call & “social organism.” Of
the nature, preservation, and growth of a social
organism, the best index is feeling, when brought
to the interpretation of the lives and actions of
men who have lived in concert.

Accordingly, when the student of primitive life
attempts to differentiate the earliest forms of human
union from an unorganised horde, he postulates
the influence of some distinct feeling. Ferbaps it
is the mutual affection of parents and children.
Speculating upon the influence of this feeling, some
inquirers, taking note of the fact that matermity
is & matter of observation and paternity a matter
of inference, that to the ancients “the problem of
generation was very much what the problem of
creation is to the moderns,” and, building also on
the statements of travellers regarding savage life,
have come to the conclusion that the earliest com-
munities of mankind were created by the affection
of children for 8 common mother and of a common
mother for them. To this others add, that maternity
disappears where polyandry prevails, and that
therefore communities of this kind must yield to
those in which the woman has one husband only,
however many wives the man may have. Hence
the patriarchal theory which *“assumes sexual
jealousy to be the force binding together and pro-
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pelling the ancient social order.” Then comes the
feeling of clannishness which binds the individual,
not to another individual superior, but to a group
of kinsmen. In course of time the feelings of
consanguinity are complicated with other feelings;
sometimes associated with superstition, sometimes
with prndential considerations. These feelings give
rise to different marriage customs, and forbidden
degrees within which marriage is disallowed. Thus
some “refuse marriage with any whose surname
shows them to be of the same stock,” and at the
same time " refuse marriage with any surrounding
tribe.” These different tendencies by and by dis-
tinguish different races. Some favour marriage
with strangers, some within a tribe or caste—
tendencies which come to acquire economie import-
ance. For example, we are told—and the observa-
tion is of special importance in considering the
economical history of India—"Consanguinity always
implies common liability to the discharge of legal
demands; and thus the fiscal exactions of the Mussul-
man ruler give a strong motive to the kinsfolk to keep
the burden of taxation resting on as many shoulders
as possible. The advantage of maintaining the
liability of groups, rather than the liability of
individuals, is felt by the Mohammedan Govern-
ments themselves.”

In a social organism, a3 in a vital organism, the
interdependence and co-operation of each part is
made conditional upon each receiving benefits pro-
portioned to the services it renders to the whole.
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So long as we regard men merely as units in a
“social organism,” it is feeling that determines
what service is,and whether each part has rendered
its service, whatever we call the units by which the
function we are considering is discharged; whether
conqueror and conquered, master and slave, or
superior and inferior; however functions may be
divided and units differentiated. As Mr. Herbert
Spencer suggests, we may call any cluster of units
furnished with appliances for bringing nutriment
to each, for carrying away the product of each, and
for regulating the activity of each, an organism.
But we call it a “social organism” only when we
think of the regulator of its action as feeling.
‘Wherever we have an organism, life supports
individuals “ through the circulating currents of a
distributing system,” each unit takes from a stock
of consumable matters what enables it to repair
itself and grow in proportion to the due performance
of its vital functions. But it is only a “social
organism ” when the production of the circulating
stock and its distribution are determined by feeling.

An organism may be conceived of as exhibiting
two kinds of functions. It may be thought of as
a positive manifestation of energy, or as an exhibi-
tion of offensive and defensive operations against
something different from itself. So may the social
organism, when both manifestations are seen as the
outcome of the feeling which creates the organism
for us.

Now the industrial system, as a manifestation of
life, is a social organism in this sense, and it is
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possible to trace its progress from homogeneity
to bheterogeneity, and observe how progressive
differentiation of function and progressive differen-
tiation of structure go together. We may do so
because, while it is feeling that creates the social
organism for us, it is still vital phenomena we are
considering.

Our lives, regarded from this point of view, are no
merely individual lives. It is not simply through
one’s own fitness that the life that lives in him
continues 8o to manifest itself. One lives through
conquest of the forces of disintegration that make
against his individual life, but he obtains his
success in the struggle for existence by means of
others,—perhaps of peasants in Russia, of ryots
in India, and of shepherds watching their flocks
in Aunstralia. No worker lives, so to speak, by
his own work. The work done by the individual,
using work as synonymous with the struggle for
existence, provides means of subsistence for others,
and also alters the conditions amid which they
are placed, so as to make life possible for them.
No one can live an independent life. Unless we
remember this we shall be misled by such doctrines
as that of surplus products—the doctrine that pro-
ducers exchange their surplus products. When
we are asked to assume that the agriculturist
supplies artificers and merchants with food, and
that artificers and merchants supply the agricul-
turist with shelter and raiment, we are not, in view
of the conception we have reached, entitled to say
that the agricultural produce supplied to artificers

Y]



34 Economie Work

and merchants is a surplus product. It is of equal
importance with the produce consumed by agri-
cultural labourers, and neither is a surplus. To
suppose, moreover, that & farmer, in the present
stage of social life, lives on the produce of his
own fields, is not consonant with familiar facts.
Although the farmer grows wheat in his own fields,
his wife is supplied, by the travelling baker’s van,
with bread baked of American flour.

®

The making of tools or of implements for the
assistance of labour is called by Mill indirect
labour. He uses the terms tools and implements
“in the most comprehensive sense, embracing all
permanent instruments or helps to production;
from a flint and steel for striking a light, to a
steamship, or the most complex apparatus of
manufactaring machinery, There may be some
hesitation where to draw the line between imple-
ments and materials; and some things used in
production (such as fuel) would scarcely in com-
mon language be called by either name, popular
phraseology being shaped out by a different class
of necessities from those of scientific exposition.”
As marking the difference between material and
instrument, he suggests that the material is that
which is destroyed by a single employment, while
the instrument is not; fuel cannot be again used
as fuel, but an axe is not destroyed by catting
down & tree. The same distinction is again made
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use of by Mill in his definition of circulating and
fixed capital; circulating capital being the material
of production, and fixed capital the instrument.
There does not, however, appear to be any necessity
for using the terms material and instrument in
other than their obvious sense. The essential
difference between them i3 not their duration.
An axe is an instrument, even should it break
into eplinters at the first blow. The material of
production is that which is operated upon, an
instrument is that by which the power that does
the work operates. The material of production is
that which assumes those properties in virtue of
which it is called the “wealth' of mankind”; the
implements of production are the means by which
the worker causes the material of production to
assume those properties which sustain life. The
material so converted may be easily distinguished
from all the means the worker adopts to aid
conversion.

Metaphorically those means may be regarded as
part of the organism through which the work is
done. 'We may even give the metaphor a wider
extension. Man can incorporate external nature
and make it serve the purpose which is served in
other animals by organie variation. “He has
great power of adapting bis habits to new condi-
tions of life,” says Darwin, “He invents weapons,
tools, and various stratagems to procure food and
to defend himselfl When he migrates into a
colder climate he uses clothes, builds sheds, and
makes fires; and by the aid of fire cooks food



36 Economic Work

otherwise indigestible,” so that, as Mr. Wallace put
it, he is enabled “to keep an unchanged body in
harmony with the changing universe.”

In virtue of his power to incorporate his environ-
ment, as it were, man has successfully maintained
the struggle for existence.

The change which he in this manner undergoes is
not like that of the traveller from North to South,
who in France casts off the furs he wore in Russia,
in Spain the flannels he wore in France, in Algiers
the cloth ke wore in Spain, and at Timbuctoo the
linen he wore in Algiers. The changes actually
effected have rather been like those of a traveller
from South to North, who adds flannel to linen,
and fur to flannel.

Such changes are not, however, effected uniformly
in all directions, and hence confusion arises in the
distinction some economists make between primary
and secondary wants.

(10)

If the words primary and secondary refer to
stages of progress, and not to degrees of individual
preference, the economist must take account of
the fact that secondary wants gradually become
primary, and that wants we call primary were once
secondary. Bread itself was once a secondary
want. It is admirably said by Mandeville, that
while “Give us this day our daily bread” is sup-
posed to be the humblest prayer a poor man can
make, yet it took mankind generations to acquire
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the many intricate arts and sciences that are
involved in the production of a wheaten loaf.
When, therefore, we meet with such statements as
that there are fifty thousand inhabitants in London
who live in a condition inferior to West African
savages, or that there are millions of people in Eng-
land who are unable to get enough food to maintain
them in a state of mere physical efficiency, we cannot
accept such statements literally. The lot of the
Ppoor never appears so savagely and wretchedly bad
to the poor themselves as it does to the comfortable,
sympathetic spectator. It is a trite remark, that
the misery of a seaman battling with a gale is not
8o great as it appears to the imagination of a
sympathiser who muses snugly beside a sea-coal
fire, and pities the condition of the poor mariner.

Many of the facts that painstaking investigators
tell us about the poor are unquestionably deplorable
enough. But their meaning should not be mis-
interpreted. A universal failure of the harvests
of the world would reduce us all to sore straits.
There is at present in existence only an insignificant
fraction of the food that will sustain the popula-
tion of the world two years hence. We are not
certain that the food will be forthcoming, but
consider it highly probable that it will be. The
probability of famine has altogether everywhere
diminished. The poorest man in England is much
surer of his daily bread than was his prototype
some centuries since. While, therefore, it is quite
accurate to say that millions of people in England
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are on the verge of starvation, it is equally accurate
to add that it is highly improbable they will be
allowed to starve. Poverty, nevertheless, has its
hardships, which are bitter to be borne. It is not
our food and raiment we think of, when we contrast
the lot of the poor and the rich, but the power of
selecting our food and our raiment, and there is
always a possible chance that multitudes of us may
any day lose such power as we possess to choose
for ourselves what we shall eat, what we shall
drink, and what raiment we shall put on. Where
this possibility of choice is generally diminished,
the loss of power such diminution implies i3 an
indication that locally, or so far as some groups of
individuals are concerned, the contest between the
progress of life and its hindrances is wavering in
the balance.

We cannot infer from such facts as are some-
times brought under our motice, and which give
rise to much futile lamentation and pusillanimous
sinking of heart, that the wealth of mankind is less
than it once was, or that its distribution is less
efficient than formerly.

It is through the social organism—if we may
adopt the phrase—the individnal feels the pains
that urge him to work. The test of the suitability
of his action is, that it enables him to remove
or escape pain which he either feels himself
or through sympathy with others. The social
organism has a power of growth and restoration
in itself, to which the feeling of pain gives the
right direction. Let the prompting of pain and
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suffering be heeded by men who desire to put an
end to pain; then ill-proportioned distribution will
be corrected, the supply of what avails for life will
be less limited where the want of it is now most
felt, and dangers to the industrial system will be
counteracted.

an

There is a condition incidental to the perform-
ance of work which has some resemblance to pain,
but may fairly be distinguished from it—the con-
dition of fatigue. Pain, however, is life threatened
and a call to action; fatigue is an experience in-
cidental to the fulfilment of the call To labour
after fatigue has set in is overwork, and is so far
contrary to our idea of work that it creates pain,
and to that extent undoes the effect of the previous
effort. Were overwork general, the social organism
would degenerate, In such a case overwork would
be an evil, and the contrary of work, which, sub-
jectively considered, is a desire to lessen or remove
pain. We would not identify fatigue with over-
work, althongh it may be difficult to say exactly
where fatigue ends and the pain of overwork begins.
Bat we should, as far as possible, prevent effort
from being pushed beyond the fatigue point

There is, however, a more flagrant and remediable
evil to be coped with than the danger of over-
work. Pain is sometimes directly and gratui-
tously suffered by the labourer. The most flagrant
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example of the deliberate subjection of the worker
to pain is to be found in disease-producing trades,
and only less flagrant are the trades described as
unhealthy. Forms of employment,in which workers
are exposed to loathsome and mortal diseases, we
cannot reconcile with a sound idea of work. Both
those who undergo such self-torture, and those who
encourage it, appear to run counter to the very
purpose of economic effort.

Aristotle’s idea of justice as an aptitude for
making such a division as not to give oneself the
less and one’s neighbour the greater share of what
is hurtful, may not be adequate, but it sufficiently
indicates the end of economic work. All our doing
and suffering is presented to us under a social
form ; and, from our present standpoint, it is to be
considered good or bad, according as it helps
towards the realisation of what is “ proportionately
equal,”

Not only is it inconsistent with a true idea of
work to inflict suffering upon our contemporaries,
it is also inconsistent with work to entail suffering
upon our successors, for the sake of present ease,
comfort, and enjoyment. Solidarity with the future,
no less than continuity with the past, is correctly
included in the characteristics of the social organ-
ism. The multiplication or the diminution of pain,
therefore, claims attention in connection with the
relation of the individual to posterity. Except a
man lessen, so far as he can, whatever is likely to
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bring suffering upon posterity, he is not doing his
work. To make the new generation pay in suffer-
ing for the neglect of past opportunities of work, is
to make the struggle for existence needlessly hard.
In dividing pleasure and pain between himself and
his successors, a man, who is willing to leave the
heavier portion of the burden to them, fails to
do his day’s work, Improvidence, in this sense,
weakens the economic relationship through which
life is maintained; and, as Sismondi said, every
labourer who has more than the number of children
his circumstances enable him to support, burdens
the children and burdens every other labourer.

But the incompatibility of work with the inflic-
tion of pain for the sake of pleasure is illustrated in
our everyday experience, in ways more obvious than
any we have yet indicated,—in our amusements.
Whoever, for the sake of affording amusement to
another, whatever his ulterior end, undergoes pain
or inflicts it upon himself, deliberately curtails his
own life, diminishes his power, and, so far as the
struggle for existence is concerned, goes over to the
enemy. The communication of pleasure is not
irreconcilable with the performance of work, but
pain invited and endured to this end is contrary to
our conception of the effort by which the social
organism is preserved.

Gratuitous suffering is ruinous to all who are
concerned in it, and when undergone for the enjoy-
ment of others is inimical to the doing of work,
It, therefore, we ask what is the position in the
social organism of actors, actresses, and theatre
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managers who provide dramatic representations;
of the people who provide music and rooms for
dancing assemblies; of those who give their atten.
tion to the breeding of racehorses, arrange race-
meetings, and hire and pamper jockeys; or of those
who, for their own amusement, encourage others to
make themselves efficient as play-actors, provide
dance-music and dancing-halls, train swift horses
and jockeys, and make all the arrangements that
attract thousands to the racecourse, we can at
least say that all the suffering of body or of mind
undergone in any such fashion, simply to provide
amusement, has no connection with economic work,
and those who encourage any such physical or
moral suffering are so far from promoting the life
of the world, that they are actually undoing the
work that has already been done. Pain encountered
merely to confer pleasure is a deliberate disordering
of the social organism; it makes the struggle for
existence harder; it is economically wasteful.
Therefore, also, as a general rule, it will be found
that the bestowal of employment and reward, for
pleasure received at the cost of those rewarded, is
economically and morally unsound. A gratuitous
increase of suffering, so effected, is of the essence
of the evil of patronage. It gives rise to all sorts
of sycophancy, servility, and social immorality.
It is the root of what is bad in all the amusementa
and occupations which Puritanism condemns. It
constitutes the bane of professionalism in sport.
For, while pleasure and enjoyment are the insepar-
able accompaniments of that life which we desire
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to promote, the purchase of pleasure at the cost of
physical and moral suffering is a peril to the system
upon which our individual lives depend,

(12)

We must not, however, divorce our conception
of work from the enjoyment of ease and the pursuit
of pleasure. Mr. Herbert Spencer has said, that
function may be treated as of three different kinds:
it may be considered as the accumulation of force,
the expenditure of force, or the transference of force
from the parts which accumulate to the parts which
expend, Rest, from whatever point of view we re-
gard it, connects itself with function in the first of
these acceptations, with the accumulation of force,
Recreation connects itself with the expenditure of
force, being & mode of activity not strictly definable
as work, since it does not originate in pain, or in
the desire to overcome pain,

Rhythm, we are told, is a corollary of the per-
sistence of force, and there is & rhythmic variation
in nervous activity. A pendulum takes shorter
and shorter swings, until it hangs plumb and
motionless, aud there i3 a rthythmic alternation
in the activity of plant and animal, until activity
ends in the “sleep that knows no waking.” We
are each-of us conscious of the periodical slacken-
ing of our energies. From time to time we cease
to be voluntary and conscious beings, for the sus-
tained and ceaseless guidance of our powers is im-
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possible. While we may reduce the dissipation of
energy to a minimum, we shall never attain to
the constant, conscious direction of our lives. For
several hours in the twenty-four the directive
power characteristic of man falls into abeyance,
with some of the powers which he shares with
other living creatures,
“The hour

Of night, and all things now retired to rest,

Mind us of hike repose ; since God hath set

Labour and rest, as day and night, to men

Successive.”

