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RELIGION, SCOIENCE,

AND

SOCTALISM.

(’"BJECTIONS to Saeinlism are invariably founded upon misconcep-
J tHonsof it, of almost endless varictics, yot with thix one family feature,
that they oIl agree in representing it as a creed confined, confused,
and exclusive.  Socialists who have ent and dried schemes for the
reconstruction of society are muchly to blame for this; indeed, they
<hare in the error, not knowing the full glory of the goal whither their
feet are tending.  For far from being confined, confused, and axclusive,
the glory of Socialism is its catholicity, that is to say, its universality,
its oneness, and its comprehensiveness. It is mniversal, because
Bounded only by humanity ; one, beeanse its basal prineiple is unity;
comprehensive, because it receives all rcligions and non-religions, afl
nationalities and politics (affording fnllest scope to tho mental aetivities),

|

embraces all, and excludes none. - To give Socialism an organic [

stracture, and assign its functions with microscopic detail, as did the |

old Utopians, is o serious errer. Tor it has, as yet, no defimbe form; |

it is a divine idea or spirit, inspiving mea to higher things, and

Socialists will give it no more precise definition than this, that its
political economy is * All for all,” its religion is “Bquality,” and its
seience “ Happiness.”  And the way to correspond with the Socialistic
nspiration, and to form the future Socialistic State, is to eultivate the
wpiril of fraternity within ourselves; to he missionaries of the truth
in all places and at all scasons; and to aim, by our votes and influenee,
at peadually substituting the community for the mdividual in the
produciion and distribution of wealth.

Wil false notions of Socialism so prevalent, it is libtle wonder
ghat many people oppose it, imagining its principles to confliet with
some of their moss cherished beliefs and fheoties. Accordingly, there
are religions objeclions to it seientific objections to it, political and !

I
]
gradualiy assuming shape as men respond to the inspiration. Wise §

socin] oljections o it; each of these brond forms of protest, agein, .

heing divided and vedivided into many avicd modes of dissent. My

purpose in this essay is to remove the abjections by demonstrating °
Socinlism {o Dhe in complete harmony with what Js trne in theso -

different great domains of thought. - Truth s essentinl to life, no
religions or philosophies can Jong retain vitality without it therefore T




et

4

am going to briefly examine some of the most important Leliefs of
to-day, discover tho sceds of truth within them, and show how Soeialism,
like a congenial soil, would nourish and fructify these. The beliofs,
or modes of thought, I have soleciod are—Christianity, in religion ;
Darwinism and Spencerianism s science ; Malthusinnism, Land
Nationalism, Anarchism, and Capitalism in polities and saciology.

Unfortunately the lmits of this paper are foo narrow for the
subject, and I shall have to content myself with treating of the three
first-named beliofs at present, and postponing the consideration of the
others for a future pamphlet, .

Christianity.—Christian objections to Socialism ave diffienlt o
grasp, so shadowy and vague are they, looming large upon the view
only beeause of the mental fog in which they are enveloped. I have
been intenily studying the Pope’s famous Encyelical on Labour, to
discover, if possibie, what is the fundamental objection to colleetivism
offered by modern followers of Christ. Tho Eneyelical is very usefn!
for this purpose, as it has been so widely approved by Christians of
every denominafion. In fact, it may justly be considered a convenient
epitome of Christian literature upon the subject. Now, the Pope's
condemnation of Socialism ean be summed up in three words, “ Com-

- munism is robbery ;  and this, too, is the ‘pith and marrow of all the

hard things spoken and written against Socialism in the name of
-religion. I will not here stop to show how Commumsm is miscon.-
ceived and misrepresented, nor to show how, instead of destroying
private property, it establishes it for the first time upon » sure
foundation, but I will simply oppose to this doctrine of present-day
Christianity the doctrine of Seripture and the early Church..

ﬂ A person not previously warped by modern commentations and

jinterpretations, reading the New Testament solely by the light of his
{own intelligence, would recognise at onee that the teaching of Jesus
Christ, supernatural elements apart, was not merely socialistic, but
higher still—communistic. The cardinal economic pricciples of the
Apostles were communistic ; and they practised as they taught. Their
followers were bound together in. fraternal comwmunity, and heid pos-
BESAIONS iN eommnon ;— :

And all they that believed were together, and held all things in common.

