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apportion responsibility. Legally it is the employer who owns 
the business, but morally the workers, who have often more 
at stake, have collectively the right to choose the conditions 
under which they must work, so far as concerns price, time, 
and safety. The reason for this moral claim must be sought 
in the fact that labour power cannot be dealt with as a 
separate commodity, for it is not detachable from the person 
of the labourer.

On the other hand, labour movements are wrong in 
claiming the whole produce of labour. So long as all the 
capital society needs cannot be obtained without some 
abstinence, however easy, capital has a claim on the produce, 
and so too have the brains of the employer. Nor is this all, 
for society too has its claim.

There is no such thing as an individual product ; my cook 
can only make a plum-pudding in dependence on the whole 
organisation of the empire. Profit-sharing, co-partnership, 
and co-operation are all, Mr. Hobson urges, good in their 
way in so far as they tend to produce a democratic basis to 
business, and they have perhaps a still higher educative 
and moral force.

But when you have thus made peace in one business, that 
business must still fight all others ; and if the businesses in a 
trade combine, they may still rackrent all other trades. So, 
too, capitalist trusts do not safeguard the interests of the 
workers, nor those of the consumers. Even when a trades- 
union obtains advantages for its members, it may well be that 
their gain is paid for by the members of all other trades. So 
we are turned back from every attempt to evade the truth 
that “ industry is social,” that each trade affects all others.

Hence Mr. Hobson argues that capital is a public trust, 
and as an ethical law we should perhaps all agree with him, 
though it may be harder to follow him when he proceeds to 
show that the State can and should revise the terms of the 
trust, by, e.g., stopping unearned increments and itself 
administering “  all capital not otherwise effectively controlled”

It is not easy to see just how to set about these reforms, 
but what is first needed is an intelligent citizenship to appeal

Good Citizenship

to, a public opinion based on sound knowledge, on careful 
study, and on high moral principle.
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I. Th e growth of capital under the “ Industrial Revolution.”  2. Capitalism  
not destined to absorb the whole field of industry. 3. The moral 
implications of “ capitalism ”— Substitution of the 11 cash nexus” for 
the “  human nexus.”  4. T h e “  humane ” employer not free to express 
his “  humanity ”  in business. 5. Joint-stock capital and the division 
between capital and management complicates two moral issues. 6. 
44Absolute ownership” of a business by capitalist employers is 
ethically indefensible. 7. Labour has a rightful property in business, 
arising from the personal factors in the giving out of labour power. 
&  The growth of moral feeling attested by experiments in co-partner
ship, &c. 9. The harmony of interests sought and obtained by profit- 
sharing and co-partnership. 10. Harmony within the business does 
not suffice while discord in the trade remains. 11. Trade com
binations or “  Alliances ”  no ultimate solution of the problem o f  
moralising industry, because profit and wages, not social service, are 
the ends. 12. The economic defects of the Alliance involve moral 
defects : antagonism between producer and consumer, between trade 
and trade. 13. The essentially organic nature o f industry invalidates 
trade individualism and demands recognition of the social origin and 
nature of capital. 14. Doctrine of the “  social trust ”  requires social 
institutions for its realisation.

1. In the development of modern industry there are 
three features of prime significance— the large and 
rapid growth of the size of businesses in many fields 
of industry, the increasing power and importance of 
capital as an agent in production of wealth, and the 
growing dominance of a class of employers and direc
tors of industrial operations. The two former are
obvious and well recognised in their general character
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and bearings ; the last has by no means secured the 
close attention it deserves, even among students of 
social and industrial questions. A brief statement 
of the nature of these three distinctive changes is 
required in order that we may understand how they 
are related and interact upon one another.

A century and a half ago almost all businesses 
— agricultural, manufacturing, or commercial— were 
carried on in a small way by men who worked alone 
or were assisted only by their family or a few hired 
assistants, owning the raw material, the tools, and 
the premises on which they worked, and disposing of 
the produce in some local market. With the excep
tion of parts of a few industries, such as coal-mining, 
banking, brewing, shipping, canal navigation, and 
some branches of the clothing industry, there was 
little need of large capital or elaborate organisation 
of businesses.

Power-driven machinery and accompanying divi
sion of labour have effected a series of changes so 
swift and so radical as rightly to be termed an indus
trial revolution.

Most of the staple manufactures, the transport 
industry by land and sea, mining, and many sorts of 
agriculture, require for their successful conduct the 
co-operation of a large capital, and a large number of 
carefully organised workers under skilled management. 
The modern big business— the foundry, mill, mine, 
brewery, chemical works, or railway— is not merely a 
larger unit of capital and labour than its predecessor 
in the olden time, but withiti that unit capital is 
relatively more important. Whereas in the simple 
hand-industries a few pounds of capital was generally 
enough to enable the artisan to purchase his impie-
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The Growth of Capital 73
ments and materials and to conduct his business, the 
capital value of a modern well-equipped cotton-mill 
is several hundred pounds for every man, woman, 
and child employed, while our railways have a capital 
of some £2000 for every worker.

But this increased size of business, and this growth 
of the importance of capital, are by no means confined 
to manufactures and transport trades, where masses 
of expensive machinery are used. Wholesale and 
retail distribution, banking and finance, are largely 
subject to the same laws of growth, though machinery 
forms no substantial part of their capital, and favours 
their growth chiefly by giving increased facilities of 
transport and communication. Wholesale commerce 
and finance have long taken shape in large capitalist 
enterprises, while the most distinctive movement of 
the last few years has been the rapid fusion of retail 
trade into similar moulds. In the'large centres of 
population and the staple trades the small shopkeeper 
is everywhere relaxing his hold upon industrial life. 
In such trades as clothing, boots, groceries, meat, 
tobacco, large companies of manufacturers, importers, 
or wholesale merchants are absorbing every year a 
larger proportion of the business; even where the 
small tradesman appears to survive, and keeps his 
own name over his shop, he is often the creature of a 
company which stocks his shop, or is merely selling 
on commission.

In all these industries— extractive, manufacturing, 
transport, wholesale or retail distribution— keen com
petition in an ever-growing market-area crushes 
the smaller competitors or forces them to fuse, 
and so to take on the shape of the large capitalist 
business.
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2. This is the most salient feature of modern in
dustry, and is sometimes regarded as the expression 
of a law of development of universal application. 
From this imputed universality so-called “  scientific ” 
socialism often deserves a specious support, repre
senting all industry as inevitably doomed to pass into 
ever larger and ever fewer forms until an apex of 
monopoly is reached, which will compel the State, in 
sheer self-defence, to oust the private monopolists and 
substitute a public monopoly. That this is the true 
tendency in many trades, perhaps in all strongly- 
marked routine industries, can hardly be denied, but 
a more careful investigation of industrial structure 
compels discrimination.