Sleep is correctly described as being no mere
torpor, but a natural state, periodic in its recur-
rence, and necessary for the preservation of the
organism. As it, or a state resembling it, may be
artificially produced, we may find some help in
associating sleep and all other forms of rest with
the function of the accumulation of power. Rest
or sleep is not the negation of motion or of life, but
a pause during which energy is being accumulated
for renewed exercise. “Nature’s sweet restorer,
balmy sleep,” is a restorer. Instead of removing,
it prevents pain. It restores, for, to adopt Mr.
Spencer’s explanation, where there is motion, there
is waste. When disintegration is greater than
integration, there is a consequent falling off in the
degree of our activity, and, while we slow down,
the balance is turned in favour of reintegration,
and we gather our powers together again. Rest
is a necessary stage in this rhythmical process of
disintegration and reintegration, and whoever by
an effort of will endeavours to escape from the
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necessity of rest is bound to fail, for he may over-
step the limit of disintegration that is compatible
with life, and carry waste to a point beyond which
recovery of power is impossible. He invites the
pain by which excessive fatigue is followed. What-
ever we may think of the apportionment of the
remainder of the time, or of the share which the
labourer should obtain of the wealth of the world,
there can be no doubt that the majority of men
need eight hours’ sleep in a day, and that, if they
are robbed of their rest, they will waste their
strength, perhaps beyond recovery; and, as in the
case of the railway signalman, or the sentinel after
a long march, their vigilance cannot be depended
on when their powers are overwrought. There
may, as the instances just mentioned will suggest,
be a partial loss of power, excessive waste so far as
some particular faculty is concerned, and the point
where this excess begins should mark the limit of
the hours of continuous labour in any particular
calling. To go beyond that is to destroy life, not
to promote it; it is to set at defiance the natural
sanctions which cannot permanently be escaped, to
say nothing of any higher sanction for the regulation
of effort and employment.

As we cannot continuously sustain any particular
mode of activity, and as we cannot be entirely at
rest for the whole period during which we are not
working, in the specific sense of the term, we have
intervals of leisure, during which our powers, which
are dormant while we are at work, assert themselves,
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and we play, play being defined as “ the superfluous
and useless exercise of faculties that have been
quiescent.” The activity of play may be purposeless,
but to suppress it and compel unspent energy to
seek other outlets is harmful: it must be so far
spontaneous as not to add a new burden to lhife, it
must not be indulged so long as to absorb some of
the energy which should be reserved for work, nor
should it invade the hours which are appointed
for absolute rest.

Ultimately a man’s capacity for play and the
nature of his relaxation are determined by his mind
and character, and for this reason a complete
education aims not only at fitting a man for his
work, but also at the cultivation of those faculties
and tastes which admit of wholesome relaxation in
the hours that must, if a man is to be rendered
equal to his work, be given to leisure.

Recreation is the relaxation of a busy man in bia
leisure. His recreation depends upon what he is,
its efficiency and limits are measured by the degree
in which it fits him for his work. The activity of
play, therefore, is not to be regarded as a mode of
production, although things produced in sport or
for recreation are among the most preciouns of human
possessions.

The occupation of leisure is necessary if each is
to do his work efficiently, but it is a frequent
experience of all classes of workers that, when
leisure comes, they are unable to fill up the blank
spaces of time. Hence the craving for arti-
ficial stimulants, just as sleeplessness creates a
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demand for eoporifics—a craving and a demand
which the same means have been found to satisfy.
Burke defends the use of alcohol on the ground that
“under the pressure of the cares and sorrows of our
mortal condition, men have, at all times and in all
countries, called in some physical aid to their moral
consolations—wine, beer, opium, brandy, or tobacco.”
It is sufficiently obvious, however, that when re-
course is had to alcohol as a means of stimulating
dormant energies that are not needed for work, men
sometimes let loose the dormant brute, with results
we cannot well reconcile with our ideas of recreative
relaxation, Where this can be said, there is no
doubt the use of the stimulant has been intemperate,
and contrary to ethical conduct. No better moral
defence of the use of wine has ever been written
than is to be found in Jowett’s introduction to his
translation of Plato’s Laws, and undeniably the
exaltation of the dormant powers of the wine-
drinker (and we may add of the opium-eater)
correspond in a high degree with what are called
recreative activities. But exaltation produced by
artificial means is apt to lead to reactions which
destroy the power of doing work, and the means
themselves may produce results which are directly
harmful and defeat the end of recreation. The
probability of these harmful concomitants and
results is so great, that those who allow stimulants
to be recreative are justified in discouraging social
customs which may permit of the expansion of
the beneficent feelings, but which may, with equal
probability, open the floodgates of woe.
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(13)

In attempting to indicate the nature of economic
work, we have adopted the analogy of a social
organism, although we do not hold it to be perfect.
One might easily maintain that there is no entity
corresponding to what is called the social organism.,
But one might maintain on equally good grounds
that an animal is nothing else than an aggregate
of cells or a succession of sensations, and that there
is no continuity in the existence of any animal, or
of man considered as merely animal. Admittedly,
an aggregate of units is gathered up into a whole
by thought only. It is only when we think of
a whole as dependent upon its parts and of its
parts as dependent upon the whole, and of such a
series of effects that A is the cause of B, and B
of A, that the phrase “ the social organism ” hasany
real meaning for us, What we think about the
body as a whole dependent upon its parts, what
we think of mankind as a whole dependent upon
its parts, while its parts are dependent upon it, is
only a thought. But the important matter is that
we do think both of the body and of groups of men
as organisms, however imperfectly we may have
analysed our notion. The notion is often helpful,
although it is in various ways liable fo be miscon-
ceived.

Ope more element, therefore, has to be added
to our notion of work. Not only is physical resist-
ance overcome, the obstacles that hinder life con-
quered, and pain vanquished by the action to which
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it prompts. Before we, as men and women, can
be said to work, we must not only feel pain, but
desire to overcome it. Work is action prompted
by the desire to end or to escape pain. But this
desire is not experienced simply by individuals
living in isolation, It is experienced by individuals
who know themselves asrelated to other individuals
who experience similar desires. The personal re-
lationship in which these desires are recognised
constitutes what we call economic society, and it
is only the desires so experienced that issue in
economic work.



I
THE WEALTH OF THE MARKET

¢Y)
J. 8. MiLL remarks that we can only produce wealth
in Nature’s way, but may distribute it in our own
way. The remark is puzzling, because when we
ask ourselves what this totality of wealth which is
produced in Nature’s way is, and who are the
“we"” who are to divide it, we find great difficulty
in answering the question. To think of the goods
of the world, on the one hand, as a universal
marine-store, and of mankind, on the other, as a
combination which has brought this store together,
by obeying Nature’s law, and which is now ready
to distribute it, as it may determine, is to take a
rather mechanical view of work and wealth. Were
we, indeed, to confine our attention to the usages
of primitive life, we might find it possible to give
a real assent to Mill's distinction between the pro-
duction and distribution of wealth. A primitive
hunter secures a good bag by obeying the laws of
Nature, and his catch is distributed among the
members of the group to which he belongs, as

caprice or custom may determine, But the hunter's
50
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catch scarcely represents what is meant by wealth
quite adequately, nor does the division of the spoil
adequately represent what we mean by distribu-
tion.

We are all atle to conceive with sufficient clear-
pess the power the possession of private wealth
confers upon the individual. Over what this power
is exercised, we cannot so easily determine. The
economists say the power is exercised over the
“ wealth of mankind,” and we accept the expression
as an attempt to sum up our rather vague impres-
sions concerning the material sources of sustenance
and enjoyment The phrase is used too definitely
when we make it stand for a totality capable of
physical division. We cannot lay our hands upon
the “ wealth of mankind * and say, as some theorists
think it possible to do, that this part is for enjoy-
ment, and that for reproduction; that individuals
may be allowed to possess the former, but the
sovereign authority will take charge of the latter
and devote it to its right purpose.

At the same time, the phrase “wealth of man-
kind,” if vague, is nol meaningless. When the
wealth of mankind suffers diminution, life suffers
defeat, defeat being manifested in the physical in-
efficiency of individual lives and the weakening of
economic society. The * wealth of mankind,” if we
look at it in this way, is invaluable.

In economic society, we are associated in the
desire to overcome the hindrances which oppose us
in the struggle for existence, snd this desire has
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made the social organism what it is. Our indivi-
dual lives, however, depend upon the share we each
obtain of the wealth of mankind, and we have long
emerged from a condition in which mere animal
existence was in real jeopardy. So secure do most
of us feel, that we constantly choose our share of
the wealth of mankind according to our liking, and
not solely with a view to stilling pain. Economics
investigates the conditions under which this power
is exercised.

2

According to Mill, productive labour is labour
productive, not of individual wealth, but of the
wealth of mankind, and by means of productive
labour we only cause matter “to assume properties,
by which, from having been useless to us, it be-
comes useful. What we produce, or desire to pro-
duce, is always, as M. Say terms it, a utility.”
Labour is therefore not productive of individual
wealth, which is a claim, or equivalent to a claim,
upon others to provide us with what we choose to
ask, but of utilities embodied in material objects.

As, however, it is of the wealth of the individual
most economists treat, they must, if Mill's view
is correct, be considered to take for granted the
production and existence of the wealth of mankind,
This wealth of mankind, let us however remember,
is, according to Mill's own showing, not matter, not
material products, but properties of matter. He
says that unproductive labour is “labour which
does not terminate in the creation of material
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wealth, which, however largely or successfully prac-
tised, does not render the community and the world
at large richer in material products, but poorer by
all that is consumed by the labourers while so
employed.” The unproductive labourers, however,
only destroy properties of things. The matter
of which these things were composed *remains,
more or less altered in form: what has really been
consumed is only the qualities by which they were
fitted for the purpose they have been applied to.”
Besides, they have been produced in order that
their properties should be destroyed. Those pro-
perties cannot be permanently embodied in matter.
The wealth of mankind cannot be saved, and Mill
therefore says, that “saving does not imply that
what is saved is not consumed, nor even neces-
sarily that its consumption is deferred; but only
that, if consumed immediately, it is not consumed
by the person who saves it.” If it is not consumed
very quickly, it becomes, in most cases, unfit for
consumption. Accordingly it cannot be the wealth
of mankind, but individual wealth, of which Mill
is thinking, when he writes—* It is essential to
the idea of wealth to be susceptible of accumula-
tion : things which cannot, after being produced,
be kept for some time before being used, are never,
I think, regarded as wealth, since, however much
of them may be produced or enjoyed, the person
benefited by them is no richer, is nowise improved
in circumstances.” In production and consump-
tion, we add to and subtract from qualities of
matter, and what we accumulate, our individual
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wealth, must be something different from those
qualities; it must be something which is consumed,
neither in itself nor in its properties.

Now the solution of the difficulty seems to be,
that the properties which constitute things indivi-
dual wealth, are not those which still pain and
sustain life, but those which give us pleasure; that
the same things may both sustain life and give
pleasure; and that the properties which give us
pleasure are best found in things which do not
sustain life, and are accordingly lasting rather than
perishable.

We have, therefore, to ask what are the objects
in which pleasure has been principally sought, and
how has it come about that, while the desire for
the enjoyment of life is best secured in society, the
condition of gratification is, that individuals should
have exclusive property in objects of enjoyment.

6]

The objects in which men have principally
sought pleasure have been objects destitute of
those qualities which are looked for in the things
which constitute the wealth of mankind. “The
greatest part of the things really useful to the life
of man,” says Locke, “and such as the necessity of
subsisting made the first commoners of the world
look after—as it doth the Americans now—are
generally things of short duration, such as—if they
are not consumed by use—will decay and perish of
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themselves. Gold, silver, and diamonds are things
that fancy or agreement hath put a valie on more
than real use and the necessary support of life.
Now of those good things which Nature hath
provided in common, every one hath a right (as
hath been said) to as much as he could use, and had
a property in all he could effect with his labour;
all that his industry could extend to, to alter it
from the state Nature hath put it in, was his. He
that gathered a hundred bushels of acorns or apples
had thereby a property in them; they were his
goods as soon as gathered. He was only to look
that he used them before they spoiled, else he took
more than his share, and robbed others. And,
indeed, it was a foolish thing, as well as dis-
honest, to hoard up more than he could make use
of. If he gave away a part to anybody else, so
that it perished not uselessly in his possession,
these he also made use of. And if he also bartered
away plums that would have rotted in a week, for
nuts that would last good for his eating a whole
year, he did no injury; he wasted not the common
stock ; destroyed no part of the portion of goods that
belonged to others, so long as nothing perished use-
lessly in his hands. Again, if he would give his
nuts for a piece of metal, pleased with its colour,
or exchange his sheep for shells, or wool for a
sparkling pebble or a diamond, and keep these by
him all his life, he invaded not the right of others;
he might heap up as much of these durable things
as he pleased; the exceeding of the bounds of his
just property not lying in the largeness of his
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possession, but the perishing of anything uselessly
init. Aund thus came in the use of money; some
lasting thing that men might keep without spoiling,
and that by mutual consent men would take thereby
in exchange for the truly useful but perishable
supports of life.”

Although the account Locke has, in this passage,
given of primitive life and the origin of property is
not perhaps historical, he brings out admirably the
distinction between individual wealth and the wealth
of mankind. The precious metals have somehow
become the types of individual wealth, but they
were the objects of pleasure before they were any-
thing else, whether those who dug or gathered
them did so for themselves or as slaves for their
masters. Those who sought them must have been
at leisure to make the search, they must have had
their other wants—those wants which originate in
pain—provided for, they must have lived under
circumstances which did not call for a concentra-
tion of all effort in a struggle with adverse forces,
Their circumstances must have been such as to
excite in them gratitude to their protectors, seen
and unseen; they must have been favourable to
some sort of asthetic enjoyment. Of this we have
indication in the uses to which the precious metals
have been dedicated—the fashioning of idols and
the decoration of images, the making of holy vessels
and of altars, the garnishing of the robes of priests,
warriors, and women—-the fashioning of girdles,
breastplates, shields, ear-rings, candlesticks, basins,
footstools, censers, crowns.
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Before the preclous metals were used in such
ways, wealth, in whatever sense the word be ased,
existed. After they came into fashion, the great
and ' »werful acquired stores of them; for they

,one of the requisites Mill asks for in wealth
can be accumulated.

O]

That such stores were treasured in early times,
all old literatures furnish evidence. The mythic
songs of Norway and Iceland, for instance, betray
a familiar acquaintance with gold and silver, of
their uses as treasure and as articles of ornament,
In the Edda, the frequent employment of peri-
phrases for gold arrests the attention of the trans-
lator. Gold was, to the old Norse, “the water
flame,” *“ Menia’s meal,” “ fire of the serpent’s bed.”
Volund set the red gold with the hard gem, end
awaited the return of his bright comsort. Bragi
says to Loki, “A horse and falchion I from my
stores will give thee, and also with a ring reward
thee, if thou the Asir wilt not requite with
malice.” In the lay of Helgi we read, *Much
more 8 would it be for you both in battle to
engage ‘and the eagles gladden, than with useless
words to contend, however ring-breakers may foster
hate,” for rings and ring-breakers, or distributors
of treasure, played an important function in the
Norse as in other early economies. The Anglo-
Saxons equally with the Norse were familiar with
rings and ring-breakers, and we are told that t.hl\
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gold armlets, worn as ornaments, were so fashioned
as to be “readily divisible into portions of a definite
weight,” and etymologists trace our shillings to
the word for pieces broken off from such armlets.
This custom survived to a very late date, if we can
trust Sir Walter Scott’s historical accuracy, when,
in Quentin Durward, he tells us that, untwining his
gold chain from his neck, « Balafré twisted off, with
his firm and strong-set teeth, about four inches
from the one end of it,” to pay Father Boniface
for masses, “as far as the value of these links will
carry him.”

(6)

A superfluity of perishable goods, as Locke's
illustration brings out, is wealth neither to man-
kind nor to the individual; to be relieved of a
superfluity of perishable goods is ue ully regarded
as a blessing. Those who are at leisure from the
toil and moil of life desire objects of pleasure,
and objects of pleasure are superfluous only in the
sense that they are not essential to life and growth,
but to our enjoyment of life. It isa true remark
that the properties of things adapted to life and
growth, in order to serve their purpose, undergo
perpetual alteration, but a thing of beauty is a
joy to us as long as we remain what we are; so
long as we are what we are, it is a good thing to
possess, and only when we cease to be what we are
can it be a superfluity to us, It is a characteristic
of an article of individual wealth, as distinguished
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from some portion of the wealth of mankind, that
it may be wealth to some, and yet not wealth to
all, and wealth only to the actual possessor.