Thoir possessions and goods they sold, and divided them to all, according as
everyone had noed.-—Acrs 11, 44-45, : :

And again: The muititude of heliovers had but gne heart and one soul ;
nefther did anyone say thot aught of the things which he possessed was his own,
but all things were common unto them, For neither,was there anyone needy
é\mpnFttlem. For a5 many as were owners of Iands or houses sold ther, and

1

bhrolig 15 price of the things they sold. . ., . And dishibution was made io
evoiyonos tecording to his need.—AcTs 1v, 32-35.

As the Ohurch at that time numbered at least 3,000 souls, it is
evident thut the common stoek must have soon disappeared had it not
been constuntly replenished, which it could only have been by the
labour of the community. So that here we have, recorded in Scrip-
ture, and under the guidance of the Apostles themsclves, n perfect
examplo of Cowmmunism in practice. Yol Christinns of to-day dencunce
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Communism as robbery! Unfortunately, persecution’ from w1th;ut£
and doetrinal dissension within, in course of time put an end to la
happy state of affairs, but for four or five hundred years Communisin
continued to be the social ideal of the Church.

Thus Pope Clement I says — o

i i i 1d i to all. It is an injustice

The use of all things in this werld is fo be common ice
to say, ¥ This is my pgopert.y; this belongs to me; that belongs to anofher.
Henee the origin of wll contentions amony men. : : .

Thus Bishop Ambrosius (374 4.n.) :— - S

i ir enj ight be commeon )

God created all things that their enjoyment migh n i 1
that the earth might become the common possession of all. Owuy UrIOFe TSURPA
TION AR CREATED THE RIGHT OF PRIVAYL PROYERTY,

And thus Popo Gregory the Great (600 AD.} i .
Liet them know that fhe earth front which they apring, and of '\\'gnch‘lt!\?y {lﬁe
formed, belongs to all men in CO]’I]I].]O]],.ﬂ.l.ld that, therefore, the fraits which the
carth brings forth must belong without ﬂleullth‘dOI; to all, b be wiven it
Many more quotations of n similar charactor might be given,
h'pnu{: wm{ld ])el'milt, from the writings of the Fathers :1-1}31 S:_uluts., ]Jutlz
the few 1 have selected will serve to show ;.\'lu_ut were tu]: Jc.eailan:
feelings on social subjects prevalent among Christian peoples ID;cl‘ :}?of
far-off days, when the teaching of Christ and His Apost_].(;\,s was 1&3 o
in the hearts of men than now, and when the Church was admit (cf.l(ty
ure and free from corruptions. “Not nntil the Church is sum)olﬁe 0
Em‘e fallen from grace did Socialism or Communism come 110 ¢ re-
garded as confisention and robbery! These quotations will also prmf{f
fhat there is no conflict between the priveiples of Christianity amr
Soctalisim, but that, on the contrary, there are Seriptural zu;d itjl‘aé[lt'l()lla
grounds for considering the latter as the politieal aspect of ii,l 198 fltmetr. :
tb?‘ociu]ism, indeed, may be well defined ag thie conversion of the State to %
(hﬂ%:ﬁ}::é%s there in common between Clristianity and the social

systems of the world? Christ taught the abuegation of self, and the

holimess of frateroal love, Are the sciences of Pohtl.t?ﬂl.ﬂ'llld psoc(ljai
ceonomy anywhere in Christendom based upon such puuc.l];) gs PO
is their basis Sclfiskness and Greed; a basiz well 40§pr1 ed 1 '

ar 6, every for himself? ” Let Christians who love
pepular phrase, “every man ) AT istians wrho love
their Master refleet how far this universally accep ef‘ mox xe-
sponsible for the terrible evils that surround us; }‘10“«'_{1;' it is r(lz)sl})er :
sible for the poverty, drunkenness, falschood, pl%st!t}il -1;)5}:111'10 G—od.}‘:
slavery, war, pestilenee, fanine, and mclustrml_flstm .el 1:: 111-]?0 Com..
world to-day. Let them refleet well upon this, rm(i upo iho com-
munistic practices of the rudimentary Chureh, an 1{])0111‘]]'1 L on
munistic teaching of the early Fathers and Saints, :L}l(i pet ap s they
will conelude, with the Socialist, that man needs a §O‘flﬂ." sy« 0.1111'q vhich
will lielp him conquer Self, not one which fosters 1{: ,_].L socr‘:m.{g; o
which recognises the Brotherhood of humanity, :]m( . ]‘[11(3 tc.?l_] mon de-
pendence of cach upon all; a social system w_hlcl W l,} b‘le ]1”:-01-]33 o
develop the spiritnal side of his nature—mnot one w tie 1 %l:@i‘em hy
totul energics in the struggle for mere ex:s‘rqnc_e 5 a social system, in
short, essentially Christian, and essentinlly Socialistie.
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Darwinism.—Scieatific objections to Socialism come mainly