All businesses in all trades do not tend towards 
this large capitalist form, but only the essentially 
routine businesses where machinery or minute division 
of labour, or both economies, can be practised with 
advantage. Even in those trades where the capitalist 
movement is most evident, certain branches of busi
ness resist and still remain in a small and relatively 
simple form. These are sometimes morbid survivals 
or even reversionary types, as in the case of the small 
sweating workshops of the clothing or furniture trades, 
which present some of the most perplexing problems 
to social reformers of to-day. But we must distin
guish from these a large variety of essentially healthy 
survivals of the small business. Wherever the material 
or the process resists the pressure of routine, and 
demands personal care and skill of treatment, or 
some human quality of art, the small business tends 
to survive. Wherever the taste, caprice, or personal 
fit of the consumer is a potent factor in demand; 
where skilled personal service is required, as in
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The Small Business 75
the professions and many branches of agriculture; 
where a delicate adjustment of different processes is 
involved, as in the manufacture of scientific in* 
struments; where minute personal supervision and 
attention of an owner is important, as in certain kinds 
of millinery or specialist shopkeeping— in all such 
cases the small business tends to survive and even 
to multiply. If we take a broad survey of the whole 
industrial field, we may even doubt whether the 
majority or an increasing proportion of industry is 
"  destined " to take the form of la grande industrie. 
The huge economy of labour-saving machinery may 
even be destined to employ a diminishing proportion 
of the workers upon purely routine processes in large 
businesses, and to liberate an increasing proportion 
for those more interesting, more skilled, and essentially 
more individualistic processes of production which 
evade the law of modern capitalism.

3. This speculation need not, however, here con
cern us, except that it may serve to check the depres
sion of feelings which sometimes besets us when we 
contemplate what seems to be the ever-growing mag
nitude of the problems of capital and labour which 
cluster round the great industry. It is with these 
latter and their physical and moral implications that 
earnest students of social reform are most vitally con
cerned. In these large, highly-organised industries—  
coal-mining, shipping, railways, metal and textile manu
factures— the rumble of the conflict between capital 
and labour is seldom silent for long ; and recent years 
have given terrible evidence of the increased havoc, 
waste, and misery due to prolonged struggles be
tween big and closely-welded masses of the opposed 
forces.
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It is this apparently inevitable conflict that brings 
home to us at the present time the most urgent moral 
implication of the capitalist system. When businesses 
were small, and the employer commonly worked and 
lived with and among his men, close personal relations 
were maintained ; this close, constant detailed co
operation involved, and even tended to produce and 
maintain, except in definitely bad natures, a commu
nity of thought and feeling which gave an infusion of 
moral life to the business structure. Men placed in 
such relations must work in habitual amity, and miti
gate the conscious pursuit of purely personal gains 
by the common pursuit of a common interest. This 
practical spirit of comradeship among the fellow- 
workers (including the small capitalist-employer, who 
either worked with or personally supervised his men) 
has inevitably given way in the organisation of the big 
complex modern business to a purely “  cash nexus," 
in which the employer can have little or no personal 
acquaintance with the great majority of those whom 
he employs ; he may be kindly disposed towards them 
en masse, but, in a large business, he cannot know 
enough about them individually to impart or to re
ceive any considerable moral influence. The inevit
able' tendency of the big business is to become as 
mechanical in its method of organisation as in the 
processes it employs; and “ labour” becomes a “ cost 
of production," represented by a wages-bill with a 
merely occasional protrusion of the human factor, too 
frequently in the form of some trade dispute, some 
misconduct, or some accident.

4. Here and there even a large employer, impelled 
by genuinely liberal sentiments, succeeds in preserving 
certain personal relations with large numbers of em-
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Employer and Employed 77
ployees and in maintaining an' esprit de corps. But it 
ought to be observed that, in almost every case, such 
employers stand in exceptional economic circum
stances, which enable them to deal generously with 
employees, owning or managing businesses which, 
by the possession of some monopoly of patent, superi
ority of process, or the virtual control of a market, are 
in a more than usually fortunate condition. When a 
firm is closely competing with others, as is the rule, 
the employer has not the money, the time, or the 
leisure, even if he has the inclination, to play the 
philanthropist, or even to pay such wages or secure 
such other favourable conditions of employment for 
his workers as he might wish to do. Competi
tion rigorously dictates to him the treatment of his 
workers ; in major matters, at any rate, he must con
form, or he must pay the penalty by losing trade, 
which passes to those who are less scrupulous and 
less humane.

5. If, then, capitalism merely brought a great 
growth in the number of workers in a business, it 
would imply radical changes in the moral relations 
of employer and employed. But not less significant 
are the changes in the ownership of capital and the 
control of business. We too often speak and think of 
the conflict and harmony of capital and labour as if 
it were identical with the conflict and harmony of 
employers and employed. But this is not the case. 
The actual employer in a large business is seldom the 
owner of the bulk of the capital he wields, and not 
uncommonly the functions and the practical responsi
bility of the employer are divided among a variety of 
grades of officials, few of whom, if any, are owners 
even of a share of capital. Although the old order of



moral relations within a business is now no longer 
possible, most thoughtful business men would admit 
that it ought to be replaced by new relations of mutual 
responsibility between capitalist, employer, and em
ployed. But since most large businesses are either 
conducted with borrowed capital, or are joint-stock 
companies in which the manager is a salaried official, 
it becomes more and more difficult to locate satisfac
torily the different kinds and degrees of moral respon
sibility. Where the business is a private firm in which 
the manager has a large or the largest interest, he may 
be said to have fairly definite moral duties towards his 
employees in the matter of wages and other terms of 
employment, though the necessity of paying interest 
on borrowed capital may hamper his practical inter
pretation of these duties. But in the public com
pany, which must be regarded as the type pf the 
modern capitalist business, and which is rapidly 
absorbing the highly-organised industries, it is extra
ordinarily difficult to locate the responsibilities of the 
employer.