The precious metals were originally acquired for
purposes of superstitious dedication, of ornament
and display. They were acquired in order to make
their owners illustrious or to be dedicated to their
gods. They were not acquired to be parted with.
It is only extravagant young rakes who sell the
massy old family plate, the family race-cups and
corporation bowls, the heirlooms and the family
paintings. To have parted with one’s gold and
silver ornaments would probably at one time have
been more heinous than Surface’s offence in parting
with his ancestors like old tapestry, or the broken-
down prizeman’s degradation in pawning his gold
medals.

It was for the things that lent distinction to their
owners, not for the useful and necessary, that the
great and powerful arnong our primitive forefathers
were ambitious, and it was at a late day unoccupied
land became so great a rarity that the possession of
broad acres was regarded by them as & distinction.
They were the protectors of the living and the vice-
gerents of the departed. Their spoil they esteemed,
not for any obvious use it served, but for glory, for
pleasure, for some power ascribed to it by their
superstition. Trophies, not acres of prairie, were
their wealth.

(6)

Nor was it always necessary that the protector
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should wrest from the protected the things upon
which he set his heart. The protected brought him
offerings out of gratitude, or in hope of defence
from seen or unseen foes. Their gifts were neither
superfluities nor necessaries, but such as propitiated
or conferred distinction.

The donor at all times consults the taste of those
to whom he makes presents, whether he be their
superior or their inferior. “Few things,” says Burke,
“discover the state of the arts amongst people
better than the presents that are made to them
by foreigners. The Pope, on his first mission into
Northumberland, sent to the Queen of that country
some stuffs with ornaments of gold, an ivory comb
inlaid with the same metal, and a silver mirror. A
Queen’s want of such female ornaments and utensils
shows that the arts were at this time little cultivated
amongst the Saxons. These are the sort of presents
commonly sent to a barbarous people.”

The making of gifts, as this instance further
shows, is not confined to the inferior; the superior
also confers distinctions upon his notables, and
Burke remarks that our rude ancestors “were so
fond of chains and bracelets, that they have given
a surname to some of their kings from their gene-
rosity in bestowing such marks of favour”—Edgar,
for example, being styled nobilibus torquium largitor.

According to Mr. Herbert Spencer, gift-making
by inferior to superior, and later by superior to
inferior; originating in ceremony, became a custom,
which developed, as customs do, until it became
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binding on all eorts of men, Consonantly with
his general theory of social evolution, Mr. Spencer
associates the ceremony of present-making with the
militant type of sacial structure. But one may
venture to suggest that buying and selling for
coined money derives some of its characteristics
from the ceremony of present-making, If orna-
ments, from trophies, developed into representations
of trophies made of the precious metals, if badges
had a similar descent, and if to such beginnings
we can trace stars, crosses, and medals, why should
we not seek traces of a similar origin in coined
money, or suppose that the transactions into which
coined money enters as a factor are the outcome of
a sheer struggle for existence, in which the ssthetic
sense has been benumbed 1

Q)

The precious metals, when used as ornaments,
are kept for enjoyment or display. Of gold and
silver, when made into coins—although coins were
perhaps ornaments originally—the purpose is sup-
posed to be quite the reverse. “Asif he considered
money an object of art,” says the author of ¥Fice
Versd of Mr. Bultitude's excuse, that if he gave
Dick a sovereign he would only go and spend it.
But if Mr. Bultitude thought so, he was not utterly
wrong. There was 8 time when coins were orna-
ments, and occasions still occur when ornaments
serve the purpose of coins. “If an Indian culti-
vator had 200 or 300 rupees in a bank, it would
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disappear in a year or so,” said a witness once to a
Currency Commission; “but if it is in the shape of
his women’s ornaments, he will keep them until he is
compelled by famine to part with them.” We have
here an indication of all that the precious metals
in the form of ornaments connote. His ornaments
stand to the Indian cultivator for the pleasures
appropriate to the phase of life which the owner of
them has reached. Upon him, his ornaments confer
distinction and enjoyment. To part with themis to
give up the symbol of his power to choose his share
of the wealth of mankind. It is to admit that he
is reduced to such straits, that be can only get
what will save his life. His reluctance to part
with his wife’s ornaments is not to be confounded
with the insane avarice of the miser. It is the
natural hesitation of a man to coufess he has lost
his status, and must begin the struggle for exist-
ence anew, tooth and claw. His ornaments are the
ensigns of victory achieved, and he clings to his
flag as long as he can.

®

If to part with plate, medals, and decorations is
the last resort of the needy and unfortunate, but
to part with gold and silver coins the only thing
we can do with them, the transformation coins
must have undergone before this difference arose
constitutes one of the most interesting phenomena
in social development. How has it come about
that things which were originally objects of plea-
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sure, ornaments, decorations, things of beauty, have
become objects of individual wealth, of which *
purpose is not to be retained, but to be converted
into a portion of the wealth of mankind ?

We must trace another line in the thread to dis-
cover more clearly the connection between work
and wealth; the conquest of the hindrances of life
and the enjoyment of life; between the perishable
things which are invaluable to the life of the social
organism, and the precious things which constitute
private wealth. We must try to find an explana-
tion of the fact, that while the desire for the enjoy-
went of life is best secured in some form of society,
enjoyment depends upon exclusive property in
objects of enjoyment.

)

Wealth was defined by the late Duke of Argyllas
the possession in comparative abundance of things
which are (legitimate) objects of human desire, not
attainable without some sacrifice or some exertion,
but accessible to men able as well as anxious to
acquire them. Possession is the term in this de-
finition on which the Duke of Argyll laid special
stress; and he held that, by neglecting it, the
classical economists had divorced the study of
economics from History, Religion, Ethics, and Law.
To include possession in the definition is to give,
he maintained, its due weight to the protective
work of the soldier, and the Jabour of making,
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interpreting, and enforcing law. To harmonise
might and right is an essential condition of human
welfare, no doubt, but we are not therefore at liberty
to describe warriors and conveyancers, important
though their function may be, as the authors of
private wealth. Wealth is rendered possible when
warfare, within certain limits, has come to an end,
but it is not the sword that brings peace. There
is no idea of the individual's retaining objects for
private enjoyment, until he and those among whom
he lives have consciously subjected themselves to
a common rule of right, of which the sword is not
the sanction. The human qualities which inspire
confidence, fidelity, and courage are not the peculiar
attributes of the strong. It is the use which men
make of their powers and opportunities that ex-
plains possession, and there is no good reason for
insisting that the exclusive right of use is derived
from the defender. It is claimed for the feudal
system that it triumphed over such systems as
tanistry in Ireland, by substituting the definite
obligations of a vassal for the indefinite obligations
of a dependant. The triumph was so far all for
good, but the triumph was the applicatiou of an
economic principle, not an assertion of military
supremacy. “Large forests were to be felled, and
wide tracts of uncultivated land had to be brought
under cultivation, But,” says Sir Henry Maine,
“for this work society organised in village com-
munities was little adapted. The land (under non-
feudal forms) was free only in the sense of being
free from feudal services, but it was a slave to
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custom,” The new organisation was an historical
development from the old ; it was no mere usurpa-
tion of the function of defence ; it was not essentially
a superposition of the conqueror over the conquered,
but grew out of the state of society that preceded
it, and was better adapted for economical and social
needs.

(10)

Primitive men, whether they were natural leaders
of families and groups, or inferior units in those
groups, may be supposed never to have thought of
the necessaries of life which they each received
except as a share of a common divisible, perishable
stock, But differences of occupation, as well as
differences of age and sex, must have suggested the
idea of a relation between each one’s share and
his or ber status or calling. The history of woman,
so far as the right of property is concerned, is a
special instance of the principle that the right was
usually associated with the relation of the owner
to other members of the group, to the chief of a
tribe, or to a sovereign power,

After tillage had succeeded pastoral occupations,
land was far from being scarce, and it is probable
that what then chiefly distinguished man from man
in point of wealth was the number of cattle (the
*capitale ) he possessed. In an early agricultural
society great importance was attached to stock
(capitale), and degrees of status varied according
to the stock possessed. The giving and receiving

E



66 The Wealth of the Market

of stock came to be the mark, if not the cause, of
a new social hierarchy different from that which
obtained in a patriarchal group in which power
was centred in the chief of a tribe. *It is by
taking stock,” says Sir H. Maine, “ that the free
Irish tribesman becomes the Kyle, the vassal or
man of his chief, owing him not only rent, but
service and homage,” the exact degree of his in-
feriority, it would appear, being determined by the
number of cattle he received, a very large number
reducing him to the position of those fugitives from
strange tribes to whom some trace the name of
feudalism. But this process carried forward an
old idea, for the time was when perhaps the cattle
of the tribe, or part of them, were inalienable, and
a token of the tribal power.

The creation of inequalities of wealth in a social
group tends to its disintegration. A community
once disintegrated, there is no longer a direct
apprehension of the fact that things which bave
hitherto been regarded as necessary to a common
enterprise are untransferable to strangers, Things
which are inalienable are essential to reproduction
if work is to be carried on according to a method
hitherto followed. But the idea of inalienability
survives change of method. In a progressive society,
it must always be undergoing imperceptible modi-
fication. Even in a group of herdsmen, it has been
remarked, all the flock would not be inalienable,
but only such as were necessary to the continuance
of the flock; nor would anything but the land, the
cattle needed for ploughing, or the seed needed for
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sowing, be inalienable to an agricultural community.
But the idea of the inalienability of some kinds of
property is carried forward when an old social
order gives place to a new, and it has been particu-
larly persistent with respect to land. Land is
inalienable, and there must be a lord,—*“No lord,
no land.” Hence the appeal to feudalism, in the
interests of those who claim that the unseen founda-
tion of the social system is the security given to
possession by the person or the group of persons
possessed of coercive power, involves, if this maxim
is cogent, rather formidable risks, since the principle
to which appeal is made is not that of the right of
private property, but the doctrine that all land
must have two owners. The very fact that owner-
ship of land must in many countries be registered
signifies that it is not regarded as an ordinary
chattel. The idea underlying inalienability is the
belief that the thing the transference of which is
disallowed, is essential to some of the purposes of
a social group.

a1n

In a primitive village community, “ the kinsman
has difficulty in contemplating life, except as the
life of a kinsman”; the prevailing idea of property
is that of common property. But friendly inter-
course with strangers leads to the recognition of
the sanctity of the life of those who are not of the
same flesh and blood, and it introduces or extends
the idea of the alienability of wealth. The process
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is gradual, and customary notions linger long after
the circumstances in which they originated have
disappeared.

Commenting on the substitution of a caravan
trade for the frequentation of local markets in Indis,
Sir H. Maine calls attention, for example, to the
fact “that the grain-dealer, though a man of great
consequence and wealth, is often excluded from
village or municipal privileges to which the small
tradesmen whose business is an encient appendage
of the community are freely admitted,” and that
the " natives will often pay willingly a competition
price for one article, when they would think it
unjust to be asked more than a customary price
for another. A man who will pay the price of the
day for corn collected from all parts of India, or
for cotton cloth from England, will complain if he
is asked an unaccustomed price for a shoe.”

‘When strangers are brought into communication
with a community which has hitherto kept apart,
and whose dealings have been hitherto subject to
the control of custom, there is opportunity for the
realisation of profit. It is legitimate to make a
profit out of strangers who do not recognise, exercise,
or enjoy customary privileges and rights, But
commercial intercourse with strangers reacts on the
community itself, and revolutionises its ideas con-
cerning the alienability of its property. The ten-
dency of mercantile transactions is, so far as wealth
is concerned, to break down the barriers of family,
caste, and nation, and to substitute for the customs
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of a self-contained group the general rules of trading
intercourse. The market came into existence before
the feudal system, and was destined to survive
it; market law has modified and i3 modifying
“the most rigid and archaic branches of juris-
prudence. The law of personal or movable property
tends to absorb the law of land or immovable
property.” Possession of private wealth is secured,
aot by the soldier and the feudal lawyer, but by the
Jaw of the market, and in all the stages of its
development the market has been actually or meta-
phorically a neutral ground on which traders have
met for their mutual benefit, a fact which is
illustrated in the principle of market overt, which
is grounded on the presumption that traders are
honest, and that it is both prudent and beneficial
to take it for granted that a purchaser in the open
market acquires a good title to the merchandise he
buys, that property passes by transfer, and that
in their business dealings men may, as a rule, trust
one another,

(12)

In the market, even at its rudest stage, it was
not the necessaries of life, but the objects of pleasure
men sought. More emphatically is it so to-day.
The idea of alienability has so far extended, that
what was once invaluable can be bought and sold for
the sake of its power to confer pleasure. In econ-
omic society, men work to enable each other to live
their lives. In the market, men seek for the objects
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or for the qualities of things which are necessary to
the enjoyment of their lives. Where we have a
market, we may be sure that many, even of the
humblest, are able, not merely to hold their footing
in the world, but to find some pleasure in existence.
Observe them marketing on a Saturday night, and
you will soon perceive that their buying is not
altogether a scramble for essential supplies.

(13)

‘We can now see what is involved in the fact that
we may have objects of individual wealth, of which
the purpose is to be converted into a portion of the
wealth of mankind. The end of the conversion is
not life, bul enjoyment: the very fact that it is
considered alien to their purpose to retain them
and starve, is proof that their end is pleasure. It
does not prove that the retention of them is
irrational.

If the precious metals were not for retention in
any case, where would be the good of them? Tbhe
man who digs gold or silver produces what, accord-
ing to common acceptation, is far more perennial
than the produce of the agriculturist. Grain that
has been harvested disappears, but gold and silver
withstand the ravages of time. 'What better type of
an everlasting material possession than the precious
metals has the popular imagination ever conceived 1
Gold and silver are as enduring as the hills; they
may be and have been handed down from father
to son for thousands of years. They, the produce
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of the wretch who labours in the mine—slave or
criminal—are more enduring than the produce of
the husbandman,

True enough, and yet not the whole truth. Gold
and silver do withstand the corrosion of years, but
the gold that glitters in the most ancient of kingly
crowns has not an older history than the golden
grain that rustles under the autumn sun. There is
not an ear of corn in the harvest-field but has as long
a pedigree as the most antique ornament of silver
or of gold. When the slave was digging the metal
from the mine, the husbandman was reaping the
grain from which our wheat-field has sprung. The
produce of the field may, and does, last as long as
the produce of the mine, in a sense. But in their
endurance there is a difference. The fruit of the
field, as the scientific agriculturist tells us, lasts,
because it undergoes change; it is produced for
the very reason that its properties change. Gold
is dug and treasured, because it is pleasant to the
eye, no doubt, but also because its properties are
so little liable to change. Lasting things have
accordingly been classified in two orders. There are
lasting things which owe what duration they have
to the fact that their properties undergo change;
the properties that constitute them wealth for
mankind constantly and rhythmically disappearing
and recurring. There are, on the other hand,
perennial things which owe what duration they
have to the fact that they resist change, the pro-
perties which constitute them wealth undergoing
no alteration,
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(14)

The precious metals in the form of coins belong
to both orders of enduring things. They are last-
ing, but they have also imputed to ther a fictitious
convertibility, for they can be converted at choice
into a selected portion of the wealth of mankind.

They further suggest a solution of the apparent
difficulty, that while enjoyment is only secured in
society, it is dependent upon the possession of
private property, for they are the visible symbols
of social order, good will, and mutual trust,

“The prevalent notion about coinage,” says
Walter Bagehot, “is not an economic, but &
mystic notion. It is thought to be an inalien.
able part of sovereignty; people fancy that no
one but a government can coin—that it is nearly
a contradiction that any one else should coin. A
superstition follows the act. Coining is called a
‘natural’ function of government, as if Nature
would not permit a government without it; an
‘inherent’ right of royalty, as if no one could be
a king or queen without it. ‘The denomination
of the coin is in the breast of the king,’ says
Blackstone; ¢ Monetandi jus principum ossibus tn-
heeret’ i3 the current formula which old writers on
the civil law quote; and these are only specimens
of the old teaching. Such is not only the legal
fiction, but the popular idea. That Ceesar’s coin is
something peculiarly Czsar’s, that Queen Victoria's
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superseription marks something indefeasibly Vic-
toria’s, are beliefs as firm as they are old, You
may find them as rooted in an English county now
as ever they were in a Roman province at any
time. , . . The peace of the world is preserved by
& habit--nearly unconscious—of constant subor-
dination. But men were not born with that habit;
savage tribes are now wanting in it; old nations
did ‘what was right in their own eyes,’ and were
defective in it too. A long history and a curioup
list of means were necessary to implant it. One
most efficient expedient was the use of royal
symbols. The crown, the sceptre, the coronation,
the homage, were so many acts indicating sover-
eignty and advertising sovereignty. The stamping
of the common coin was another such act. It
brought home to every one who used it, that there
was a king and a government ; it was one link in the
chain of impressions and associations which in rude
times cemented society by confirming government,
Probably, indeed, the coinage was one of the most
potent of suggestive symbols. We are so familiar
with the matter, the rudiments of social economy
have so thoroughly worked down to common minds,
that we no longer find a wonder in money; but
less taught times thought it very curious, almost
magical. In rude districts now you may trace the
same manner of thought. Money seems to do what
nothing else will do. Those who have it need
nothing else, for it will buy everything else; those
who are destitute of it are eager to get it, fur with-
out it they may on occasions be unable to get what
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they most want. Money is the universal pro-
curer,’ the one thing by which you are sure of
everything, and without which you are sure of
nothing, It seems proof against time, too; other
things are less valuable to-day, though you only
bought them yesterday, but money is never ‘ second-
hand.’ You may hoard it for years and be sure it
will be as good when you extract it, as it ever was
at firstk. Government is the only maker of the
magic, and consequently the prerogative of making
it seems half magical too.”