from two great schools of thoughs, the Darwinian and the Spencerian
Darwinists, applying to Sociology their well known theory or
hypothesis, assert competition among the units composing society to be
abs_qlutely demanded by the universal law of natural sejection,”
which being micrpreted, means the “survival of the fittest.” The
tell us thas all throngh the organic world there is a constant n-oce'a):
gomg on of progression from lower to higher forms of life% Th:i;
progress is effected by the battle for existence, by the struggling of
organism agaiust organism for the means of subsistence, unconsciously
in the vegetable kingdom, more or less consciously in the animal
kingdom. In this battle the weak are snbdued, and the strong
couquer; mfelrlor types are eliminated, and the *fittest” survive,
It is Nature's way,” say Darwinists ; % it may seem crnel and unjust ;
that we cannot argue. Tt is Nature's universal law of prog—ressJ and
man canuot be exempted from it. He has the power to ignore: her
laws (man being the only thing in the scale of existence that can be
unpa.tu_mi), but ht_a cannot use this power with impunity.” New, they
ipaintain that Socialists seek to exercise this fatal abilitr inastuch ‘35
Socialism is a departure from nature beeause it rlestrouy; competitit;n
and substitutes co-operation (a principle Nature never associates with
progress), and beeause it puts an end to the bastle for existence, and
sets men to work harmoniously in raising subsistence for all. ';I‘ilére-
fore, being no struggle, there would be no subjugation of the weak, no
triumph of the stroug; no extinction of the unfitted. no “ survival
of the fittest,” and therefore Socialism would mean, not progress but
stagnation or retrogression. That is the Darwinizn oh]'gcti(;ﬁ o
Socialism in a nutshell. Tt us briefly examine it. Rirst of all then
is the Darwinian theory true? Because if it is, and Socialism will not
; Square with i, so much the worse for Socialism. Tt is undoubtedly
i true that there 18 & ceaseless progression towards perfectibility right
. through the organic world ; but is it quite so clear by what means this
_process 1s carried on P Darwinists, I think, dogmatise too much about
1. They postulate the “struggle for existenee hypothesis, back it
up with some striking examples from nature (drawn mostly from
; h(:p.sts of prey), and then deliver an universal law of progress through
tepinpebltion.  Buk some of the grentest scientists differ from them
lipon this pofut. Vireliow, Colm, Wigands, Quatrefages, Rolph, and
udny obhers, hive prodiced equally striking emmplesnfrc;m n'tli'u’rc—(' of
; !u-nf;;mem threugh eo-operation, of complete absence of strife. and of
Awntugl adpanecinent by means of mutual support and profoz-h:on‘ I
will grivn Qrﬂ{ ono of these examples; it will be quiet suﬂlicient.for
my ptir]m_ﬁg, becduge universal laws admit of not even sinole exceptions
My AT ageman, the celebrated botanist, instances 2 l%orest on ‘rhe:
island of Trome, near Areudal, consisting of spruce and pine, exposer
to the falt Tury of a violent sea, which hurls its devastating = )-1'-11 F o
the wings of the storm-wind fap into the leafy deeps. }Ie'\%’r.itl("\'( :}—(]l
On the very fringe of the w v e
nigrin a‘_'lld jrmig;ams gzclyarix shrec:ltzlds,i(tls? :1:11%21)?:1? c?r%é?l }\?rlllngﬁatlliﬂj‘uﬂmn a'm{m't.'l;flm
mixes with the sprace and pine, but not as trees at ﬁrst.,’ nor a8 bushes, lljaaitmc')l;fithg
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eanbrary, as perfect dwarf growths, twisting and ereeping about amongst the stones,
and assuming . the most varied forms and shapes, with stems a foot in dinmeter,
spreading with its sheltering bark-covered branches in snake-like forms far over
the fields, IFrom this exireme coast fringe the forest rises pgradually, almost
inperceptibly, one layer or belt proiecting another with its ecurions interwoven
stems, spruce and pine intertwisted in each other, and forming together a solid
wall, almiost impenetrable, From the ocean the whole rises graduwally and
regulazly, as if teimmed with a pair of shears, from the ontermost dwarf-like
bushes to the farthest tell and majestic giants. Behind this natural proteeting
belt one finds spruce and pine on quite equal terms, forming the most beautiful

- close-grown forest one can wish to see.