In theory, and to some extent in practice, the body 
of shareholders, an amorphous mass of continually 
shifting personalities, are the employers ; the business 
is supposed to be “ theirs," and to be worked so as to 
yield them the highest rate of interest for their invest
ment, and they choose a board of directors, which 
appoints the management and rules the general policy 
of the business. Suppose that a charge of sweating 
the employees is proved against such company, who 
is to blame ? Primâ facie not the manager, who is 
paid to manage the business so as to produce the 
largest net surplus of receipts over expenditure, and 
who may even show that "  sweating " is forced upon
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Responsibility of Shareholders 79
him by competition of other businesses, and that he 
is faced by the alternative of “ fair wages" or “ fair 
interest" Similarly, the directors are appointed by 
and derive their power from the shareholders, and 
they may claim that they have no right to indulge 
their private philanthropic predilections at the expense 
of the shareholders. When we turn to these last, 
we find ourselves face to face with a heterogeneous 
employer, the parts of whom are utterly unknown to 
one another, who neither have, nor can have, any 
personal acquaintance with their employees, and who 
often have no sure means of ascertaining what are the 
real facts relating to employment. It may be rightly 
urged that it is the duty of every shareholder to use 
means to understand the conduct of the business in 
which he is indirectly engaged. But to educate a 
majority of shareholders to such an adequate con
ception of their duties, and to impart to them the 
intelligence requisite to execute them, will be regarded 
by all who are acquainted with these bodies as “ a 
counsel of perfection." If one were dealing even 
with a fixed ownership by original shareholders, it 
would be difficult to induce them to forego any of 
the profits, to obtain which they had put their money 
into the concern. But the actual personnel of a 
“  company " is fluid and elusive ; shares are continu
ally changing hands at prices which discount the pre
sent and prospective rates of interest ; so that an owner 
of shares in some highly profitable business, paying 
from thirty to forty per cent., like the Aerated Bread 
Company, may easily show that the price he has paid 
for shares recently purchased reduces his real profit 
to a trifling sum. It is clear that responsibility exists, 
but to apportion it is a grave problem. In many great
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capitalist companies the true or main responsibility 
for “ sweating" really rests upon those who have taken 
the initiative in forming the company, the owner of 
some private business, and the promoters who have 
succeeded in putting the business on the market at an 
inflated capital value, “  sweating " the ignorant invest
ing public in advance, as the latter in their capacity 
of shareholders sweat their employees. Nor is this 
all. The complexity of modern business enables sharp 
business men to pervert the form of the Joint Stock 
Company to their private ends. Nominally the initiative 
force proceeds for the shareholders, and the business 
is created to pay their dividends ; actually the initiative 
proceeds in many instances for a gang of speculators 
and dealers in profitable notions, who, by specious 
prospectuses and other wiles, lure the gullible in
vestors into their net, and, in return for hard cash, 
which they distribute among themselves as founders’ 
shares, expenses of promotion, &c., place a com
paratively worthless property in the hands of their 
dupes.

In many instances, of course, the directors and the 
managers have the real control and a free hand : the 
democratic structure of a railway or a large insurance 
company is a mere pretence. In such cases a certain 
code of fair conduct and honourable relations may, 
and often does, subsist between the management and 
the employees, the virtual monopoly of real control 
supplying a certain personal factor which would be 
lacking were the shareholders the real masters.

When a liberal-minded and rich-natured man finds 
himself in command of a vast industrial concern, 
wielding control over the destiny of thousands of 
employees, the very magnitude and the complex
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The Conduct of Business 81
harmony of such a structure may sometimes exercise 
a fascination which induces him to identify his interest 
with that of the welfare of all the co-operating units. 
It is creditable to human nature that, in the demoral
ising strain of modern competition, there have been 
many employers who have genuinely striven to infuse 
principles of justice, and even of generosity and 
humanity, into the system which they have controlled.

6. But none the less it must be generally admitted 
that a large elaborate business, motived primarily by 
the desire to make profit, and only secondarily by a 
desire to do good work and to confer benefit on 
workers, is radically defective from a true moral 
standpoint. This is brought home most thoroughly by 
the common attitude adopted by the employer or the 
capitalist when his employees, or the public, seek to 
bring pressure to bear upon the conduct of business. 
He is the owner of the business; labour is only a 
commodity, an instrument of production which he 
buys ; the business exists in order to furnish him an 
income, and the control must rest entirely in his 
hands. The dictates either of labour or the public he 
resents as an encroachment on his rights.

Now the moral deficiency of this attitude is best 
shown by a cold scientific investigation of the facts 
of the case. In what exact sense is the business 
“  owned " by the capitalist-employer ? What con
stitutes a business? A disinterested student of in
dustry would find a business to consist of the organic 
co-operation of various special forms of capital in 
plant, machinery, and raw material, and various 
special forms of labour. Is it right to say that the 
employer, who is the organiser of this co-operation, 
u owns” all the essential factors? Clearly not He
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does not own the permanent sources of labour-power. 
Granted even that he is owner of the labour-power 
after it is sold by the workers, still the persons and 
lives of these workers are essential factors in the busi
ness, and the English employer does not own them. 
The only industry which really conforms to the claim 
of the militant employer is a slave industry. The 
workers who are obliged to live round a factory, who 
spend the best part of their lives within its walls, give 
out their personal skill and energy in tending its 
machinery, who are even more deeply interested in 
a success or failure, which means food or starva
tion, than the capitalist, to whom it means riches or 
poverty— these people have as real a property, as true 
an “ ownership," in the business as the men who 
bought and set up the machinery. Legally, we know 
well they have no claim ; they may have laboured 
for generations in the mill, and the caprice or self- 
interest of the owner may throw them on the street. 
This purely legal view of property so dominates the 
mind and imagination of most people, that they 
cannot bring themselves even to admit that the 
muscle, skill, industry, and character of a body of 
workers, which have helped to build up and carry on 
a successful business, involve any rightful property in 
that business. Yet this view begs the whole moral 
question ; it assumes that a legal position is morally 
sound, whereas that is the very issue. If there is any 
private “ ownership" o f  a business, such ownership 
will rightly rest upon the effort which has gone to the 
making of the business and the benefit derived from 
its function. In both of them the employees have a 
share. The fact that the employer can sell the name, 
the goodwill and the premises, or clear away every
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stock and stone of the building, is merely testimony 
to an immoral interpretation of ownership.

7. The capitalist employer is not full owner of the 
business ; the worker has a rightful claim.

That workers have a genuine though not a legally 
recognised “ interest" in the business in which they 
work is gaining wider recognition every day among 
thoughtful and right-feeling people. Such recogni
tion, of course, by no means implies a right on the 
part of the workers to interfere to an unlimited extent 
with the management of the business, or to absorb 
the entire profits of the business. It is not here 
possible to discuss minutely the reasonable limits of 
the workers’ case. It must suffice to say that a sound 
general distinction may be drawn between the com
mercial and mechanical ordering of a business, on the 
one hand, and “ the conditions of employment" on 
the other ; and that while the former will be admitted 
to be the rightful province of the employer, the 
employees have a clear right to interfere with the 
latter, since it is their labour-power and their lives 
that are concerned. While the employer will deter
mine what goods shall be made and what processes 
employed, will plan the mechanical and economic 
division of productive power, dispose of the goods, 
determine the selling prices, and bargain with workers 
for the sale of their labour-power, he will not resent 
the right of the latter to say individually or collectively, 
as they may choose, upon what conditions of price or 
time, safety and sanitation, they will offer for sale this 
labour-power.

If labour-power were detachable from the persons 
of its owners and could be sold in lumps, or by metre, 
it might be arguable that it ranked strictly as a
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commodity or cost of production along with the raw 
material or coal likewise needed for the working of 
machinery. But since the giving out of labour-power 
in work is a physical and a psychical function of 
human beings, reacting upon every other function, 
and involving constant necessary reactions upon their 
whole life and character, the worker's interest in secur
ing good conditions of employment is of unique 
importance both to him and to the community, tran
scending infinitely the merely monetary interest which 
animates the profit-seeking employer. Even were we 
to deny to the worker any direct ownership or interest 
in the business, still the nature of this process of 
personal labour would be a valid ground for that sort 
of interference which takes shape in a demand to 
bargain collectively with reference to any condition 
of employment which affects the well-being of the 
worker. If, however, we regard the worker as an 
integral factor in the business which exists for him 
in the same sense as it exists for the employer, his 
right of interference in these matters is doubly valid.