And the magic has this further wonderful
effect, that it serves to regulate and harmonise
the desire to escape pain and the desire to
procure enjoyment from material things, for it
confirms that relationship in which both desires
are gratified simultaneously—the market. But in
this relationship, be it observed, the desire to enjoy
the pleasures of life which depend for their satis-
faction upon our possessing objects of individual
wealth is always uppermost, The relationship be-
gins to disappear when the desire to escape pain
obtrudes itself. The struggle for existence, in the
sense of conflict between man and man, is not the
law of the market. There is no market where
there is no sense of security and mutual trust.

(15)
The associations which Bagehot attributes to the
coinage do not fully express the ethical signifi-
cance of the market at the stage it has now reached.
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Now, to a much greater extent than at an earlier
date, it is possible to possess property in things
that have yet to come into being. The transactions
of the market are not limited to the immediate
present, In their dealings, merchants make trea-
sure of what does not yet exist; they create rights
to a portion in the future. The present as known
to the economist is related at once to the past and
to the future. He does not teach us that the
Jabourer who works the field, and the farmer who
directs his labour, have the first claim to property in
the produce of the soil. There are claims which came
into existence before any one could say that grain
would continue to be grown in their fields. They
themselves sometimes give a contingent claim totheir
own future harvests. The past has placed upon us
debts and obligations, but it is the past also which
has endowed us with the knowledge and means by
which life is regulated. It is against the future we
protect ourselves, but it is also in the future we hope.

The modern market is based on good faith, The
owners of property part with it to those who bring
the necessary credentials, confident that the creden-
tials will be honoured, Good faith is the life of
the society of the market, and not visible symbols
of credit. In the market, those who receive a
benefit confer upon the giver & general purchasing
power or recognised title to property offered for
sale. This title is money.

The market, accordingly, now implies all those
conditions of time and place, under which property
is given in exchange for money.
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(16)

It has been well remarked, with reference to the
rights exchanged in the market, that they are no
mere rights to use things for a specific purpose for
a limited time. In a society in which a general
confidence is placed in every member who gives a
power of purchase to those from whom he receives
benefits, when money is transferred, property in it
is transferred. Not even a borrower of money can
have “the enjoyment of it, uuless he exchanges it
away for something else. Consequently the person
who ‘borrows money’ must necessarily acquire the
property in it.” One holder of money is so like
the holder of a similar title, that there is no dis-
tinguishing between them.

an

There can, however, be no credit apart from the
belief that the economic virtues will continue to be
practised. And experience seems to justify this
belief, for the methods of the market appear to
exercise a reflex influence in preventing a relapse
to the precarious conditions on which life was
maintained in more primitive times. e see this
in their effect upon the supply of the necessaries
of life. “Our ancestors,” remarks Adam Smith,
“ seem to have imagined that the people would buy
their corn cheaper of the farmer than of the corn-
merchant, who, they were afraid, would require
over and above the price which he paid to the
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farmer, an exorbitant profit to himself. They en-
deavoured, therefore, to annihilate his trade alto-
gether. They even endeavoured to hinder as much
as possible any middleman of any kind from coming
in between the grower and the consumer; and this
was the meaning of the many restraints which they
imposed upon the trade of those whom they called
kidders or carriers of corn, a trade which nobody
was allowed to exercise without a licence ascertain-
ing his qualifications as & man of probity and fair
dealing.” The effect, according to the aunthor of
the Wealth of Nations, was to prevent the grower
devoting the whole of his capital to production,
and the relaxation of the restraint was followed
by increase of production and a diminution of the
inconveniences of dearth. * After the trade of the
farmer, no trade contributes so much to the growing
of corn as that of the corn-merchant.” The grower
was not competent to act as his own merchant, nor
wag the consumer. When they tried to do so their
exchange was an iniquitous barter, and the inter-
vention of the merchant was a guarantee of fairer
dealing than before, The merchant treated the
corn &3 merchandise, and, as a consequence, more
COTD WAS grown,

(18)

It is related by Aristotle, that the philosopher
Thales, in order to prove that a sage could be a
better business man than business men themselves,
entered one season into an oil speculation. *Per-
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ceiving by his skill in astrology that there would
be great plenty of olives that year, while it was yet
winter, having got a little money he gave earnest
for all the oil works that were in Miletus and
Chios, which he hired at a low price, there being
no one to bid against him. But when the season
came for making oil, many persons wanting them,
he all at once let them at what terms he pleased;
and raising a large sum by that means, couvinced
them that it was easy for a philosopher to be rich
if he chose it.” Thales cornered the market, as the
phrase goes. He so far made good his boast, but
Aristotle neglects to observe that the wise Ionian
would not have made money, had he not already
been somehow in possession of money or credit,
had there been no oil manufacturers in Ionia, and
had the merchants of the day not had confidence
in their honesty.

The story illustrates a phase of the market which
awakens the same sort of apprehension as did the
intervention of the corn-merchant between the
farmer and the consumer. But the speculator is
omnipresent, his operations are on a most extensive
scale, and the misgivings his appearance occasions
are correspondingly grave. The fears he awakens
ate in a great measure groundless. In one branch
of trade at least, it is becoming evident that he
may fulfil a useful function. By its very nature,
the business of raising produce from the soil is
speculative, No planter or farmer can predict
accurately how big a crop he will have at the next
harvest. Extremely good guesses are sometimes
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made of the probable yield of grain and cotton
crops. But official forecasts and estimates of the
yield of growing crops are notoriously fruitful sub-
jects of controversy, They are not unfrequently
falsified. Before we can have anything like trust-
worthy predictions, the science of meteorology must
be rendered more worthy the name of a science.
As we cannot have an accurate estimate of the pro-
duce of a single farm or of a territory including
meny farms, as manufacturers depend upon agricul-
turists for supplies of raw material, and as arrange-
ments must be made for forwarding raw materials
long before they are actually required, since no
industry could thrive were all buying from bhand
to mouth—the produce markets must be speculative,
all buyers and sellers must, like Thales, deal in
“futures.” A cotton-spinner might, in the month
of January, go to a planter and ask whether, be-
tween the following September and December, he
could supply him with so many bales of cotton.
The planter might undertake to supply the cotton
required, and give the spinner an assignment of
his crop. But a contract of this kind is far from
eliminating the element of chance from the cotton
trade. The planter's crop may fall considerably
short of the number of bales he promised to the
spinner, and, if he is to fulfil his bargain, he will
have to purchase some of the cotton already in the
warehouses, or he will have to acquire some of the
new crop from other planters. As his object, or the
object of the financier who supports him, is to make
profits, and not to aid the spinner to do so, such a
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mode of doing business is not the most propitious
for his purpose. There is too great risk of financial
loss, and anything that insures him against loss
will be favourable to cotton-growing. On the other
hand, the spinner may discover, in the fall of the
year, that he has ordered either too little cotton
or too much, and, from his point of view, it is
desirable he should have a ready means of supply-
ing his deficiency or of countermanding the surplus
supply he has ordered. Accordingly, an arrange-
ment which one might suppose to be proof of an
instinct for organisation would not suit either the
planter or the spioner. The speculative instinct
has found in the system of paper contracts, clear-
ing-house, and settlement, which will soon be the
general system in all produce markets, what pro-
mises to be the best insurance against loss to those
who are engaged in the production of food and raw
materials, and in their purchase for retail sale or for
manufacture. The importer, the speculator, the
dealer, the jobber, the bull, the bear, to whatever
species one belongs of the genus which agrees “to
buy or to sell and deliver at any future time to
another, when he or the person for whom he acts
is not the owner of the article so contracted or
agreed to be delivered,” is fulfilling a function which
is serviceable in the marketing of produce, even
though his contract may not entail delivery of goods.
Every buyer and seller of produce must deal in a
commodity which, at the time of their contract,
has no existence; they promise to deliver and take
delivery of what perhaps never is to be. Many
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of the criticisms directed azainst tle system of
dealirz in options and futore contracts are variants
on the compliints that were formerly made
sZainst the corn-merchant. Engrossing and fore-
stalling are not new devices of Mammonism, and
the time will come when as little will te heard of
cornerinrg as we now hear of those antiquated
offences.  Carmering is seldom if ever a suoccessful
operation, and the vast temporary mischief the
“cornerer” sometimes causes is deploratle PBat
corpericg is an evil incidental to the infancy of
the clearing-house and settlement system, and will
disappear when operalors become more familiar
with a method of making and fulfllirg contracts
which may be, and probably will ultimately be, so
worked as to farther the interests of tke growers
and of the fnal purchasers of produce The
uliimate tendency of the apparently infinite multi-
plication of paper contracts appears to be to irsare
growers of produce against loss, and to epatle £nal
purchasers, such as cotion-spinners, for exarple,
to keep themselves so regularly supplied with
material as to reduce overproduction to a minimum.
It rests with the bankers to put a check wpon
excessive speculation in futares, and this they are
enatled to do by the institution which requires
the operator to deposit a margin “as a security
for the payment of diferences in prices that may
become due from him droring the currency of a
contract,” a rargin that “may be increased if the
Frices tum against the operator, ar diminished if
prices turn in his favour.” The whole system srises
) 4
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out of the inherent difficulty of making a correct
estimate of a future crop; it may enable those
who are most directly interested in the crop, once
they learn how to manipulate the system, to insure
themselves against financial loss, and so far as it
insures them against financial loss, it is favourable
to the industries immediately concerned,

(19)

The facts at which we have glanced introduce to
our notice a new form of individual wealth—an
assignment of produce. The assignment of produce
is, ke bankers’ notes and merchants’ accommoda-
tion bills, a sort of wealth. Every document
acknowledging debt is, if transferable, wealth to
the holder. The validity of such documents
depends upon the veracity of those who are parties
to their creation, and upon their ability to meet
the obligations they have undertaken. Where
these conditions are fulfilled, this fictitious indi-
vidual wealth may, to all intents and purposes,
endow the holder with as much power over the
wealth of mankind as would hoards of gold and
silver. So far as the holder of them is concerned,
documents acknowledging debt constitute rights;
so far as his neighbours who are involved in the
transaction are concerned, they constitute obliga-
tions. They have value, so long as the faith the
holder puts in them is justified,
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(20)

But the ability to fulfil our obligations is not
always proportionate to our veracity and our con-
fidence in the future. In their time-bargains, even
where their intentions are honest, merchants mis-~
calculate. It is the special function of the banker
to correct such miscalculation, and to limit ita
harmful results, and he cannot fulfil his function
unless he has a reserve of the precious metals. No
community has yet been able to preserve mercantile
justice, in which there were no bankers possessed
of an available supply of gold and silver. The
disappearance of the supply is indicative of dis-
organisation in the industrial system, the financial
system and the industrial system acting and re-
acting upon each other, the failure of a bank some-
times causing temporary dislocation of business,
and the ruin of a trade sometimes causing a bank
to close its doors. The test of a bank's soundness
ia its command over hard cash. The cash which it
mus}$ hold in reserve may be only a fraction of that
for which it is responsible, but unless the bankers
maintained their reserves, and let it be known they
maintained them, the whole system of business,
of which their houses are the nuclei, would collapse,
While modern commerce, regulating always its Pre-
sent action by its future prospects, has developed
ingenious methods by which it is possible to do a
vastly more extensive business than formerly with
a given quantity of gold, there is a limit to the
obligations which bankers are justified in under-
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taking. Before they can enable those whom they
assist to “make capital of the anticipated profits of
the future,” they must possess an ascertainable
minimum of “the accumulated profits of the past,”
in the shape of gold and silver,

(21)

The central banking authority, in every com-
mercial community, controls the buying and sell-
ing of the rights and claims that constitute debt.
When it gives excessive or insufficient support to
“ credit,” understanding by credit, in this connec-
tion, a “present right to or the present value
of a future payment,” its failure to preserve the
balance is seen in a withdrawal of gold from the
banking reserve, while the knowledge that there is
a reserve enables the bank to exercise efficiently
its supreme controlling power. “It used to be
the common delusion of mercantile men,” says
Macleod, “that gold was only sent [from one
country to another] to pay a balance arising
from the sale of goods, and that therefore it must
cease of itself whenever these payments were
made. But this is a profound delusion. When
the rates of discount differ so much [as 3 and 6
per cent.] between London and Paris, persons in
London fabricate bills upon their correspondents
in Paris for the express purpose of selling them in
London for cash, which they then remit to Paris,
and which they can sell again for 6 per cent. And
it is quite evident that this drain will not cease so
long as the difference in the rates of discount is
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maintained.” Gold, that is, may be sent from one
country to another on account of a miscalculation
on the part of the bank, in the exercise of the
control over credit. When discount is 3 per cent.
in London and 6 per cent. in Paris, the interpreta-
tion of the fact is,'that “gold may be bought for
3 per cent. in London and sold at 6 per cent. in
Paris” by means of fabricated bills, whereas it is
the business of an institution like the Bank of
England to fix its rate of discount “so as to prevent
(according to Macleod) its being possible to export
gold from the country,”

(22)

But a contest for the control of the available
supplies of bullion is not what the last analysis
discovers in the operations of the modern market.
In the normal course of affairs, it is for the interest
of every community to maintain the bank credit of
the communities with which it transacts business,
In the way of everyday routine, individuals confer
favours upon their friends, and in various ways
aid those upon whose good faith, knowing their
character, they rely. Trading communities follow
the same course, and find it favourable to work
and wealth. As an illustration, we may recall
what happened when the failure of the Barings
threatened to impair the efficiency of the Bank
of England, owing to the depletion of its bullion
reserve. A crisis was averted by the Bank of
France lending gold to the Bank of England, to
the amount of three millions sterling. No doubt
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Paris was interested on its own account in staving
off a crisis, but by conferring a great favour, never-
theless, the authorities of the Bank of France may
be said to have for the time upheld the position of
London as one of the great banking centres of the
world.

(23)

The market, like economic society, tends to
become cosmopolitan. Whereas, in the earliest
phase of social development, men went hunting or
fishing to supply tbe larder, they now get what
they want in the market, by transferring a general
power of purchasing to those who give them what
they want. Nay, the market has ceased to have a
merely local significance. Instead of being a place,
it now connotes all those conditions under which
goods are exchanged for money. Instead of wares
offered in a primitive market-place, we have benefits
of all kinds offered for money. Into the market
the poet brings his verse, the preacher his sermon,
the artist his picture, the navvy his strength, This
being a condition to which all submit who wish
to contribute to the enjoyment of life or obtain
objects of enjoyment for themselves, the market is
an index of economic life, for, on the whole, those
are successful who can confer what those who own
the money believe to be benefits.

In the market, in one of the forms it early
assumed, “each transaction had to be publicly
witoessed, and associations for the enforcing of
fair dealing, and for giving security to property,
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were necessary.” Mouey, in the fullest interpreta-
tion of the word, expressive as it is of the good
faith which is the life of the society of the market,
should be, and some day will be, accepted anywhere
and everywhere by those who have the faculty
and opportunity of satisfying our wants,

The primitive market stood on neutral ground;
the money of the market finds a neutral mark
everywhere, In the days of the primitive market,
the influences that made against corporate life
were associated with menaces from beyond a terri-
torial frontier. In the modern market, the menaces
are associated with a future settling day and its
obligations,

@4

The essence of the transactions of the market,
then, is this: that by giving a general title or pur-
chasing power, which is recognised in the society of
the market, we get from others what we desire. Our
wants are determined by our character, physical,
mental, and moral, The ability, dispositions, and
opportunities of others determine whether they are
able to supply our wants. Whatever may happen
in the market, the real inequalities between men,
with respect to their capabilities and adaptabilities,
remain; the mutual dependence of men in their
several relations remains, But the use men make
of their powers is influenced for good or forill by
the life of the market, for while effort that originates
in pain, or sympathy with pain, and issues in the
conquest of pain, is the only effort to which we
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would give the name of work, yet the hope of
future pleasure sustains us in our efforts, and the
objects of pleasure are found in the market. The
market and the industrial system are thus inter-
dependent. There could be no society of the
market were there no society of utility, credit being
inseparable from confidence in the soundness of
the social organism, and in the economic virttes of
those whose credentials are honoured. The society
of the market will not suffer dissolution so long
as money connotes knowledge, saving, and fore-
thought, for these are the things that constitute a
valid title.