Thus the description. How does it fit with the Darwinian
theory ? The atruggle for cxistence is palpable, but where is the
remorseless battle of species against species ? Have we here a spectacle

_of the strongest protecting and nourishing themselves at the expense

of the weakly? On the contrary, there s mutual support, and an
interchange of services resuliing in common benefits, * Species protect
species ; life cherishes life. The branches and. limbs of the various
growths twine and intertwine harmoeniously to form a common shelter
for the common good. No new types better fitted to resist the sea are
developed. There is no Phoenix-Tike rising of the newfrom the ashes of
the old, but a gradual improvement of individual forms through mutual
co-operation, and mutuai sacrifice. I consider this o be an exquisite
example of what the *struggle for existenece” really is.  Observe,
that 1t fully verifies the Darwinian theory of progress and develop-
‘ment; but what I, as a Socialist, wish to point out, and insist upon, is ¢
that this progress and development is accomplished not through -
selfishness and strife, but through combination, sacrifice, and peace. :
So it will be under the coming Socialistic regimé ; the individual life
will attain to higher forms through the conscious eo-operation of all, :
and the whole social organism will come af last into complete |
harmony with nature. And the dectrine which Darwin declared, that :
the principle of Iife is not statie, but dynamie, will receive through ;
Socinlism the most gloricus confirmation. And in that day, T doubt
not, Darwinian sciontists will recognise that Life thrives best, not in the *
fovered air of contention, but in the poaceful atmosphere of love.
Sponcerianism.—Clescly allied in many respects with Dar-
winisny, but much more powerful and popular in its protest againat
Soeinlisin, s the school of scientific thought of which Mr. Ierbert
Spoeneer is founder and chief apostle.  Ifs popularity was nssured
From it inception.  To borrow a phrass from eommeree, © it supplicd
adong-Toll want.”  The adherents of Capitalism, and social couserva-
tives of all rorts and conditions, staggering under the brilliant logical
onslaughts of Karl Marx and Lassalle. hailed with nnmitigated delight
the advent of these new defenders, fully furnished with the weapons
of scientific controversy, and ready, not merely to defend, but also to
arry the attack right into the enemy’™s camp. A great radly of the
conservative forees was made under the banner of *individual
liberty,” raised aloft by Mr. Herbert Snencer, and aronnd that banner
prineipally the intellectual social baitle is being fought to-day.
Liet me freely acknowledge, before going further, that Mr. Spencer
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is no partisan.  Although his ideas and arguments have been eagerly
seized upou and utilised by the classes against the musses, he himself,
I am quite convinced, is animated solely by the highest motives of
fruth and justice. But, alas for human nature, these high principles
have not preserved him from the biassing influences of capitalistic
surroundings, and, as a matter of fact, his misgoneeptions and mis-
representations of Socialism are among the most glaring on record.
Take, for example, his latest outpouring upon the swhiect, his intro-
duction to that Property Defence League publication, “ A Plex for
Liberty.” TIn this he has not shown himself at all superior to the
methods of our own Patriotic Leaguers. e males use of the same
argnments and ideas that we are accustomed to lear from Sheir plat-

forns, and to read in their newspapers, although, of course, couched’

in better language and in more precise terms than they havoe at their
+command.  In the most gratuitous manner he first of all assumes that
- Bocialism means the sudden abolition of the old order, and the imine-

L dinte imposition of & now and upon this quiet assmnption ho theu pro-
i » I 2 pro-