8. It is just to recognise that an increasing number 
of employers, while they may not be prepared to 
admit even the theoretic joint-ownership, receive the 
doctrine of the right of collective bargaining in its 
widest signification.

A few go further and seek to embody in some 
stable and legal form the economic principle of joint- 
ownership of a business by capital and labour. To 
give the employees a definite interest in the business 
beyond that involved in fair wages and regular employ
ment is the object common to a large variety of 
schemes, which are known as profit-sharing, co
partnership, or co-operation. The different schemes
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shade off into one another, differing chiefly as to the 
degree of power assigned to the workers over the 
profits and management of the business. The simplest 
profit-sharing scheme merely stimulates increased 
activity or care on the part of employees by promising 
a “ bonus," consisting of a percentage of the net 
profits after a fixed rate of interest has been paid. 
Others make provisions whereby such bonus is in
vested in shares of the business, so as to secure for 
workers a part ownership of the capital and a corre
sponding voice in management. In a few instances 
a capitalist-employer has voluntarily set his business 
on a “ democratic basis," giving the entire or a con
siderable control to the body of employees and under
taking to act as their salaried servant.

To harmonise the interests of capital and labour 
is the chief avowed object of all these schemes. Their 
first significance lies in transcending the vulgar error, 
which consists in supposing that because capital and 
labour are alike essential to modern business, this 
mutuality of need secures industrial peace. The 
suggestion^ that, if capitalists and workmen under
stood their real interests they would work together 
in complete amity, is only true when a higher ethical 
significance is attached to the term “  real interests " ; 
it is not true when, as is commonly the case, it is 
applied to the direct economic interests of the two 
parties. That the employer and his employees have a 
certain common interest is obvious enough, and it is 
also true that much friction and attendant misery is 
due to an inadequate recognition of this truth by 
masters or by men. It is never the real interest of 
the masters, for instance, to press down wages, or to 
extend hours, to a point which will impair the working
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efficiency of their employees, or check the adequate 
flow of fresh labour-power into their trade. Similarly, 
it is folly in the workers to impose such restrictions 
upon the price or the output of labour as to make 
trade “ unprofitable," and so to check the necessary 
application of new capital and ability of management. 
But this common ground is not sufficient to secure 
abiding harmony of co-operation between capital and 
labour. In the vicissitudes of modern trade there 
continually arise surplus elements of profit which 
may pass entirely to capital, or may be diverted to 
raise wages, or otherwise to improve conditions of 
labour; and in all such cases a genuine clash of 
present economic interests is involved, which cannot 
be abated by general precepts about the ultimate 
harmony of the interests of capital and labour.

9. All experiments in profit-sharing and co-opera
tive business are based on a distinct recognition of the 
fact, and an endeavour to provide a stronger com
munity of interest They differ among themselves 
principally with regard to the degree of acceptance 
of what is called the “ democratic" or “ self-govern
ing" basis of business. In most cases of “ profit- 
sharing ” the full control of the business remains with 
the capitalist-employer, and the “ bonus" amounts 
virtually to a “ deferred wage," calculated so as to 
secure better service from labour, and to establish 
more amicable relations between capital and labour. 
Even where the bonus takes the shape of shares of 
capital, the object is commonly the same; a slight 
holding of capital by employees is seldom designed 
to form a bridge to a self-governing workshop where 
workers own or control the entire business. To an 
increasing body of social and industrial reformers,
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however, the only true full harmony of interests 
between capital and labour is found in the self- 
governing workshop, where the workers own or hire 
their capital, elect their managers or officials, and 
control their business policy, dividing amon£ them
selves on some “ equitable" basis the net proceeds 
of the business.

Sometimes the ideal is approached from the side 
of capitalism by a gradual extension of ownership 
and management to the employees ; more commonly 
it is approached from the labour side by the coming 
together of a number of workers in a trade who 
contribute their own capital (or borrow it at fixed 
interest) and organise a business for themselves.

By some such plan alone does it seem feasible to 
secure full economic harmony between the capital, 
the management, and the labour factors in a business, 
and so to heal the moral discord which has been 
brought about by the modern structural changes in 
business life.

10. With the strictly economic .difficulties which 
retard the application of this ideal to the larger and 
more complex forms of business we need not here 
exercise ourselves. But it is important to ask and 
answer the question how far the ideal of the self- 
governing workshops, if attainable, satisfies the right 
demand for the moralisation of industry. Since capital 
and labour have their close relations within the com
pass of a business, it may well appear that to impose 
moral harmony on these relations presents a sufficient 
solution of the “  labour " problem. But a little reflec
tion will show that there are other aspects of industry, 
presenting ugly moral issues which remain untouched. 
We have treated industry as if it comprised a number
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of separate self-contained cells called businesses. 
But this is not the case. The intricate relations of 
businesses to one another in a trade, involving com
petition or combination of employers and labourers, 
entail economic consequences not less fraught with 
moral import than the relations of capital and labour 
in a single business. Little, if anything, seems won 
for the cause of moral organic unity if the closer and 
more pacific organisation of single businesses is only 
used to concentrate more energy upon the cut-throat 
competition of businesses in a market, by means of 
which one set of employers and employed seek to 
obtain profits and wages for themselves at the expense 
of another set of employers and employed in the 
same trade. The economic fallacy of supposing that 
this murderous warfare was both necessary and ulti
mately beneficial, by reason of the stimulation it 
furnished to the most effective employment of in
dustrial power, has been frequently exposed; and 
perhaps its most effective exposure consists in the 
eagerness everywhere evinced by keen business men 
to substitute some form of combination for such 
competition. But even were its economic validity, 
as the best means of producing a maximum quantity 
of material wealth, still maintained, the moral waste 
and degradation attendant on such processes would 
be none the less deplorable ; and we should be bound 
to plead for a certain sacrifice of immediate mate
rial wealth in order to secure a basis of moral 
order essential to the growth of wholesome human 
character.

i i .  How to secure industrial peace and effective 
co-operation between the businesses within a trade is 
a moral issue no less vital than that of securing these
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same conditions for the factors of a single business. 
Competition growing ever fiercer, more ruthless, and 
more costly, or combination growing ever closer, more 
stable, and more effectual ; these are the alternatives. 
Can we hesitate when we are asked which of the two 
makes for morality ? Peace comes by way of com
bination, and to that we must turn. Why then the 
hesitancy which is visible in accepting the trade com
binations which we see around us as signs of progress 
and pledges of moral advance in industry ? Two 
obstacles prevent the full acceptance of these com
binations. In the first place, they are commonly based 
upon the fullest and most ruthless assertion of the 
principle that the business belongs entirely to the 
capitalist, and that the labourer has no vested interest 
worth consideration. In other words, the combination 
is made entirely by the employers with an exclusive 
eye to profit. Not merely are the interests of labour 
ignored, but there is a feeling, justified by ample ex
perience, that one result of a powerful combination 
of employers, though designed primarily to regulate 
competition among themselves, is to weaken the power 
of labour in bargaining with capital. A strong “ trust,” 
created in a trade where excessive competition has 
previously prevailed, will commonly be attended by an 
actual reduction of the quantity of available employ
ment in the trade (a mere corollary of improved 
organisation), and by diminished freedom of choice 
in accepting or rejecting such employment as offers 
itself in a trade where employers are in close com
munication with one another, and are acting on a 
common plan. This subservience of labour under a 
strong capitalist trade combination must be recognised 
as a grave moral defect, impairing the qualities of