(26)

The market is the manifestation of a moral power
higher than that which explains the transactions
to which we give the name of barter, and mercan-
tile exchange is an easier way of satisfying our
wants than barter. That the market partakes of
human imperfection is undoubted, but we are not
to escape its imperfections by resorting to fanciful
expedients, Communism is fanciful, because it
assumes the existence of a totality of wealth cap-
able of physical division, a notion adequate only
to the conditions of primitive life. All expedients
for the just distribution of wealth which rest upon
faith in what we can see and handle, and not
upon the faith of man in man, are impracticable.
Mutual confidence is the life of the society of the
market, and this confidence is confirmed by the
history of human progress.



111

PLEASURE AND VALUE

™)

TRE Ricardian measure of value, when we examine
it, we find to be not Labour, but Time. Itis not
Labour, but the duration of the labour necessary
to the production of the commodity, that is sup-
posed to measure the value of a product. And
Ricardo believes literally that a day’s labour is
always equal to a day’s labour. When a man's
labour becomes doubly efficient, sothat the product
is doubled, the commodity produced does not dounble
in value. Its value is, as before, measured by
the duration of the labour; and the comparative
quantities of commodities which labour produces
in & given time determine their relative values,

Into the Ricardian calculation of value there
enters an estimate, not only of the duration of the
labour necessary to the production of commodities,
but also of the time during which commodities
preserve their form without appreciable change.
Capital, Ricardo accordingly says, is circulating or
fixed, as it is rapidly or slowly perishable, and these

8
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varying degrees in the perishability of the capital
employed in production affect the practical doctrine
of value, just as does the duration of the labour
that goes to the production of capital, or the things
devoted to reproduction. Not oaly so, but, accord-
ing to Ricardo, we must take some account of the
durability of the commodity which the labourer
receives as his reward; we have sometimes to
ask whether commodities are produced ¢ with
fixed capital of a less durable character than the
medium in which the price is estimated.”

By a quantity of labour, Ricardo meant, in the
main, duration of labour, and not, as some econo-
mists do, so many foot-pounds of force. He did
not treat labour as a thing which can be increased
or diminished, but as a thing which may endure a
longer or a shorter time, and he called the value of
the product greater or less, according to the longer
or shorter time the labourer is engaged in producing
it. Marx, who adopted his theory of the duration
of labour, carried it a step further, by treating
labour-time or value as a non-natural quality of
the product—that is, he treated a quantity of
labour as if it were a quality of the product of
labour, and he called this quality value. Custom,
he held, has led mankind to treat this non-natural
quality as a natural quality, and to look upon the
value of gold in particular as a natural property of
the metal, just like its colour and hardness. What
has actually occurred, according to him, is that
gold has been selected as the best possible material
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form of “that measure of values which is immanent
in commodities, labour-time.”

Theories which make labour, in such fashion as
this, the measure of value, are based on a miscon-
ception of the nature of economic work. Economic
work is effort which originates in pain, and achieves
its end by extinguishing pain. Value involves an
appreciation and enjoyment of the attributes of
products, and neither pain nor effort can explain
this appreciation and enjoyment.

(2)

Both pleasure and pain may be measured by
their duration, but pleasure is characteristically
different from pain in that it demands a distinction
between the qualities of things, while pain blots
out all distinctions. The appreciable qualities of
things measure the pleasures we enjoy, in virtue
of the state of life we have reached. The best
measure of the intensity of suffering is negative,
being the pleasure that is missed or lost. ~ What,”
asks Thackeray, *“ would the possession of a hundred
thousand a year, or fame, and the applause of one’s
countrymen—of any glory,happiness,or good fortune
avail to a gentleman, for instance, who was allowed
to have them only with the condition of wearing
a shoe with a couple of nails or sharp pebbles inside
it? All fame and happiness would disappear and
plunge down that shoe. All life would rankle



92 Pleasure and Value

round that little nail® What would not such a
gentleman give to him who should remove the
nail? Is it pot clear that the scale of his reward
would not be the pain suffered, but the pleasures
which are abolished by the pain, and which are
rendered possible by the removal of the pain?

Similarly pleasure enters into our estimate of
the importance of the work we do. In the
ordinary pains incident to humanity, there cannot
be much difference in degrees of intensity. Not
only was there never yet philosopher who bore the
toothache patiently, but the toothache of the phil-
osopher is much the same as the toothache of those
who are no philosophers. * We may and do measure
suffering by its duration, but the length of time
during which suffering lasts does not make a very
vivid impression upon us. We make the intensity
of the suffering more actual when we aid our
imagination by thinking of the happiness sufferers
miss—the crown of sorrow i3 remembering, and no
longer enjoying, “happier things® What we find
happiness in depends upon what we are, and upon
the fulness of life we have reached depends our
estimate of another’s suffering.

®)

Coleridge, writing on the subject of human
happiness, has somewhere attempted to cast his
reflections into mathematical form. *Let the sum
total of each man’s happiness,” says he, ® be supposed
equal to 1000; and suppose 10,000 men produced,
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who neither make swords nor poison, nor find corn
and clothes for those who do, but who procure by
their labour food and raiment for themselves and
for their children; would not that society be richer
by 10,000,000 parts of happiness?” Now the
number 1000, as employed by Coleridge, must, if
it has any meaning, stand for successive states of
consciousness, We must know what one part of
happiness is, we must know what the repetition of
the consciousness of the state so described, as
registered in the term 1000, means. We cannot
use the term 1000 unless in conjunction with
something which occurs 1000 times.

As a register of successions or repetitions, the
term 1000 has always the same meaning, but the
states of consciousness of which the term is the
register are not in every instance the same. When
Coleridge says the sum total of each man’s happiness
may be supposed equal to 1000, the only meaning
we can attach to the remark is, that the happiness
of a man can be expressed by 1000, because he can
record 1000 states of consciousness to which he
can apply the term happy. When he reaches old
age, he can trace a succession of happy states of
mind, and to the repetition of those successive states
he can apply the term 1000. His memory, however,
may be able to trace other successions, and they
also may be summed up in the expression 1000,
They cannot be parts of happiness, else they would
have been already enumerated, and there may be
no resemblance, in fact, between them and the
atates of consciousness Coleridge would call happy.
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Yet the units of one series may be indissolubly
linked in memory with the units of another series,
A thousand remembered joys may be indissolubly
linked with a thousand unforgotten griefs; we may
say that our griefs as well as our joys are equal to
1000. To say so, however, does not enable us to
compare a single joy with a single grief. We could
not say absolutely that sorrow is equal to joy, even
were we able to affirm that each man's grief, as
well as his happiness, is equal to 1000, As well
might we say that 1000 yards are equal to 1000
tons,

The practical question to be decided is whether,
and in what sense, each of the states of conscious-
ness Coleridge calls happy, is a unit; in what sense
is each unit of his 1000 equal to any other. All
the units of happiness must appear to us identical,
else we would not identify them in name. A state
of mind we call happy, if it is adequately so de-
scribed, must so far be exactly like any other state
of mind we call happy, however much the two com-
plex phases, in which we discern this quality, other-
wise differ; and as happiness or pleasure requires
an object, the object which determines the state of
mind we call happy is equal in that respect to any
other of which the same may be said. The problem,
therefore, assumes this form. We give a succession
of states of mind a name or a number, and may there-
fore, as Coleridge does, speak of our total happiness
as being 1000. 'What is the unit, what is the state
of consciousness supposed to be, which, when
repeated, gives us our total ? 'When we can answer
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this question, we may be able to discover the
objects necessary to those subjective states which
are the units of our enumeration. We may also
in this way be able to discover a psychological
explanation of the exchangeability of those objects,
or explain what is meant by saying they are the
value the one of the other, and what connection
there is between the enumeration of the objects of
our pleasure and, the registration of our successive
states of consciousness, It is perhaps easier to
understand how happiness may be expressed by
a number, than how the number that expresses our
happiness should be associated with so many
external objects. When Coleridge supposes each
man’s happiness equal to 1000, he suggests a hypo-
thesis easier to understand than is the connection
in thought between “a thousand parts of happiness”
and, say, a thousand pounds, or, for that matter of
it, between one part of happiness and one pound.

O

Some economists maintain that the intensity of
the pleasure we each individually derive from a
commodity depends npon how much of the com-
modity we possess, and from this view there is
derived a comparison of the relation of one quantity
of commodities and the intensity of pleasure it
excites, with the relation between another quantity
of commodities and the intensity of pleasure it
excites, This view involves a consideration of
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what is meant by degrees of pleasure, and a theory
of quantity.

As our pleasures come to us through our special
senses and faculties, and as they require the presence
of their special objects, it is reasonable enough to
suppose that the intensity of our pleasure will
vary in some way with the number of appropriate
objects of pleasure we possess. It is not, however,
our purpose to discuss the law of this variation,
but to consider the preliminary question, how it
comes about that we express the relation of an
object to a special sensuous experience quanti-
tatively, and what such an expression signifies.

The successions to which we apply numbers are
successions of definite thoughts. Did any two
thoughts repeat themselves together we would
assoclate them, and assume they repeated them-
selves simultaneously, because both were occasioned
by the same circumstance. OQOur pleasures do, as a
matter of fact, recur with the objects of them. We
never experience pleasure unless there is an object
with which to be pleased. There is accordingly
a natural inclination to associate the numbers in
which we sum up our goods with the pleasures our
goods bring us.

We are, however, more interested in the impres-
sions or thoughts repeated, than in their repetitions
(number being a record of repetitions), and to them
we will principally direct our attention.
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(%)

Long ago, Senior pointed out that “ not only are
there limits to the pleasnre which commodities of
any given class afford, but the pleasure diminishes
in a rapidly increasing ratio long before those limits
are reached. Two articles of the same kind will
seldom afford twice the pleasure of one, and still
less will ten give five times the pleasure of two.
In proportion, therefore, as any article is abundant,
the number of those who are provided with it, and
do not wish, or wish but little, to increase their pro-
vision, is likely to be great, and so far as they are
concerned, the additional supply loses all or nearly
all its utility. And in proportion to its scarcity,
the number of those who are in want of [without)
it, and the degree in which they want [desire] it,
are likely to be increased; and its utility, or, in
other words, the pleasure which a given quantity
of it will afford, increases proportionally.” In the
main, general experience is not at variance with
this observation. There is no repetition of the
first shock of glad surprise communicated by a new
experience; all subsequent effects are relatively
less thrilling. It is, however, desirable, when we
use such language as this, to ask ourselves what
gives unity to a subjective experience, and what
gives unity to the external object with which it is
associated. The experience is conceived of as one
when we think of it as lasting for a certain dura-
tion of time. It is one so far as its duration is
concerned, but not in other respects. A feeling

(¢]
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which lasts for a definite time may grow in intensity,
lessen in intensity, or wax and wane in intensity,
throughout the period during which we are conscious
of it. If we thrill with pleasure when a prospect
suddenly opens out before us, our pleasure does not
grow less as we stand and view it. The view grows
upon us, but the growth is not at a regular rate;
each increment of pleasure is less than the one that
went before it. Yet the smallest increment adds
to the joy of this particular experience, conceived
as a whole. And were one to attempt to express
such an experience as this by aid of numbers, he
would not reckon his pleasure as a multiple of the
Iast impression, but as the cumulative effect of all
the impressions, the addition of the values of each
of the confributory elements. One would not,
however, say that such an experience is exactly
analogous to the pleasure derived from a stock of
goods.

(6)

When we speak of the pleasure derived from a
stock of goods, the pleasure is a unity of concep-
tion, the stock usually is regarded as a plurality of
units, In the example we have given, we have
supposed that the object was one, and the pleasure
one, varying in intensity for a definite duration of
time. We have not intended to convey the idea
that a pleasure of certain duration, which augments
while it endures, is made up of a plurality of plea-
sures, nor that a landscape is a stock of snapshots.
We have conceived the landscape as one and the
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pleasure as one. It is possible to conceive the
experience either way, but we cannot have it both
ways at once. A landscape may be a rapid collec-
tion of snapshots, but if we begin by assuming it
to be a single picture, we cannot, in the course of
our analysis, treat it at one time as a single view,
and at another as a plurality of views seen in rapid
succession, In analysing what is meant by the
value of & stock of goods, we are liable to fall into
this error, treating the stock at one time as single,
at another as & plurality of units.

Our own experience—our pleasure, for example
~-we conceive of partitively, becanse we are con-
scious of it under the form of time. Our sense of the
growing or diminishing intensity of a pleasurable
experience is related to the intervals of time during
which our experience is present to our conscious-
ness. The external object of a single pleasure is,
however, one and not many. If we experience
several pleasures, there must be as many objects of
pleasure as there are pleasures. One stock of goods
cannot give rise to two different pleasures. If we
have two pleasures, the objects, stocks of goods, or
anything else, must be two. If value be defined,
therefore, as the recognised condition of a pleasure
of which we are conscious, the value of any single
object has at a given time reference only to some
particular pleasure which isfelt. The pleasure felt
is dependent upon this good and nothing else. In~
crement of value there cannot be, unless where a
new pleasure is derived from a new object, or where
we are referring to the accumnulation of a pleasure
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during the period it is present to our consciousness.
A newly acquired object of pleasure gives a new
pleasure, and cannot diminish the pleasure which
an object of pleasure already in our possession has
given or can give us. A new object is a new
pleasure, not an addition to another pleasure. Wa
may be conscious of both almost simultaneously,
perhaps simultaneously. In any case, although
there is a limit to our capacity for emotion, the new
object does not diminish the pleasure which the
object we previously were conscious of has given
and can give us, although our attention may be
directed to it, and we may contrast the pleasures
which they each give.

)

What we call an external object may have pro-
perties appropriate to each of our five senses. It
may be capable of giving pleasure to sight, to hear-
ing, to smell, to taste, to touch. We may prefer it
as an object of pleasure to the eye. That is, it may
give more pleasure to the eye than to the olfactory
nerves or the nerves of any of the rest of the
senses. But because it gives most pleasure to the
eye, our preference does not diminish the pleasure it
actually gives to the olfactory nerves. If one says
he likes the tints of flowers, he does not, by saying
8o, disparage their scent. A flower can suffer de-
crement of relative value as the condition of plea-
sure to the olfactory nerve, when compared with
the odour of another flower, not when it own
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odour is compared with its own tint. When one
confines his attention to any one quality of an
object, that quality becomes all the object to him,
whatever other qualities it may possess. Thus,
five objects, of qualities all alike, may become five
different kinds of objects, if one fixes his attention
exclusively on a different quality in each. Five sacks
of corn may become five different kinds of things,
if one fixes his attention exclusively on a different
quality in each. A sack of corn which yields an
ardent spirit is different in kind from a sack of
corn that is the object of a different pleasure from
that which ardent spirits excite. When five sacks
of corn are so regarded, they are not “a group of
homogeneous elements considered and valued as a
whole,” but a whole with various qualities of each
of which we may be simultaneously conscious, if
of the various qualities each appeals to a different
sense. But when each appeals to a different sense,
we do not disparage the one sack by expressing
preference for the other. We do not disparage
the sack that makes spirits, by saying we prefer
bread. We would only disparage the sack used for
making spirits, if we preferred a sack of barley
to it.

Strictly speaking, however, a stock should be
regarded as homogeneous, and additions made to it
should be additions of objects considered relatively
to one of their qualities only. One stock is more
or less valuable than another, according as it yields
more or less pleasure in an equal time; but a com-
parison iunstituted between two stocks of goods or
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two objects of pleasure has nothing to do with the
fact that, considered with reference to a particular
period of time, the intensity of pleasure reaches a
maximum and then diminishes, Two stocks of
goods, again, of the samne kind, that is, which are
considered as appealing to one and the same sense,
may excite pleasures of different intensity; but the
difference in the intensity of the pleasures they
excite in one sense is not measured by the differ-
ence in their effects upon another sense, although
some mathematical relation may be found to exist
between them. A stock of five sacks of corn may
afford more gratification to some particular sense
than a stock of two sacks, but the difference in the
effects the two stocks produce as objects of pleasure
is not equal, for example, to the difference between
the weight of five sacks and the weight of twa, nor
does it appear evident that a rule has yet been dis-
covered which could inform us what ratio the one
bears to the other, although ratio there may be.