' ceeds to argue very convineingly, pointing ouf the enormous evils bound
to cusuc from such a cowrse of procedure. Surely we have heard that
. before, and have smiled at its imbocility perhaps, oven while we refuted
it; but how can such ignorance of a great contemporary movement be
pardoned in a philosopher of Mr. Spencer’s eminence? He then
| paints a very dark picture of the dangers of officialism, as exemplified
upon the Continent, ointing out how, under a Socialistic regumd, these
{dangers would be a thousand-fold aggravated ; how, in course of time,

officials wonld miermarry, and form s new aristoeracy, * far more

‘-elall)ora,te and better organised than the old.” . He scems to lose sight
jentirely of the fact that tyrannous bureaucracies are only possible to-
jday because the existing social systemn, based upon what Carlyle calls
|*“ the devil’s maxim of. ¢ every man for himself,”" has completely de-
Imoralised human nature. Poverty, and the evils inseparable from jt—
drunkennoss, prostitution, crime of all Iinds, and mental and moral
deterioration of frightful extent—have broken the spirit of the vast
masses of. the people, rendering them the docile slaves of their rulers
while the fear of poverty, operating among the governing classes, and
encouraging in thewm the very worst Phases of selfishness, has produced
i that tyranuy of officialism which is complained of.  But a fundamental
Fehange in the socinl system would imply a fundamental change in the
velations of the governed to the governing; and the elimination of
! poverty and the absence of incentives to individual accumulation, to-
i gether with the spread of education and the fullest oxtension of
democratie principles, would render class domination impossible,
Hueh, a6 ail events, is the contention of Socialists, and Mr, Spencer,
and thaso who think with him, have never vet met the argument
E!f]_ilnl‘ol“}’. I our philosopher had always written in the sirain of this
“Ioteodiictlon ™ (which, by the way, bears the significint title of
“From Treedom o Bondage ™) his elaim upon the aftention of
Sociulist apologists would be easily disposed of. But not so. The
line of anti-socialistic thought I have called Spencerianism has some
pretensions to a sclentific basis, and deserves more serjous considera-

tion at our hands. To this consideration 1 now apply myself, regreTt-
ting that limited space will not allow me to do so as fully as I would
wish. : .
Reduced to syllogistie form the Spencerian argument would read
somewhat thus :-—
Lhe Commonweal 1s bost seoured where individual liberty s pare- |
mount. _

Under Seetalism the State would be paramount.
. Therefore, Soctalism s incompatible with the Commonweal.

With every desire to be fair in stating the case of our opponents, I do

not know of a better method of reaching at once to its pith and
marrow than the syllogistic. Tt gives, quite c]e:u:fy, the ptl'opqsmons
whicl: their argument is to sustain, and the conelusion at which it z'n:usi
logically arvive. The srgument may be very elaborate, with uranifold

ramifications and amplifications, necessitating an equally CIH.!?O‘[‘KT-T.G
eritieism, if it is sought to destroy it branch by branch; but if the
rovt-propesitions can be laid bare at onee, as in a syllogism, thc:rl un-
soundness, or the unsoundness of the conclusion based upon t1?t'n,
way be demonstrated within the compass of a short eriticism like this.

s try. '

bt 1‘}!'/!: J(,‘ammonwml i bost secured where individual liberty i paremount ;
With this proposition, as it stands, I have very little tlzmlf: o ﬁ1_1c‘1;
indeed, it s likely to meet with nlmost universal accepiance; bub a8
soon as some definitions of its terms are attempted I’.’ fear me 1%}113
happy wnanimity will disappeadr, The f‘Commonwea_l :L‘c‘l!'mfg '01 :;,
plain and easily understandable translation; but what of “indivic ual
liberty ?”  Does this mean the abrogation of all law, and the hbeli,)[
of cach and every one of us to de what we please, how we pleﬂsei :mcf
when we please? Some people do mean this, believing the seuse o

right which leavens all agpregates of huma.mty to be suflicient r(%st,f-m;:t
upon the evilly-disposed, and to afford sufficient pr(‘)‘techlon ; (')1_? °
weak.  But Mr. Spencer dissents from that view. 1n “Social Statics