reasonable liberty and individual initiative which are 
essential to the preservation and strengthening of 
character. No trade combination is defensible in 
which the initiative and control of the labour elements 
are not adequately safeguarded. The only combina
tions which do not fall under this condemnation are 
the Alliances formed in recent years in certain metal 
trades in and around Birmingham, and spreading to 
other and highly specialised trades in certain midland 
and northern towns. These Alliances are so consti
tuted as to secure a distribution of the economies of 
combination, alike among employers and employed, 
by means of an agreement between the Union of 
Employers and the Union of Employed, and the 
confidence and practical initiative of the latter are 
preserved by the power conferred upon their repre
sentatives to assist in ordering the activities of the 
combination. These Alliances must therefore be re
garded as the most advanced step yet taken towards 
industrial peace. But the moralisation of industry is 
not yet won. Even these joint combinations of capital 
and labour contain the radical moral defect of all 
industry of which the consciously conceived end is 
profit and wages, not social service. Selfishness and 
individualism do not disappear when the size of the 
self and the individual is expanded to cover the whole 
area of a trade.

12. The economic defect of the Alliance consists 
in the fact that such a combination has a power of 
monopoly, by virtue of which it can rack-rent the 
consuming public through high prices. It professes 
to be content with “ fair" profits, “ fair" wages, 
" fa ir "  prices, but no standard of "fairness” exists, 
and no power exists to secure *the application of any
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alleged standard. The fact that high prices check 
consumption is no more an adequate safeguard for 
the public under the New Trade Combination than 
under any other order of monopoly. In many trades 
it will pay the monopolist to sell a small quantity of 
goods for a high price rather than a large quantity at 
a small price. This economic defect also has its 
moral aspect : a radical discord exists between trade 
and trade on the one hand, and between producer 
and consumer on the other hand. An Alliance in the 
coal-trade, were it formed (and it has been seriously 
contemplated), would wield a most dangerous power 
to suck the profits out of the manufacturing trades ; 
high profits for coal-capital, high wages for miners 
could be secured by cutting down the profits and 
wages in other trades ; and in the present temper of 
the industrial world such attempts would doubtless be 
made, arousing bitter animosity between trade and 
trade, and obliging the State to interpose to check the 
internecine war. A policy of Alliances, constructed 
on an ultimately unsound basis of trade individualism, 
would not abolish industrial strife, but would simply 
alter the plane and method of the struggle ; instead 
of individual employers or labourers seeking to get 
their private good out of one another’s bane, whole 
trades would pursue the same policy ; the scale and 
character of strife would be changed, but the net 
issue of envy, malice, hatred, and all uncharitableness 
would be as large as before.

13. This is the inevitable result of refusing to face 
the root facts of industry. That industry is social is 
no abstract dogma, but a hard, plain fact, driven home 
to the eyes and hearts of all clear-thinking, right
feeling men by daily experience.
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This social character is best watched in the pheno

mena of “  price,” which are the subtlest registers of 
social forces upon industry. We cannot trust compe
tition on the one hand, or combination on the other, 
to fix satisfactory prices ; there is no stability, no con
stant or reliable relation between services rendered 
and payments received; palpable unfairness exists, 
and yet not one can say what is fair. This is inevitable 
when private interests are left to determine the opera
tion of public forces. An individual, a business, a trade, 
cannot of and by itself produce wealth ; the whole of 
the industrial community vitally co-operate in each 
act of production. No one who carefully traces the 
complex reticulation of the body politic can fail to 
perceive this truth. Touch but one big business 
interest and the whole mass of industry quivers. 
How illogical then, how impracticable, all attempts 
to deal with the social problems of the business world 
by allowing each trade to regulate itself in guilds or 
alliances, based upon a theory of independence which 
is at variance with the organic facts of industry 1 But 
the most patent and complete refutation of this busi
ness of trade individualism is presented by looking at 
the influence of u demand.” Mr. Carnegie has just 
retired from the “  steel rail " business with a reputed 
fortune of forty million pounds. Here is the typical 
instance of a “ self-made " man. How far the industry, 
skill, and foresight of Mr. Carnegie, how far the co
operation of the inventive and organising minds whose 
services he enlisted, how far the natural resources of 
the country in coal and iron, the presence of large 
supplies of tractable, intelligent labour, the existence 
of large organised trades subsidiary to the metal in
dustry— how far each of these may be regarded as

On Capital



The Social Origin of Capital 93
important in the making of Mr. Carnegie’s millions, 
we need not here inquire. But the combination of 
all these factors of production do not serve to explain 
the use or the value of the Carnegie Steel Company. 
The growth of a vast civilised society, not only on the 
American continent, but throughout the globe, deve
loping a growing need for rapid transport of persons 
and goods, which furnishes a “ demand" for steel 
nuis, together with such a general advance in the arts 
of industry as enables them to make that demand 
“ effective"— this organised operation of distinctively 
social forces, utterly incapable of reduction to indi
vidual action, is needed to explain the origin and 
growth of the Carnegie Steel Company and the fortune 
of its founder.

14. The establishment of moral order in industry 
requires, then, the recognition of the social origin and 
function of capital. The recognition of this truth is 
often interpreted to imply that every capitalist ought 
to regard his capital as a public trust and seek to use 
it for the social good. This is a just and serviceable 
interpretation of existing facts upon the present legal 
basis of rights of property. But it must not blind our 
eyes to the paramount duty of a constant revision of 
the terms of the “ trust," and a vigilant scrutiny into 
the origins of that wealth which is employed as capital, 
to see that it is not acquired by crooked or oppressive 
ways. It must be acknowledged as a primary duty of 
a civilised State, acting for society, to see that the 
powers of property which it sanctions as a “ social 
trust" are untarnished in their origin as well as in 
their use.

This duty, in its application to industrial capital, 
will involve on the one hand the stoppage of all



streams of private wealth which have their source in 
"  unearned increments/’ and, on the other hand, the 
strict supervision and regulation of all wealth which, 
by its misuse, tends to endanger or corrupt the body 
politic, and, finally, the direct public assumption of 
the administration of all industrial capital which can
not otherwise be effectively controlled.
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OF LABO UR

By  J. A. HOBSON, M.A.

I. Organisation of labour corresponds to that o f capital, but is essentially 
weaker. 2. Passions o f sympathy, justice, and indignation the true 
sources o f “ the labour movement”  3. Th e labour movement not a 
“ social movement ”  in the full sense of the term— “ Individual rights ”  
to the whole product of labour, as a principle. 4. The claim Mto the 
whole product”  weighed and found wanting— The claim of interest and 
wage of mental exertion. 5. There is no individual product ; production 
and value-making are always social. 6. The labour problem not 
solved by the self-governing workshop. 7. Th e self-governing trade 
shows the same uses and defects. 8. The solidarity of a labour move
ment is no final settlement o f industrial order. 9. Moral order requires 
the identification o f the individual worker’s end and motive with the 
social end and motive— The limits o f Socialism.