®)

In his exposition of the “ Theory of Value,” the
Professor of Political Economy in Glasgow Univer-
sity writes: “ A modern Robinson Crusoe has just
harvested five sacks of corn. These must be his
principal maintenance till next harvest. He dis-
poses of the sacks, according to his scale of wants,
in the following way. One sack he destines for his
daily allowance of bread. Anpother he devotes to
cakes, puddings, and the like. He cannot use more
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than these in farinaceous food, so he devotes a third
to feeding poultry, and a fourth to the manufac-
ture of a coarse spirit. With these four sacks, we
ehall say, he is able to satisfy all the wants that
occur to him as capable of being directly satisfied
by corn, and baving no more pressing use for the
fifth sack, he employs it in feeding dogs and cats
and other domestic animals whose company is a
solace to his lonely life. The question is: What to
him is the value of a sack of corn? .As before, we
ask: What utility will fail him if he lose one sack ?
It is inconceivable that Crusoe should have any
doubt as to his answer: he will, of course, appor-
tion out the sacks that remain as before;—two to
food, one to poultry, one to spirits, and he will give
up only the feeding of domestic animals. This is
seen to have been the marginal utility—the utility
on the margin of economic employment or use.
What he loses then by losing ome sack is his
former marginal utility; and this marginal utility
undoubtedly deterrines the value of a single one
of the five sacks, But here we come upon another
feature of this veluation. If the marginal utility
defermine the value of one, it must determine the
-value of all, as, by hypothesis, all sacks were alike,
and therefore all interchangeable. Thus we obtain
the universal formula for the valuation of goods
in stocks. The value of a stock of similar goods
is the value of the marginal good multiplied by the
number of goods in the stock,” Suggestive as this
theory in some ways is, we are afraid it is founded
upon & verbal ambiguity.
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If the shops are to be closed on the occasion of
a public holiday, a housekeeper feels more at her
ease if she have two loaves in the house than if
she had only one. Having two loaves, she doubt-
less attaches less importance to either of the two
than she would to a solitary loaf. But what is
predicated of either of two things, we are not
entitled to predicate of each of them. If we call
the importance the housekeeper attaches to either
of the two loaves x, we are not entitled to say the
importance she attaches to each is also z, each
and either not being synonymous terms. For a
similar reason, the importance she attaches to the
supply of bread she has laid in is mot 2z. Like-
wise we would say of larger stocks, that an asser-
tion made of the importance of any one unit of the
stock, we are not at liberty to make of each one.
Any one and each one are not synonymous expres-
sions, Should a man who has five horses offer me
any one of them for £50, I am mnot entitled to
argue that he has offered me each of them for £50,
or that he is prepared to do so. The value of the
five horses is £250, if they are valued at £50 each,
but not if any one of them is valued at £50.

(9
Obversely, what is affirmed of a stock of goods
cannot be affirmed distributively of all the in-
dividuals in the collection. Should one say that
the value of a stock of goods is the importance
which it possesses as the indispensable condition
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of our wellbeing, we refer to the dependence of a
felt want upon the goods taken collectively. When
a coach-hirer advertises that his coach will not run
unless he gets twenty passengers, the twentieth
man who comes and engages a seat, decides the
question whether the coach shall run or not. But
the running of the coach does not depend upon the
twentieth man, for the first man is as indispensable
a passenger as the last. Take another example.
A public board cannot commence business without
a8 quorum of members. The quorum is twenty,
say. Now, while the quorum is indispensable,
Mr. Jones, who is one of the quorum present, is not
indispensable, in the sense that the presence of
twenty members is indispensable, before business
can be commenced. Of course, twenty units are
necessary to the making of the total, but because
they are necessary to the making of the total, it
does not follow, that what we predicate of the total
we must predicate of the units taken singly. Itis
a fallacy to say the last straw breaks the camel’s
back, it we take the proverb literally. What we
mean is, that the last unit of weight added makes,
along with the other units already present, a total
weight that is unbearable. Is the fallacy too
obvious to need exposure! Any one can detect
the flaw in the argunment when it is reduced to
simple terms. Thus, all the straws break the
camel's back, but all straws are alike, and conse-
quently interchangeable; therefore, any one of
them being exactly like all the rest, we may say of it
what we say of all, that it breaks the camel’s back,
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‘We cannot legitimately predicate of a collection
of exactly similar things what we predicate of the
units that compose it, nor can we predicate of the
units that compose a collection of similar things
whatever we predicate of the collection.

(10)

The matter does not end here, however, for the
point at issue in those apparently trivial quibbles
is the connection between quantity and quality.
“A quantitative change takes place, apparently
without any further or hidden siguificance: but,”
says Hegel, “there is something lurking behind,
and a seemingly innocent change of quantity acts
as a kind of snare to catch hold of the quality.
The antinomy of measure which this implies was
envisaged under more than one phase among the
Greeks, It was asked, for example, whether a
single grain makes a heap of wheat, or whether it
makes & bare tail to tear out a single hair from the
horse’s tail. At first, no doubt, looking at the
nature of quantity as an indifferent and external
character of Being, we are disposed to answer these
questions in the negative, And yet, as we must
admit, this indifferent increase and diminution has
its limit: a point is reached where a single addi-
tional grain makes a heap of wheat ; and the bare tail
is produced if we continue plucking out single hairs.
These examples find a parallel in the story of the
peasant who went on adding pound after pound to
the burden of his cheerful ass, till it sunk at length
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beneath a load that had grown unendurable, It
would be a great mistake to treat these examples as
pedantic fooling; they really turn on thongbts an
acquaintance with which is of great importance in
practice.” They are of importance in morals, in
economics, and in political science. For the sake
of illustration, take Hegel's example of the import-
ance they may be in politics. “If we look at a
state with a territory of 10,000 square miles and &
population of 4,000,000, we should without hesita-
tion admit that a few aquare miles of land or a few
thousand inhabitants could exercise no essential
influence on the character of its constitution.
But, on the other hand, we must not forget, that by
the continual increase or diminishing of & state, we
finally get to a point where, apart from all other
circumstances, this quantitative alteration neces-
sarily draws with it an alteration in the qualitative
features of the constitution. The constitution of a
little Swiss canton does not suit & great kingdom
and similarly, the constitution of the Roman repub-
lic was unsuitable when transferred to the small
German towns of the Empire.”

(11)
Let us apply these principles to the doctrine of
“ marginal ntility,” and see if they are of any aid
in its interpretation,
‘When, torevert to the illustration of five sacks
of corn, we are told that “if the marginal utility
determine the value of one, it must determine the
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value of all, as, by hypothesis, all sacks were alike
and therefore all interchangeable,” several points
call for examination. We have to inquire whether
no distinction is to be made between a sack and
the value of a sack. If there is a distinction,
then to say “all sacks are alike” is a different
matter from saying “the values of all sacks are
alike.” Again, we have seen the expression “the
values of all sacks are alike” is open to different
interpretations. It may mean that any one of a
collection of sacks is as good 2s any other, or else
that the sacks are all of equal value, each to each.
To say that & may be substituted for b or ¢ or d
or &, is not to allow that & may be substituted for
cor d or ¢, and any one who made such a sub-
stitution in any practical business would be going
beyond his commission, and would possibly find
himself in the presence of the magistrate, To
say then that “the marginal utility” determines
the value of “one” sack, may mean the value of
“any one” or of “each one.” But these meanings
are not interchangeable, and a doctrine built upon
the assumption that they-are rests on a fallacious
basis.

(12)

Theoretically we may treat a dimiuution or an
increase in a stock of goods as a loss or gain
of quality, and we may speak of a loss or gain of
quality as if it were a diminution or an increase
of goods.

Taking the former aspect of the case first, value
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is seen to be somewhat analogous to musical pitch,
Just as, in sound, a greater or a smaller namber of
vibrations gives a different note, so here, a greater
or a smaller number of goods gives a different
value. In sound, when the number of vibrations
becomes very small, differences in their number
cease to yield distinguishable notes; when the
number becomes very great, we again cease to be
able to distinguish differences, for the notes become
inaudible. Looking at what happens, in ascending
from the lower limit, when differences between
vibrations become distinguishable, we may say that
the addition of a number of vibrations to the
slower vibrations which failed to give us an impres-
sion of differences between notes,—that this addition
has introduced the quality of musical pitch. At
the upper end, again, an addition to the vibrations
which give this impression destroys the musical
quality. We begin with vibrations that are un-
musical, by adding to their number we get the
musical quality, but at last we reach a point
where by further additions the musical quality is
for us destroyed.

Something analogous takes place in the appear-
ance of economic value. There is a limit below
which quantity cannot go without value disappear-
ingin the Invaluable (for the invaluable is compre-
hended in the valuable, as the lower number of
vibrations is included in the higher), and likewise,
there is a limit above which quantity cannot go
without value disappearing in the Valueless, It
is true that the famine price of food is a very high
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value; but, let it be remembered, we are then
speaking of a high relative value, we are not think-
ing of the condition under which food passes into
the category of the Valuable. It is, perhaps, at its
highest relative value when it is on the verge, a8 it
were, but we cannot conceive of it as valuable at
al}, unless it has ceased to be invaluable.

In the successive phases upon which life enters
in its progress, things that were not previously re-
garded as invaluable may become invaluable, just
as if, should the human ear become finer, the lowest
octave at present in use might become unmusical,
while, at the other limit, a corresponding change may
take place, and the valueless become valuable, for
its rarity., At a given time, however, the same thing
cannot to the same individual be both valuable and
invaluable,

(13)

It has been well said that the end of value is
“the wellbeing of man, whether that wellbeing
be conceived as the ideal good of humanity, or
the social ideal current at the time, or merely the
gratification of individual desire.” But being must
precede wellbeing, and whatever is necessary to
or serves the end of being must, in a thing of
value, be regarded as invaluable. The valuable is
necessary for our pleasure, the invaluable is what
is regarded as absolutely essential to still the pain,
the sorrow, or the grief, which renders all ex-
perience of pleasure impossible. “When value and
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utility come into conflict,” we are told, “utility
must conquer,” We would prefer to say the in.
valuable must conquer, since the claims of being,
as made konown through pain, must be met before
there can be any wellbeing or experience of plea-
sure. The desire of what is valuable does not arige
out of pain, but the desire for what is invaluable
does; and the primary end of all work is to provide
what is invaluable to struggling lives. While it
may be necessary that a thing should be unseful
before it can be valuable, there can be no doubt
that the fact of its being invaluable should make
it impossible to consider it valuable in a progressive
society of conscientious men.

(14)

In attempting & classification of wants, much
depends upon the psychological analysis from which
we take our departure. To us it appears necessary
to make a distinction between feeling and desire,
Our desires or our wants refer to our feelings of
pain and pleasure, but are not themselves feelings,
They are distinguishable according as they refer to
pleasure or to pain. The desire to escape or to
remove pain is specifically different from the desire
for pleasure. In the nature of things, the desire
to escape or remove pain comes first, The Pro-
fessor of Political Economy in Glasgow University
says, “ The old theory [of value], in taking hunger
a9 the type of the most urgent want, waa not deal-
ing with wants, but with possibilities of want.
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Want is, at bottom, a feeling of incompleteneas.
It may indicate something wanting in our physical
frame, which, if entirely unsupplied, will cause
death. But if a few mouthfuls are sufficient to
make the want disappear for the moment, and if
there be no probability of these mouthfuls ever
being wanting, we have been too hasty in giving it
the highest rank among human wants.”

In this passage, feeling and desire are identified.
But desire is a different thing from feeling. If,
without a few mouthfuls of bread, a man will die,
we must assume that he will desire the bread. He
may be very fond of tobacco, yet it is not to be
supposed that he will desire to have a smoke, if,
being without bread, he must die. His preference
of the tobacco he will never enjoy to the mouthfuls
of bread which are immediately necessary to keep
him in life is scarcely possible, and, if possible,
would be immoral. Did he already have the bread,
he might promise himself the pleasure of a pipe, in
the event of his getting the necessary tobacco; but
if we are to compare wants, which are desires, not
feelings, we must assume that the man who ex-
periences the want does not have bread; that he
feels the pangs of famine, and, being ready to die,
desires to eat. Under such circumstances, to say
that this desire must first be satisfied, is unavoid-
ablee. We can scarcely follow Professor Smart,
therefore, when he says that “to consider food as
having the highest use value, because the want of
food means death, is like considering the presence
of water a great danger, because a man might be
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drowned if be fell in™ Food is not the highest of
use valnes, bat there is risk sometimes of ambiguity
in our use of the term want. To be in want of
bread in the sense of beirg without any, is not to
want bread in the sense of desiring to bave some.
It is the latter usage we must observe in this con-
nection. The want of which economics should take
account is the desire for something or other; and a
man’s desire for what he believes will save him
from the pains of famine and death makes the
thirg desired Invaluable

Tbe ambiguity to which we are liable in the
use of the word want is illastrated in the following
remark : “The inhabitants of Guiana are am ex-
ample of what Socrates justly observes, that those
who want the least approach the nearest to the
gods, who want nothing.”

@15)

Tte claims of being and wellbeing cannot be
placed in opposition. The claims of being are
prior to those of wellbeing; wellbeing is dependent
upon being. Whatever is necessary to being, and
is desired as such, is invaloable Only that which
is not essential to being can directly serve the
ends of wellbeirg, o far as the individzal is con-
cerned ; and we suzgest that in the market notking
caan ultimately, and pothing should, be regarded as
serving the ends of wellbeing which is known to
be indispensable to those who are in want

Nothing but what serves the ends of epjoyment

- §
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is valuable. A concrete thing may be the source
of more pleasures than one, and if we can derive
from it two simultaneous pleasures, it has two
values to us, or its value can be decomposed into
two elements. We can, if our thought be quick,
find a composite pleasure in the form, the colour,
and the odour of a flower; and we may be able to
say which of the three component pleasures is most
intense, and which we appreciate the least. The
flower is what Mill would have called a group of
potentialities of pleasurable sensation. Now I may
choose one of three roses offered me, according as I
prefer the pleasure derived from colour, odour, or
form. Butif I am so delicately organised as to be
liable to die of a rose in aromatic pain, I cannot
conceive of myself indulging in rose bouquets in
order to enjoy their tints. Nor could I measure
the pleasures derivable from surplus corn against
the pangs of famine; the pangs of famine would not
allow me ; although I may compare the different
pleasures I can derive from the use of surplus corn,
if by surplus is meant anything that is removed
from the category of the invaluable.

(16)

In a progressive Society the invaluable becomes
valuable through becoming plentiful, and the value-
less may become valuable if it be rare, while the
valuable may again become invaluable through
dearth. The valuable and the invaluable are har-
monised in the market, for in the market, what is
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necessary to being acquires a value only when it is
abundant, relatively to its own previous amount.

Quesnay says that abundance and absence of
value is not wealth, dearth and dearness is poverty,
abundance and dearness is opulence.

We may have abundance and absence of value,
where there is no connection with a market.
We have kuown of wheat being allowed to
rot where there was no communication with a
market, of wool being used to mend the highways
in Argentina, and of sheep being burned for fuel in
making bricks, Cut off connection with Argentina
again, and the wheat would rot, the wool would be
used to mend highways, and sheep would be burned
to bake bricks, The “marginal utility” of corn
would approach zero. “If any commodity is avail-
able in such quantity that all possible wants for
that commodity are supplied, and yet there is a
surplus of the commodity, the marginal utility,”
says Professor Smart, is zero, and the value of the
entire stock is ndl,” and thus it is also explained
how diamonds have a high value compared with
bread. “The quantity of diamonds available is
never sufficient to satisfy more than a fraction of
the desire for them; the marginal utility is high.
Bread again is, happily, to be had everywhere at a
comparatively small expenditure of labour, and the
immense supply, as compared with the limited
wants, puts the marginal utility low.” That is to
say, there are no less clamant desires for agricul-
tural produce than those that are actually satisfied,
but there are less clamant desires for diamonds
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than those that are actually met. We have, there-
fore, reached a stage in the development of industry
and of economical science at which it is possible
to consider a diamond as a more important condi-
tion of human wellbeing than is an overflowing
granary, at which the work of the agriculturist is
so effectively done, that those for whom it is done
are unable even to conceive less clamant desires
than those that are actually met, and this, although
“it is not the case that whatever nature and men
produce, men will desire; it is rather that what
man wants he usually sets nature and man to
produce.” How has it come about that man apd
nature have been set aworking until the limit of
marginal utility in the market, as in places cut off
from the market, has been reached ?

a7

The law of life is a law of growth and progress, so
far as man is concerned, and hence there is a certain
degree of truth in the doctrine, that the supply of
things necessary to maintenance is always over-
taking a growing demand for them. Where there
is growth, supply appears to regulate value, for
the supply of goods in the market incresses as
the efficiency of work increases; growth brings
increased efficiency, and efficiency plenty.