1. T h e  present status and movement of labour are of 
course intimately connected with the economic and 
moral aspects of Capitalism, upon which I have dwelt 
in the preceding chapter. The disinterested student 
of industrial facts and laws will trace a close and 
causally related series of changes in the structure of 
capital and labour. Labour, like capital, will be seen 
grouping itself over large areas of industry, in large 
and ever larger co-operative masses, each unit minutely 
specialised in some single narrow process contributing 
to the production of a single class of goods. The con
ditions of this mass-labour have led to an organisation 
of labourers, first in the business and then in the trade, 
local or general, corresponding with the more rigid 
organisation of the capital.
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It is not always clearly understood that capital is, 
as a rule, far more closely organised than labour, and, 
in all bargaining, enjoys an immense advantage on 
this account. The modem business on its capital side 
is a closely welded mass of pieces of capital, belong
ing to many different owners, but wrought into com
plete industrial unity and wielded as a single mass. 
From the employer's standpoint, the body of em
ployees forms a similar mass of industrial power, only 
far less tractable because it is not detachable from the 
awkward factor of personality. But from the stand
point of a labour movement, the best organisation of 
the employees of such a business is far less complete 
than that of the capital, while there are very few trades 
where half the owners of labour-power are even for
mally enrolled in any union. An association or syn
dicate of employers, containing the same proportion 
of members of the trade as a labour union, will be 
greatly superior in actual strength for bargain or for 
conflict. But bearing in mind this difference, arising 
from the fact that personality is directly involved in 
each exercise of labour-power, we find a structural 
development of labour following the same course as 
the development of capital. The absolute bulk of 
capital has of course grown faster, but the expansion 
of the business and of the market have been accom
panied by the growth of a more or less formal solidarity 
of labour.

2. But this hard scientific view of growth of struc
ture is a signally defective basis for treatment of the 
deep human issues involved in the modern conditions 
of the life of the labouring classes. The sufferings, the 
aspirations, and the struggles towards a better material 
and moral life, involved in the modern labour move-
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ment, owe little to any scientific view of industry. 
Indeed a wholesome instinct led most labour leaders 
to reject or to ignore the repressive dogmas by which 
a recklessly improvised class “ science" of political 
economy long strove to impress upon the working 
classes their impotence for self-help and self-develop
ment through collective action. Not until quite recent 
years has any formal economic theory been adopted 
by any considerable body of labourers ; and even now 
the formulae of dogmatic socialism, though they drop 
glibly from the lips of many, cannot, at any rate in 
Great Britain, be considered as exercising any power
ful influence upon thought or action. Reading the 
public utterances on platforms or in press of labour 
leaders, one might often be disposed to impute a self- 
consciousness and a definite purpose to the labour 
movement which it does not possess. Though many 
individuals are doubtless driven by some principles 
of social reform which they wish to realise, the 
true momentum of the labour movement has ever 
been the product of certain elementary passions, of 
sympathy, justice, and indignation seeking expres
sion through the quick remedy of concrete pressing 
grievances.

How heavy and how manifold these grievances 
have been and are, how sound and essential the 
passions stimulating redress, it is hardly necessary 
to insist. It would be difficult to understand the 
apathy and the criminal neglect of the first duties of 
“  humanity " exhibited by the upper and middle classes 
towards the terrible misery and glaring oppression 
from which the majority of workers suffered in the 
early decades of this century, when the early Christian 
Socialists, the Owenites and the Chartists, first formu-
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lated the problem of Mthe condition of the people/' 
were it not for the present evidence afforded by the 
callous indifference of all save a scant few to the 
sweating, overcrowding, and other mortal injuries 
which still remain unchecked over large areas of 
industrial life.

3. But how shall those who are alive to the neces
sities of organised social conduct in raising the material 
and moral standard of life for the labouring classes 
regulate that conduct ? What are the claims of labour, 
and how shall they be realised ? Nature has so closely 
linked together effort and enjoyment, work and life, 
that, in a natural or rational order of society, all would 
labour, and, since co-operation will ever be found most 
profitable, the scope of the true labour question will 
cover the whole of the social question. But the actual 
condition of the labour question and the labour move
ment is visibly defective in two ways. The labouring 
classes do not constitute the whole of society ; certain 
classes do no productive work, but live parasitically 
on the labour of the rest. Secondly, the operation of 
the labour movement does not adequately reflect 
the true social solidarity of labour. From the social 
standpoint these are serious defects which will pre
vent us from regarding this movement as anything 
other than an imperfect and provisional instrument 
of progress.

Since the organisation of labour proceeds primarily 
from the needs of individual labourers and their desire 
to redress grievances and to secure advantages which 
affect them individually, the philosophy of individual 
rights is implicit in the labour movement as its ani
mating principle. Though mutual support and co
operation for a common end extends the horizon of
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self-interest from the individual to the group of fellow- 
workers, from the group to the trade, from the trade 
to labour regarded as a single class, the claims of the 
individual worker still remain to him the paramount 
consideration, and individual rights rather than social 
good form the ideal.

Put into economic language, this means that the 
first object of the labour movement is to secure for 
the worker what is called “  the whole product of 
labour." To say this does not signify that the average 
trade-unionist or co-operator has any clearly defined 
conception of his rightful property in the results of 
his labour, but that the movement is only rightly in
terpreted from this standpoint as a historical force, 
and that its prophets and economists have thus formu
lated its meaning. It is also true that other feelings 
and other ideas, some congruous, others inconsistent 
with this chief end and aim, have disclosed themselves ; 
the sentiment of independence from the control of 
capitalist employers, and the desire to use the State to 
secure subsistence and employment for all, and to 
regulate the conditions under which they work for 
private masters, are doubtless important factors in 
the labour movement But the claim of the right 
of labour to the product of labour must be regarded 
as the factor of supreme influence in determining our 
moral judgment of the labour movement

4. The claim of labour to the whole product of 
labour is often invalidated by a too narrow interpre
tation of labour. There is a decided tendency to 
ignore both the effort and the importance of much 
of the mental labour performed by the employing and 
professional classes. This neglect is due partly to the 
fact that manual workers often cannot realise either



IOO

the effort or the utility of exclusively mental labour, 
partly to resentment at the excessive estimate which 
the employing class and their economists set upon 
the work of organising industry. They justly suspect 
that the man who spends an hour or two in his 
office and gives a few orders is often remunerated on 
a scale grossly disproportionate to his effort or the 
social service he renders. But though rates of pay
ment have, under present circumstances, a very un
reliable relation to intrinsic worth of services, the 
tendency in the labour movement to confine labour 
to work chiefly manual is a real defect.

Again, though it is convenient to separate labour 
from capital, and to distinguish their services, the 
demand for the whole product of labour is also im
paired by the covert or open denial of the legitimacy 
of all interest on capital. I cannot here argue out the 
case of capital and interest, but must content myself 
with saying that so long as individual saving is re
quired in order to furnish capital for industry, and 
some of that saving involves an effort of abstinence, 
that effort has as clear and necessary a claim to be 
remunerated out of the product to which it contri
butes, as the labour directly put into its making. The 
claim of labour to the "whole product" is neither 
economically feasible nor morally justifiable so long 
as individual saving is a necessary force in production. 
The fact that a large, and perhaps the largest, share 
of profits and interests are really “  unearned," in the 
sense that they involve no personal effort or sacrifice 
on the part of the recipients, must not lead us to a 
theoretic or a practical position which regards all pro
fits and all interest as illicit Even if our ideal society 
is one in which no profits and no interest need be
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paid, but the whole product divided in remuneration 
of labour, we are not justified in interpreting current 
facts in the light of this ideal.

5. But suppose the most liberal interpretation is 
given to “  labour," and all who contribute to produc» 
tion are included. Even then the right of the indi
vidual producer to the whole product of labour cannot 
be admitted as a valid basis of distribution, nor can 
any sound society be instituted upon such a claim. 
No individual living in society can rightly be said to 
make anything, still less to make its value ; at every 
point, and in a myriad ways, he is aided and supported 
by the society of which he forms a unit. He himself, 
with his strength, skill, knowledge, is a product of 
social forces ; without society he could not have or 
use the material or the tools with which he makes 
“ the product of his labour"; society protects him 
while he works, furnishes a market without which his 
product would be valueless, and enables other pro
ducts to be made and distributed, so that he may 
get them in exchange for “ his product." All this 
social co-operation takes place even where a single 
workman seems to work alone in making and selling 
anything ; much more is it visible in the operations of 
an organised business with elaborate division of labour 
and manifold processes. In a word, there is no pro
duct of the labour of an individual who is a member 
of society; labour is social, the product is a social 
product, and its value is a social value.

But though modern conditions render the claim of 
the individual to the whole product no longer plau
sible, in industrial conditions where it becomes more 
and more difficult for any one to make any article, or 
to identify it as the product of his labour, the defective
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notion survives in larger forms, and furnishes an ideal 
to certain labour movements.

6. We have seen in the last paper that the claims 
of the capital in a business to full ownership of that 
business and of its products, though legally valid, 
have no moral, and ultimately no economic, validity. 
Neither can social or industrial salvation be found in 
any growth of labour forces which enables a group of 
labourers, by co-partnership with capital or by co
operation with hired capital, to control a business and 
to secure for themselves its full product and its value. 
It would be wrong to deny that the self-governing 
workshop is a true and a great advance upon the 
ordinary capitalist business. As an educational stimu
lus, and as a business training, these schemes are 
invaluable, to say nothing of the benefits their success
ful management confer in raising the hopes, the 
dignity, and the present material standard of life of 
those who take part in them. Indeed, the greatest of 
all services is rendered by a genuine and powerful 
expansion of self-interest, so as to concentrate direct 
thought and effort upon the good of the group of 
fellow-workers. This is the great moral gain of the 
self-governing business; it is a true training in and 
preparation for a moral democracy. But it is not 
that moral democracy, even in an economic sense, 
but only a great step towards it. If the individual 
worker is not a complete producer of anything, and 
has therefore no “ claim" to the whole product, 
neither can the group of workers managing a workshop 
be regarded in such a light. Morally speaking, the 
gain is enormous where the solidarity of a little group 
is substituted for the narrow self-interest of the 
individual; economically, we are still in the region
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of an individualism which disregards, and necessarily 
contravenes, the social claims and the social good. It 
may appear pedantic to urge that a co-operative shoe 
factory cannot make a pair of shoes, though the state
ment is strictly true. But the slightest reflection 
makes it evident that the net gains of this business, 
which are to be divided among the workers as wages 
or profits, are largely determined in amount by out
side social forces ; and since the demand to the whole 
product of labour virtually signifies a demand upon 
this socially determined value, the ultimately un
sound economic and moral basis of the self-govern
ing workshop as a solution of the labour problem is 
apparent

7. We must regard trade-unionism in a similar 
light where the object of the combination of wages 
earned in a trade is to get for the labourers in that 
trade the whole value of the product, after deducting 
the necessary payments of capital and management 
Here again we must approve a mode of combination 
which is a true advance towards an ideal of social 
co-operation, binding fellow-workers in a trade to
gether and inciting them to common efforts for the 
common good ; here again we must approve not 
merely these moral gains, but the other economic 
and social benefits workers have derived from trade- 
unionism, which has undoubtedly diverted into higher 
wages and improved standard of living large elements 
of industrial gain that would otherwise have passed, 
as surplus profit, into the possession of those whose 
claim to them was far weaker than the claims of 
labour, and who instead of reaping benefits from 
them, would have reaped the injury of larger luxury. 
This diversion of unearned incomes of capital into a



rise of wages may thus be regarded as a rude method 
of forwarding what is called " substantial justice” to 
labour. Trade-unionism, thus considered, is recog
nised to be a most serviceable, and indeed a neces
sary, stage in social evolution. But the ordering of 
industry upon a basis of perfect trade-unionism, each 
trade being independent and exercising full control 
over the profits of its industry, is subject to precisely 
similar criticism to that which condemned co-partner
ship upon the scale of the single competing business. 
A  trade taken by itself has interests distinct from, and 
discordant with, the interests of other trades and of 
society, and trade-individualism is not to be regarded 
as an ultimate social order. It is the more important 
that this should be clearly recognised, because there 
is a tendency, particularly among Catholic socialists 
upon the Continent, to revert to the ideal of a revival 
of self-governing or church-governed guilds as fur
nishing the true remedy of social and economic 
maladies. In England the strength and numbers of 
a few trade-unions already indicate the dangers which 
might attend the realisation of this conception of 
industrial order, especially, as we have already pointed 
out, if an alliance be entered into with an equally well 
organised body of employers. Industry is not a mere 
aggregate of separate trades, and a solution based 
upon the supposition that it is remains radically 
unsound.

8. Even were the recurrent dream of a federa
tion of all trade-unions in a nation, or even in the 
industrial world, so realised as to secure the most 
powerful solidarity of labour, we should still be con
fronted by a “ class" solution of this social problem. 
It is sometimes urged that, since society ought to
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demand and to receive labour from all according to 
their capacity, such a solidarity in the labour move
ment would be genuine socialism. But, taking labour 
movements and labour parties as present economic 
and political factors, that ideal identification is not 
realised. As a present fact, the labour movement, 
even in its widest significance, is distinctively a class 
movement, though comprising the largest and perhaps 
the most deserving class, and, as such, must simply be 
regarded as the largest form of individualism. Neither 
the workshop, nor the trade, nor the working class 
can be considered to have a claim upon “ the whole 
product of labour.”