The invaluable, we have said, becomes an object
of market wealth, by reason of its abundance.
This proposition is not inconsistent with the teach-
ing of the classical economists. It is in harmony
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with the doctrine of Ricardo, if we make allowance
for Ricardo’s technical use of the term “value” to
denote the labour spent upon production, and for
the necessary corollary from this, that as difficulty
of production disappears, so does “ value,” in the
peculiarly Ricardian sense of the word. Although
he estimates * value” by “labour,” Ricardo never-
theless maintains that wealth increases. Riches
are not to be estimated by labour, although value is,
“A man isrich or poor,” says Ricardo, “according to
the abundance of necessaries and luxuries which he
can command ; and whether the exchangeable value
of these for money, for corn, or for labour be high
or low, they will equally contribute to the enjoy-
ment of the possessor. It is through confounding
the ideas of value and wealth or riches, that it has
been asserted that by diminishing the quantity of
commodities, that is to say of the necessaries,
conveniences, and enjoyments of human life, riches
may be increased.” This would only be true of
those things which are appreciated on account of
their scarcity—a scarcity that is not identical with
difficulty of production. Ricardo did mnot call in
question the possibility of the mass of commaodities,
that is of riches, increasing simultaneously with
their “value.” He believed it possible for more
labour to be employed in producing commodities,
and therefore increasing “value,” and, at the same
time, in producing more commodities, and there-
fore increasing riches, “The labour of a million
of men in manufactures will always produce the
same value, but they will not always produce the
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same riches. By the invention of machinery, by
improvements in gkill, by a better division of
labour, or by the discovery of new markets where
more advantageous exchange may be made, a
million of men may produce double or treble the
amount of riches, of ‘ necessaries, conveniences, and
amusements,’ in one state of society than they could
in another, but they will not on that account add
anything to value.”

We are sometimes told that Ricardo’s narrowness
of view vitiated his economic doctrine, but one may
question whether, in his exposition of the relation
of value to riches, he does not give a more accurate
and favourable view of human nature and progress
than his critic, Mr. Ruskin. “Men nearly always
speak and write,” says Mr. Ruskin, “as if riches
were absolute, and it were possible by following
certain scientific precepts for everybody to be rich.
‘Whereas riches are a power like that of electricity
acting only through inequalities or negations of
itself. The force of the guinea you have in your
pocket depends wholly on the default of a guinea
in your neighbour’s pocket. If he did not want it,
it would be of no use to you; the degree of power
it possesses depends accurately upon the need or
desire he has for it, and the art of making your-
self rich in the ordinary mercantile [not political]
economist’s sense is therefore equally and neces-
sarily the art of keeping your neighbour poor.” In
contrast with this, Ricardo expressly dissociates
himself from the view that a nation is richer or
poorer in proportion as its commodities exchange
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for more or less money, and explains that “by
constantly increasing the facility of production
we constantly diminish the value of some of the
commodities before produced, though by the same
means we not only add to the national riches but
also to the power of future production. Many of
the errors of political economy have arisen from
errors on this subject; from considering an increase
of riches and an increase of value as meaning the
same thing, and from unfounded notions of what
constituted a standard of value.”

The Ricardian doctrine is that labour confers
“value” (an erroncous opinion, we think), that
“value” falls as the labour of production is
facilitated, but that with this decrease of “value”
the mass of enjoyable commodities increases.

(18)

So long as all & man possesses appears to him
invaluable, and the desire of another to have it a
menace to life, the intensity of the desire of the
man who wants possession will just increase the
reluctance of the owner to part with his goods. In
the market there is no such reluctance. A merchant
would not think all was well with him, did no
man desire his possessions. That is, a merchant’s
possessions are not invaluable; it is only after
they have ceased to be invaluable they become
valuable. The invaluable becomes valuable when
a stock of invaluable things so increases that it
becomes exchangeable as a stock, with a view to



120 Pleasure and Value

the enjoyment of life. It is with the distribution
of the valuable, not of the invaluable, commerce is
concerned. There is no economic distribution of
the invaluable.

Adam Smith says, “A large revenue may at all
times be considered to consist in the command of
a large quantity of the necessaries of life,” But
“the supply of the necessaries of life must, before
we can have such a revenue as economics discusses,
be sufficiently large to remove necessaries from the
category of the invaluable. When the life of menp,
in its highest or in its lowest form, is treated as a
thing which can be bought and sold, men are no
longer fulfilling their duty toward their fellow-men,
and the idea of wealth has become vitiated. It
would be so treated, one thinks, were food, in time
of famine, only sold for gain, and, short of this,
there are degrees in which what is invaluable can
be treated as merchandise.

Apart from all the turpitude and depravity of
nature such a traffic may betoken, we think it
contrary to reasonable self-interest, and in its
tendency fatal even to the successful pursuit of
wealth. A great and sound economic society will
always be opulent, but a society in which opulence
is believed to be theoretically and ethically com-
patible with the existence of a pinched, badly
clothed, and badly sheltered people, is in an
advanced stage of dissolution. The history of
commercial development does not appear to lend
countenance to the opinion that opulence can rest
on such a foundation. When the conception
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of what constitutes wealth is” unprogressive, the
mode of the distribution of wealth is likely to be
retrogressive.

To have value, in the economic sense, a thing
must not belong to the category of the invaluable.
It must be such that an individual can have
property in it. And the value it then possesses
is relative, for the appreciation in which we hold
the pleasures of life is arrived at by comparison,
and the expression of our appreciation is struck out
in our intercourse with our neighbours. Economie
value is the language of the market.

In every market transaction there are at least
two individual preferences, and these preferences
are complementary, for exchange is not due to the
fact that what one appreciates another depreciates.
Our preferences, however, are not due simply to
individual caprice. They are regulated by our
intercourse with our meighbours, and the mani-
festation of our preference (to which we principally
reserve our mumerical estimate of pleasure) is
regulated by our intercourse, even in a higher
degree. Expressions of appreciation, as they are
known in the market, are Bbot expressions of
individual experience, but of a general consensus
which is approximately accurate, because all are
similarly constituted.

At the same time there are differences as well as
similarities between individuals. Just as a word
may mean more to one man than to another, so
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may an expression of appreciation have behind it
more feeling when expressed by one man than
when expressed by another; and as language may
be less adequate to the expression of one man’s
feelings than of another’s, so may market values be
less adequate expressions of one man's apprecia-
tions and desires than they are of another’s. If
there be a tendency in the direction of moral and
social progress, market values should approximate
more and more to the appreciation in which men
of the highest character hold the objects of pleasure
which are comparatively rare,



Iv
EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYED

(1)
QUESTIONS relative to employer and employed are
directly connected with the distribution, not the
production, of wealth. They are obviously so con-
nected, in those numerous cases in which the
employer pays the employed for contributing
directly to his pleasure and enjoyment; they are
no less really so, where the employer pays the
employed for aiding him, by production of goods
or otherwise, to make money in the market. As
the relation is one of which the market is apparently
the condition, it seems clear that, in considering
it, we cannot assume the subsistence of the labourer
to be derived from the employer, nor the wealth
of the employer to be derived from the labourer.
To understand the position both of employer and
employed, we must take for granted a state of
society in which more than mere subsistence,
according to the lowest standard of living, is obtain-
able without extraordinary effort, and in which all
who get private wealth must derive it through the
market, and all who use the power of selection
which private wealth confers must do so by using

their power of purchase in the market.
1
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In bargains between employer and employed,
the point at issue is not whether the employer shall
make it possible for the employed to live, but what
share he shall concede to them of the pleasures of
life, so far as they are at his disposal When a
labourer gets a job, it does not usually occur to
him that he has just escaped death, but that he has
some small enjoyment brought within his reach.
Subsistence is a conception relative to the “social
organism,” wages is a conception relative to the
market. In discussing the question of wages, we
have not to consider whether there is enough sub-
sistence in the world for all its human inhabitants,
or how far the several units of the * social organism *
contribute by their activity, or by their defects fail
to contribute, to the preservation of the system.
Subsistence being assured, and we being able there-
fore to choose mecessaries according to our liking
we give evidence of appreciation in the distnbution,
not of the wealth of mankind, but of individual
wealth; and we must not suppose that the high or
the low appreciation in which men are held by
their neighbours, as exemplified by the share they
obtain of individual wealth, bears an ascertainable
proportion to the perfection or imperfection of the
exercise of their function in the social organism or
in higher relations. This appreciation is more the
symptom of what their neighbours esteem as think-
ing men, than of what they feel to be essential to
preservation.

A man’s wages is the pleasure placed within his
reach in terms of a bargain for service: wages is
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pleasure given for pleasure, and is the measure of
the moral worth of those who give more than of
those who get. Wages indicate to the wage-
earner, not what he has done to promote the life
of the world, but the enjoyment his neighbours
think he is entitled to, in view of the enjoyment he
has afforded them.

2

The employer shares his private wealth with others
in the expectation that they will enable him either
to enjoy more thoroughly what he already possesses,
or that they will aid him to add to wbat he already
has. 1In the latter case he produces to sell, the
vendibility of his product is his first consideration,
and, producing for sale, he can only give his
employees something proportionate to what he
makes, or bopes to make, in the market.

It is for what money can buy both employer
and employed look, and that, in a civilised state,
is never bare sustenance, but some of the savour
of life.

“Could any one with the full knowledge of men
of the present day,” asks M. de Laveleye, “ reason-
ably suggest, that they should go down into mines,
dig out ore, work in factories or workshops, drive
engines,—in & word, accomplish any of the multi-
tudinous duties involved in our industrial and com-
mercial life, with a view to securing happiness
beyond the grave and the joys of Paradise?” and
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he replies to his own question:—“It is perfectly
certain that nothing but very fervent religious
feeling can induce men to give up entirely their
private interests and their own free will for the
benefit of society. Those who have made religious
conviction the basis of their association have some-
times been successful; the others have invariably
failed.”

It is the duty of every man to do his work, what-
ever he conscientiously believes that work to be,
without considering his reward, in obedience to
moral principle. The reward of his own approba-
tion is essential, if his labour is to be of any moral
service to himself. There are other rewards, some
incidental to the performance of the work, others
which must come from those in whose society the
worker lives, and among the latter wages are
included.

3

Coleridge once met a philosophical miner who,
while expressing his indifference concerning the
purpose to which the metal he dug might be applied
~thievish picklock, murderer’s dirk, slave’s collar,
woodman’s axe, ploughshare, sword, or tool—claimed
that the opening of a fresh vein gave him a delight
so full as to leave him no room for anything but
a hope and a love that supported him in bis labour,
“even for the labour's sake.” Only a Coleridge
could elicit such a deliverance. Happily, there are
few miners who look for such rewards, for the
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industry of mining does not exist for the delving’s
sake, and mining would not be work, if it did
nothing but afford the miner an intellectual interest.
Nor is such delight sufficient to sustain a man in
any labour. It would be a bad lookout for us all,
were conscientious work inconsistent with self-love
in any form except this. Work and self-love go
together, but the form in which self-love is usually
gratified is not the delight in labour for labour's
sake, but the enjoyment wages affords, using wages
in the sense of material enjoyment. The enjoyment
the world gives the labourer is in proportion to
his recognised contribution to the enjoyment of life.
Wages is not & return for work done (in the market
we take no account of work), but a common expres-
sion of the appreciation in which the wage-earner
is held—an esteem which is not directly determined
by our recognition of the worker's efficiency as a
unit in the social organism.

O)

The employer who employs a workman to aid
him in making things which he hopes to sell in the
market ot & profit, measures the indispensability of
his employees, partly by the number of able work-
men who are prepared to bargain with him, and he
usually engages those who, while competent, are
willing to accept the smallest remuneration, The
smallest remuneration for which he can induce
workmen to engage, he may possibly regard as a
curtailment of his own gain, although not so great
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a curtailment as to dissuade him from the enter-
prise.

It is sometimes said that the only way in which
he can increase his own gain is by curtailing re-
muneration, that there is no way of keeping profits
up but by keeping wages down, and that indeed con-
ditions are most favourable for profit-making when
workmen are content with mere subsistence, the
indispensableness of the individual workman being
then reduced to a minimum. The employer is
represented as arguing in this fashion: “Men, in
an economical point of view, must be regarded as
producing-machines, As with other machines, the
great object is that these should be produced and
maintained cheaply. But men can only be pro-
duced abundantly and cheaply when their food is
abundant and cheap. When the price of food is
low, they can be bred and fed cheaply, and therefore
also the exchangeable value of their labour will be
cheap also. Thus wages wust rise with dear food,
and they must fall with cheap food. It must,
therefore, be for the advantage of all the hirers of
men that the price of food should be low, because
a low price for food will produce a low rate of
wages, As all profits in trade and manufactures
depend upon and consist in the surplus value of
every service, and of every product over its cost of
production, it follows that those who live upon that
surplus, and whose whole efforts are directed to
secure it, must always have a direct interest in
keeping down the rate of wages, which is the main
item in the cost of all production.”
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But we must always assume that where we have
the relation of employer and employed, the em-
ployed are getting more than bare subsistence. A
Iaw of wages presupposes a law of life in effective
operation, Workers bargain with employers, not
for life, but for remuneration, and, as Mill tells us,
support of labour is not remuneration ; remunera-
tion is what ministers to pleasure. Where there
can be no remuneration given, the fault does not
lie with the employer; economic society has be-
come disorganised.

O)

Disorganisation may be an incident of progress.
It may be a symptom that the social orgsnism is
being forced to adjust itself to new conditions
* Were we required to characterise this age of curs,”
gaid Carlyle of his own time, = we should call it the
mechanical age, On every side, the living artisan
is driven from his workshop to make room for a
speedier, inanimate one. The shuttle drops from
the fingers of the weaver, and falls into iron fingers
that ply it faster. The sailor furls bis sail and lays
down bhis oar; and bids a strong, unwearied servant
on vaporous wings bear him through the waters.
There is no end to machinery.” But we sre not
to preach down machinery. The worker confesses
himself to be no better than a machine when he
speaks as if a machine could compete with him for
employment. In every use which they can poesitly
serve, the forces of Nature can be rendered more

¢



130 Employer and Employed

efficient than man. To subdue Nature is to raise
the race, not to degrade any member of it. The
palanquin-bearer is not degraded by the invention
of the locomotive, nor the skilled mechanic by the
invention of machine tools,

The question whether man or machinery is to be
employed to serve the employer’s purpose, is de-
cided by their relative efficiency. Increased know-
ledge of the facts and laws of nature is inevitably
followed by the subjection of the physical forces,
and the reduction of human strength in the train of
forces by which economical results are achieved.
Inanimate forces will continue to usurp the em-
ployment of manual labourers in field and factory.
One day the machine which has routed crowds of
jocund reapers from the field, and mows down the
harvest on deserted glebes, will itself become anti-
quated.

The advance of practical science has at once
made it possible to dispense with human labour
in many directions, and easy to support a large
population whether they toil or not; but that
should not of itself make it difficult for a workman
to get remuneration, it should not make him less
indispensable to an employer. The increase of
production and the saving of labour just make it
impossible for us to take as the type of a normal
community the boat’s crew that casts lots to ascer-
tain which should die to be his fellows’ food.

The workman bargains for a share of wealth, not
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for life, The interest common to workmen of all
grades in the same employment is, that they are
assisting the same employer to make money, for
unless he makes money, or is already in possession
of money, he will have none to divide by way of
remuneration, The workman’s remuneration, be
the quality of the work what it may, is limited by
the amount of the employer's private wealth,

The end of private wealth is the enjoyment or
enhancement of the enjoyment of life, not its main«
tenance and increase, and enjoyment is enjoyment,
whether experienced at the present moment or post-
poned. It is helpful to remember this, when con-
sidering the explanations that are sometimes given
of the imperfections of economic society and the
dislocations of industry, Under-consumption is
sometimes said to be the malady from which we
suffer. But everything that is produced is con-
sumed ; we cannot postpone consumption, for con-
sumption is necessary to life. Postponement of
enjoyment, however, does not mean postponement
of consumption; we may postpone the enjoyment
of lifs, The market is a criterion of what ministers
to enjoyment. It is not “consumption goods™ the
market deals in, but private wealth. In thinking
of the market, we think neither of “productive
consumption ” nor of *unproductive consumption,”
but of private wealth, The transactions of the
market affect employment only through the medium
of private wealth.
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(6)

The doctrine is sometimes broached, that the fact
of a man’s receiving an income is a proof of his
being a producer of wealth, But we all know this
is far from being the case. An income is some-
times the wages of iniquity and disgrace, the reward
of the criminal, and the hush-money of the witness
of crime. Private wealth is sometimes distributed
among those who only consume and epjoy; who
eat, drink, and are merry.