Alike from the side of capital and of labour, a true 
understanding of the structure of industrial society 
shows a close and ever-present organic interaction of 
all the parts, and imposes the necessity of a social 
government based on this recognition.

9. The moral order of society demands that in
dustry should be worked for the public good, and that 
the instruments or institutions in which it is organised 
should, so far ŝ possible, identify, in a plain and 
palpable way, the interests and motives of the indi
vidual worker and the class with this general good, 
or, at any rate, should not permit trade operations 
where the private ends of individuals or classes clash 
with the social good. To apply this broad principle 
in detail is not here possible. We can only repeat 
that it does not necessarily imply, as some seem to 
think, complete public ownership and control of all 
industry, and complete abolition of "  the competitive 
system." There are certain large classes of productive 
work, including the finer arts and all industry which 
is wholesome, interesting, and educative, which can-
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not conveniently or profitably be submitted to the 
essentially mechanical routine of state officialism, and 
which need not be so regulated, because the com
petition which they involve, and the individual motives 
upon which they rely, are not base or demoralising 
in their operation, and do not set up antagonisms 
between the individual and the social good. In the 
case of large mechanical routine industries, where the 
nature and conditions of the work are commonly 
uninteresting and frequently degrading, and where 
the absorbing motive must remain one of individual 
gain, while the methods of pursuing such gain often 
conflict with the physical and moral health of society, 
these businesses and trades must, in any scientific 
view of the present situation, be seen to gravitate by 
a natural and moral necessity into forms of public 
enterprise.

This progressive socialisation of great industry, 
besides providing remedies against the grave moral 
and economic evils of class servitude and anti-social 
competition, will be the only effective way of fulfilling 
certain other definite social duties of protection of the 
individual which are involved in the moral concep
tion of the State. Unemployment, excessive hours 
of labour, unhealthy conditions of work, insufficiency 
and irregularity of wages— these and other related 
social questions can only be solved by a growing 
consciousness of the duties of society towards labour. 
The moral defence of the governmental policy of laissa  

faire  lays chief stress upon the bracing and stimulating 
influences which the necessity of self-support exerts 
upon the individual character of the worker. So far 
as a worker, by reasonable use of his physical and 
mental powers, is actually capable of such self-
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support, it is eminently desirable, alike in his own 
interest and in that of society, that no other person, 
out of mistaken philanthropy, and no State machinery, 
by an interfering policy, should relieve him from the 
wholesome educative necessity of this exertion. But, 
if the analysis, above presented, of the social organic 
nature of industry and of all productive processes be 
correct, it is evident that no man in society is strictly 
capable of self-support, even as regards the production 
of the bare necessaries of physical life for himself and 
his family. At every step he is dependent upon the 
support of the entire industrial community, and, in a 
still closer way, .upon that of the fellow-members of 
his trade and locality.

Perhaps, however, it may be replied that the doc
trine of self-support, as used by modern moralists, 
does not deny the necessity of this mutual co-opera
tion, but merely means that each member should 
be compelled to do his full share of this co-opera
tive labour as the condition of receiving his share 
of the socially produced wealth. This, indeed, is 
the true and only reasonable doctrine of self-sup
port But the need for securing the conditions of 
enforcing such a policy is precisely the ground for 
requiring the social regulation which is denounced 
as State interference and as destructive of individual 
character. In two closely related ways the economic 
and legal structure of present society sins against the 
sound interpretation of the doctrine of self-support 
On the one hand, it enables whole classes to live in 
comfort without contributing their share to the co
operative labour, the results of which they consume. 
On the other hand, by securing as private property 
(largely to these non-producing consumers or their
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representatives) the ownership of the material instru
ments which are needed for the exercise of labour- 
power, society withholds the conditions of "self- 
support" from capable and willing labourers. In 
other words, in order to give validity to the doctrine 
of self-support, it is essential that every worker shall 
have the opportunity of acquiring that technical skill 
required by the conditions of co-operative labour, 
shall be able to command full and regular use of the 
materials and tools of his craft, and shall, in return 
for his output of labour, obtain adequate support for 
the reasonable wants of himself and his family. Un
less society is so constituted as to provide these 
conditions to the willing worker, he cannot be re
garded as capable of self-support. A State policy, 
which is not really laisses faire, but is one-sided inter
ference in the interests of present property-owners, 
is inconsistent with the theory of self-support upon 
which its advocates rely. If it be admitted that 
facilities of regular employment, for reasonable hours, 
at adequate remuneration, under proper sanitary con
ditions, are essentials of the realisation of the theory 
of self-support, the smallest acquaintance with the 
existing industrial order suffices to convince us that 
self-support is not at present possible for a large 
proportion of the people. The slum-bred inhabitants 
of our large cities, brought up in the bad physical 
and moral atmosphere of city life, with no adequate 
means for learning a special trade, or for anticipating 
future demands of the labour market, are notoriously 
wanting in the elementary conditions of self-support. 
But these are only the extreme cases of an all-per
vasive rule. No worker, however strong, capable, and 
willing, has any security of such regular employment
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as we have admitted to be necessary to “  self-support " : 
a new invention, a foreign tariff, a change in public 
taste, a miscalculation of his employer, a thousand 
causes utterly outside his knowledge or control, may 
rob his skill of its value, and leave him stranded in 
the labour market. He cannot, either alone or by 
co-operating with the fellow-workers in his trade, 
secure for himself the real conditions of self-support 
Neither can an employer or a body of employers, 
though by common action they may steady trade, 
really furnish the conditions of this self-support The 
first real condition of self-support by personal labour 
is the access to raw materials and instruments, and 
security for the proper remuneration of labour put 
into these raw materials.

Since the structure of privately ordered industry 
is such as to afford no such security, there is a growing 
demand on the part of labour that the State or muni
cipality shall give validity to the law of self-support 
by a free, open offer of public employment to those 
who are unable to obtain properly remunerated work 
from private employers. This is sometimes described 
as "the right to labour"; it is also the right to self- 
support. Its ultimate validity resides not in the claims 
of die individual, but in the duty of society to furnish, 
as far as it is able, the necessary conditions of a sound 
physical and moral life to its members.

The prevailing malady of modern industrial life is 
its insecurity; no individual or private co-operâtion 
of individuals is adequate to cope with this evil. The 
origin and necessity of this inadequacy is disclosed 
by our analysis of industry, which is shown to be in 
essence social, and therefore subject to maladies and 
maladjustments, which can only be remedied by social
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measures. Security is of the essence of a "State,” 
and the present growing insecurity of the first con
ditions of life in modern industrial societies can be 
healed in no other way than by a growth of some 
function of the State. This is a moral as well as a 
material need, for insecurity of maintenance and of 
means of regular labour is the great corrupter of 
individual and national character.. A society where 
some can enjoy luxury without the necessity of 
labour, while the majority of willing workers have 
no reasonable security of a regular working life, is 
a society which has not yet succeeded in realising 
adequately the moral meaning of a State. Safe, re
gular, moderate, well remunerated, and universal 
labour can be secured no otherwise than by institu
tions based upon a recognition that labour is social in 
its operations and its results.
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