No adjustment of their respective shares of private
income between employer and employed can of
itself assure us that the necessary work of the pro-
duction of wealth is not being neglected, and, if we
regard employers and employed as being engaged in
making things for sale, this is not an aspect of the
matter that can be left out of sight. A rich man
conscientiously anxious to make good use of his
wéalth would readily think it his first duty to
encourage and sustain economic work, for the sake
of the consumer, rather than for the sske of the
producer, the wage-earner. And were there not
a natural inducement leading the capitalist, who
is not given to moral introspection, to take the
same course, the business of the world would balt,
Owners of wealth are not, or do not in all cases
consider themselves, under an obligation to obtain
the material of work and engage employees for the
sake of consumers, and still less for the sake of un-
employed workmen, Their common ambition, if
they are not content to rest and be thankful, is to
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increase their own wealth, not the wealth of man-
kind, Yet they can get wealth in the market by
increasing the wealth of mankind, or producing
goods for sale. Experience has demonstrated that
increase of the wealth of mankind and increase of
private wealth may go together. To vary a saying
of Butler’s, it is not to be thought of that the world
should be an object of benevolence to employers
and employed, but it has been proved that they
may promote the good of mankind while attending
to their own interests.

O]

By devoting his private wealth to sustain the
work of economic production, for his own interest,
one does not incur moral obligations from which
other owners of private wealth are exempt. He is
bound to deal equitably with the workmen he em-
ploys and with the merchants to whom he sells his
wares, just as other owners of private wealth are
bound to act honestly and equitably in all their
market transactions.

If we assume that the end of employer and em-
ployed is gain and wages, we shall not have to ask
whether the workman is or should be paid accord-
ing to his needs. Subsistence is not remuneration,
and where there is no remuneration, there is no
employment. Where workmen can only get what
is necessary, there is no rocom for bargaining, and it
is characteristic of the relation of employer and
employed, that both sre in a position to make a
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bargain. What remuneration the employer gives
the employed depends partly upon his gains, partly
upon the recognised indispensableness of the em-
ployee. It can scarcely be said to be measurable
by the willingness or the unwillingness of the
worker to engage in the work. There is room for
bargaining, but there are limits within which a
bargain is possible, and beyond which there can be
no bargain. Whether the indispensableness of the
worker varies with the increment of the goods pro-
duced by his assistance, or with the time occupied
on an average in the production of his share of the
goods produced, it is for the economist to ascertain.
Were even a probable rule of maximum gain and
maximum remuneration discovered, a conscientious
employer would adjust his bargains with his em-
ployees by reference to it, as would also fair-minded
employees, neither side trusting for advantage to
the transient mecessities of the other. Nay, let
such a rule be proved to be only probably true,
and employer and employed would probably find it
advantageous to conform with it, from motives of
self-interest. They both wish to get as much
money as they can, and bargain there must be
between them, if the relation is to subsist. Both
should have good sense enough to adjust their bar-
gains according to some rational principle, and not
according to the accidents of fortune.
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THE BOON OF WORK
8))

AccoRDING to the evergreen paradox of Alande-
ville, industry is the poor man’s blessing, and the
cravings of radically evil lives are the springs of
industry, Every science and art, trade and em-
ployment, is a means for supplying vile wants, and
industry is at once the creation and the minister of
vice. Work is at once a beneficial thing in itself,
the salvation of the humble toiler, a public boon,
and the offspring of ever-multiplying evil desire.
The perplexity to which this paradox has given
occasion is avoided if we remember that, economi-
cally, whatever is done with the desire to end pain
and effects its end, is work. Moreover, in the very
nature of the case, the work done by the worker as
a member of the social organism is not done for his
own sake. Effort which originates in the suffering
of the individual, and ends in the termination of
his pain, is not social work : it is little else than the
life of a mere animal. There is no reason for
calling the pains man shares with other animals
either morally good or morally bad, nor is there any
reason for calling the pains peculiar to man morally
136
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good or morally bad. Arimal wants ‘are not
virtuous, human wants are not vicious, The
struggle for existence, as manifested in man's
efforts, is not instigated by pains which are an
undeniable proof of his vileness. There is no pre-
sumption that the work to which men are urged by
the wants peculiar to mankind is morally different
from any other kind of work to which they are
called. If, of course, we begin by describing as
vicious every effort of man to rise above the neces-
sities and imperfections he feels to be painful, it
follows that passion, lust, and pride are the parents
of industry and the arts, and that wealth, glory,
and worldly greatness can never owe their origin to
virtue, frugality, and love of our neighbour. If
human hfe is essentially bad, if every wish of the
heart is evil, it inevitably follows, because it is
already taken for granted in our premise, that all
labour, art, and industry through which desire is
gratified, is the handmaid of vice; and pride and
sloth, sensuality and fickleness, are the sole patrons
of all sciences, arts and crafts, trades and callings.
If men never exert themselves exceptin obedience
to an impulse that comes from some evil passion,
and if we describe all exertion as good in itself
apart from the desire from which it springs, and
the effect of which it is the cause, this boon of work
will be sure, as leng as men’s passions are roused
and their envy and emulation stirred. If we can
so beg the question, our course is clear. Let the
powerful be as prodigal as possible in their lives,
and give all their poor neighbours an opportunity
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of toiling for the gratification of their wants. Let
us have on the one hand a few lordly masters who
live like lords, and on the other hand a great multi-
tude of induatrious labourers. Let the knowledge
of the worker be confined within the verge of his
occupation, and never extended beyond what re-
lates to his calling, for increase of knowledge is
increase of evil desire, and the more a worker
knows of the world and the things that are foreign
to his labour, the less willing will he be to minister
to the luxuries of others. For our hypothesis
requires us to essume that before luxury (by which
is meant any want not merely animal) can be
ministered to, there must be a multitude of ignorant
labourers who think it a boon and a privilege to be
allowed to toil in the service of vice. *“No man,”
says Mandeville, “ would be poor and fatigue him-
gelf for a livelihood if he could help it: the
absolute necessity all stand in for victuals and
drink, and in cold climates for clothes and lodging,
makes them submit to anything that can be borne
with, If nobody did want, nobody would work;
but the greatest hardships are looked upon as solid
pleasures, when they keep a man from starving.”
Here is the root of the fallacy. Hardships save
men from starving! No. Hardships do not sus-
tain those who undergo them. Work is not itself
the support of the individual worker. Nor is the
production of goods the sustentation of the pro-
ducer. On the other hand, it is not by his con.
sumption the consumer benefits the producer of the
things consumed, When production of goods is
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used as synonymous with work, clearly production
is for the benefit of the consumer, not of the pro-
ducer. The producer is not benefited by the con-
sumption of his own products.

@

Mandeville’s paradox further involves a miscon-
ception of the nature of poverty. Real poverty
consists in inability to do much more than is
needed to enable man to keep hia footing in the
world as a living creature. Hence the poor would
not be poor if they could enable their neighbours
to overcome the difficulties which prevent them
adapting themselves to more complex conditions
than those which only demand plain food and
clothing. In the economic relationship, men are
rich or poor only according to the kind of work
they do.

In doing work, let us repeat, men do not
directly overcome their own difficulties. In the
real battle of life, men perish through each other’s
weakness, not through each other's strength. The
strong man is the man who enables his neighbours
to maintain their own lot in life. The panic-
stricken people in a burning theatre heap the
choked passages and stairways with the dead and
dying in their struggle who shall get out first.
The stropg man, disdaining this brutal push and
vulgar crowding, restores the people to their senses,
and thus enables them to leave their places quietly
and in order. In doing this he does his work.
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Sometimes he perishes in the doing of it; bub
even on a mere calculation of chances it pays him
better to do his work than to abandon his function.
It is the function of the worker to aid and share in
the victory of life; and he is rich or poor according
to his power and wish to do so. If others are as
well able to play their part without his aid as with
it, he is poor. Labour for labour’s sake is not work.
Effort, before it can be called work, must be helpful
in the struggle for existence. Inability to help is
poverty, and its cure is education. This inability
to help is conspicuous, not so much among those
who minister to complex wants, as among those
who could have been helpful at a more primitive
time. There are certain physical wants common to
usg all, in meeting which men bave since the dawn
of civilisation found their work. But because more
efficient means than any the labourer has at his
commangd bave been devised for meeting common
wants, the work of men’s hands has been made vain.
The very causes which have enabled men to survive
simply as living creatures, and which have saved
the feeble from being abandoned to famine and to
beasts of prey, have reduced to comparative insigni-
ficance the help which the hand of man in some
ways affords. In other words, these causes are
causes of poverty. Pain can be overcome without
the aid of poor workers.

(3
Even allowing, then, that Mandeville were right
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in identifying the multiplication of desires with
vice, yet go far is vice from being a benefit to the
poor, that the causes of it are the causes of poverty
also. By reason of his poverty the poor man cannot
work for the so-called luxurious. Could he doso he
would not be poor. Could he still by old forms of
labour effectually aid his neighbours to live, the
fact that he could do so would be proof that his
neighbours had difficulty in maintaining themselves
in bare life, and that we had not arrived at that
state of society which renders it possible to indulge
in those private vices which Mandeville called public
benefits.

It is with respect to our cominon wants, not with
respect to the desires which distinguish a state of
civilisation, that the poverty of the unskilled
worker is most evident. Had we not all certain
similar wants, it is sufficiently obvious there could
be no supply on a large scale of things necessary to
man. Did no two persons eat similar food, clothe
themselves with similar covering, or need similar
shelter, each thing each individual needed would
have to be specially provided for him. Very early
in the history of our economic relationships, the
similarity of the needs of many men made it
possible for one worker to meet the needs of many.
Bat the circumstance that rendered the specialisa-
tion of work possible made it possible to substitute
for the worker a machine of human invention.
And, in its turn, the invention of the machine bas
reduced to a common level of efficiency the labour
of many men in all quarters of the earth. The
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great host of the poor includes the teeming popula-
tions of the Fast, the West, and the South, who are
ever becoming poorer, the more machinery renders
their work unnecessary, The fact, however, that
their work has been rendered unnecessary is mot
the loss of the poor themselves; for no man works
for himself, but to aid others. The loss is theirs
whom the poor might help, were their potency to
do what machinery cannot effect developed,
Superior work is for the superior workman. The
problem is not to create “ work” for the poor, but
to have the best that is in them brought out, not
for their sake, not because work is a boon to the
worker, but because we all need the assistance
of each other, because thers is work for all to
do. The best in each is to be brought out by
Education.

4)

‘We must not, however, expect too much of what
is called technical education, nor suppose that
training in a craft is the whole of education. An
illustration from the results of the industrial pro-
gress of Scotland during the eighteenth century
may show us the prudence of moderating our
expectations.

In less than a hundred years Scotland was trans-
formed from a poverty-stricken into a wealthy
and progressive nation. But, while this was so,
the advance made was not one of uninterrupted
and unqualified amelioration in any respect. Dr.
Chalmers, who stood near enough the time of
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transition to be free from the illusions and enchant-
ments of a general view, allows it to be in the
main correct that Scotland, in the latter half of
the eighteenth century, “ exhibited in epitome the
great movement which took place in Europe
between the middle and the modern ages. In a
single generation she may be said to have run the
history of two centuries.” By leaps and bounds
she brought herself abreast of other communities,
but only to encounter the difficulties of a new
transition. Not only did the rural labourers in the
early years of the nineteenth century, as Sir H.
Craik has shown us, find it much harder to get a
livelihood than their fathers, the job man having
sometimes to work from four in the morning till
eight at night in order to acquire subsistence, but
artisans who had been diligent in business, who had
improved the time, and who bad educated them-
selves in the more skilful branches of their trades,
suddenly found the system they had raised by
their industry, taste, and intelligence, hopelessly
disorganised. That even the success with which
artisans may perfect themselves in technical know-
ledge is no guarantee against ruin, is strikingly
illustrated by a vivid description Chalmers quotes
of the rise and fall of the muslin and lawn trade
of Paisley. Between 1770 aud 1800 Paisley was a
town of handloom weavers, who grew and pros-
pered, and attained all the conditions of decent,
homely comfort. Their households were “bien”
and happy, and few had apparent reason to dread
future vicissitude. According to an authority for
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whose trustworthiness Cbalmers vouches, every
man, woman, and child above nine could read, the
people were strict in their attention to their family
duties, diligent in their attendance at church, and
given to kindly hospitality, The men were honest
and quiet, employing their leisure in the little
gardens attached to their houses, and, whether at the
loom or at leisure, so keen in political argument, that
Mr. Pitt, anticipating a later statesman in acumen,
“expressed more fear of the unrestricted political
discussions of the Paisley weavers, than of 10,000
armed men.” “The manufacturers of silk gauzes
and fine lawns flourished in Paisley, as also during
8 portion of the period alluded to, that of figured
loom and hand-tamboured muslin, These branches
afforded to all classes excellent wages, and, being
articles of fancy, room was afforded for a display of
taste, a3 well as enterprise and intelligence, for
which the Paisley weavers were justly conspicuous.
Sobriety and frugality being their general character,
good wages enabled almost every weaver to possess
himself of a small capital, which, joined with their
general intelligence and industry, enabled and in-
duced many to spend days and even weeks together,
in plodding over a new design; assisted frequently
by his obliging neighbours, knowing that the first
half-dozen weavers who succeeded in some new
style of work, were sure to be recompensed ten-
fold.”

Here, surely, one might have confidently affirmed
industrial prosperity was based on a secure founda-
tion, and every circumstance present that is needed



144 The Boon of Work

for its continuance. But no; this happy com-
munity saw its successors reduced to a state of
abject misery, even by means of a further develop-
ment in the skill to which they had owed their
success,—a misery which was only aggravated by
the pardonable slowness of their descendants to see
that they could not afford to order their lives as
their fathers had done. The habits acquired in
happier days, virtuous though they were relatively
to circumstances, accelerated the degradation of
the new generation.

“The introduction of the manufactory of imita-
tion Indian shawls, about the year 1800, required
that each weaver should employ one, two, or three
boys, called draw-boys. Eleven to twelve was the
usual age, previous to this period, for sending boys
to the loom; but es boys of any age above five were
equal to the work of drawing, those of ten were
first employed, then, as the demand increased, those
of nine, eight, seven, six, and even five. Girls, too,
were by and by introduced into the same employ-
ment, and at equally tender years. Many a struggle
the honest and intelligent weaver must have had
between his duty to his children and his immediate
interests, The idea of his children growing up
without schooling must have cost him many a
pang; but the idea of losing 2s. 6d. or 3s. a week
and paying school fees beside, proved too great a
bribe even for parental affection, and, as might have
been expected, Mammon in the end prevailed,
and the practice gradually became too common
and familiar to excite more than a passing regret.
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Children grew up without either the education or
the training which the youth of the country derive
from the schoolmaster; and every year, since 1805,
has sent forth its hundreds of unschooled and un-
trained boys and girls, now become the parents of
a still ruder, more undisciplined, and ignorant off-
spring.”

Technical training cannot infallibly preserve
prosperity from blight, nor is it sufficient of itself
to sustain the character of the worker. It is one,
but only one, of the means of enabling the worker
to continue the fulfilment of his function in a
system subject to the influence of inevitable
change.



VI
THE FASHION OF LIFE

(1)
CHANGE is conducive to life. The *utilities
embodied in material objects,” by means of labour,
would not fulfil their purpose were they fixed and
permanent. George Fox’s suit of leather is not
the type of an economic product.

Novelty is often essential to health and helpful
to right living. .All novelties, changes, and rarities
which are sought after because dulling monotony
is a hindrance to life, are helpful to life; and to
provide them is consistent with our conception of
work. The constituents of the things we call
necessary cannot be altered. The form of them,
however, can. Change in the form of wbat is
necessary to life does not imply that we are getting
what is conducive to a fuller and better life than
we lived before. It is only the fashion of life that
then changes; we are not, because we introduce
some variety into the daily food of life, living a
completer life. Yet it may just be because we are
living a more complete life that we are subject to
the variability we call fashion. The savage is

conservative in all his ways; and analogy would
16
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lead us to expect variability to be greatest in thoee
modes of life in which the civilised man differs
from the savage. In civilised communities, the
fashion of life is constantly changing, even where
life is comparatively poor. This incessant change
in what we call fashion involves a constant regroup-
ing of the members of the social organism—a sort
of social allotropy. Change is a condition of life
in the developing social organism. Were all our
daily wants to become invariable and uniform, they
could indeed be met by an almost automatic process,
and some of the griefs incident to the frequent dis-
location of industry would be avoided. But, under
such conditions, l