he has shown the State to be an orgauism, with real functions ; some-
times superseding, sometimes supplementing, t‘hr_a individual. 'J_Lhc,a‘re.
fore he is no anavchist. What he means by “individual Liberty ™ s
“ the right to do what one pleases, provided one does not infringe 151101}l
the rights of others.” I do mot know that he has anywhere defined
“individual liberty ” in precisely those words, but that they may fairly
be attributed to him anyone familiar with his w‘orks will a.dtm,t;. Un-
fortunately I have only his before-mentioned Intr"?d_uchon 'by'lr]m
as I write, but even in that I find an allusion to the ** simple principle
that each man should be allowed to pursue the objects of life, re-
strained only by the limits which the similar pursuits of th_c‘n" Q_bl]e.ci,;
by other men impose.” lev, t]l[l-t.IS n very nmportant _n‘]odli}cjl%lm‘l_ 0
the sweeping phrase, “indiwd_ua[_ l'zbm't.y ;7 fact, 1[:115 (:(_]_111 1 e:}  to
‘& complete surrender of the individuahstic citadel. 1'(?1' th‘c‘.qtllcitmtl]:
is immedintely suggested, “What authority defines the rights of
others” whish must not be infringed upon, and imposes the hm‘;i,h;
upon individual liberty necessary for the protection of thosc vights




The answer, of course, is, Society. Society is the authority which

¥ - - N .
* defines rights and imposes restraints upon freedom. And then another,

and more tremendous guestion arises—* What Hmifs the power of

Society im this respect?” I wish all individualists who are not .

anarchists to consider this well. = By admitting the right of Socioty to
limit liberty for amy purpose whatsoever, they have cut the ground

from beneath their feet.- They have thereby abandoned the preo--

eminence of the Individual, and acknowledged the superiority of the

{ Many, and their great argument againet Socialism is gone.  For, to

- grant Society the right to dietate what individuals shall not do, is

! ogically to admit the right of Society to define in what individual

i liberty consists.  If Society determines (in the only way possible, by
the espremed will of the Many) that private property in land is an
infringement upon the * rights of others,” the Spencerian definition of
*individual liberty ” justifies it; and in the same way, if Society deter-
mines that private ownership in eapital is incowmpatible with the
“rights of others,” it is again justified. Nor can the decision of
Society be either vetoed or repealed; for to what higher court of
appeal can the case be earried ? Individualistic philosophers, long
betore Spencer's time, had sought to nssign scientific limits to the
power of Society over the individual, In vain. The flow of human
cvents quictly swept away their artificial bareers. It was said that
the State should only act as a sort of policeman, protecting the

. persons and properties of its mombers from viclence and frand.

But it was by-and-bye discovered that violence and fraud operated
in subtler ways than are usually attributed to thew; that, in fact,
they are offences of very wide and varied manifestation, and that,
to afford anything like adequate protection from them, the functions
and duties of the State would have to be considerably extended.
Factory Acts, BMines Regulation Acts, Public Mealth Acts, Adul-
teration Aets, ete., were accordingly passed into law with this object.
Then it was argued, that however wide and various might be the
functions of the State in other respects, that at least it ought not to
tregpass upen the domain of industry as a producer or distributor of
wealth, but that this work should be left entirely in the care of private
onterprise.  Bul tho ever-flowing tide of progress is rapidly sweeping
wway s linit, too, and evon al this day it is & sorry wreck. Tho
Utml'nl Clovoripments now . have full or part control of the posts,

[.u.‘.lc\.lq-up!m, eanals, tnilways, life insurance, ship building, stock broking,

hanking, nail money Jonding ; while the municipal authoritics managoe
in the interests of the community, gasworks, waterworks, tramways,
inarkets, slaughter houses, fire-engines, lighthouses, pilotage, forrios,
sttani fligs, life Dboats, cemeterios, public baths, pounds, harbours,
whaives, l?lo’spitnls, disponsarics, artizans’ dwellings, schools, reading
roants, nuiseums, parks, avk gallories. nad libravies ; all of whieh wern

once saertil to private enterprise.  The assumption of these duties and

functions by Society involves mueh curtailment of personal Freedom;
bub in assuming them Sociely is only acling upon that right which J

~ havoe shown Spencerian individualists o accord it in terms of their

- delinition of “individual liberty.” And T have pointed ottt that no
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bounds can be placed to this right wheu once admitted, beeause thero
is no human power o agency superior to. Socicty to impose the limit,
Therein lies the difficulty for Spencerians. They say, in effect : Soclety ¢
alone has the right to iuterfere with personal liberty, and then only in
protection of the liberty of others. Socialists agrec with that, bub |
proceed then fo argue from the premise that it justifics every act of |

- the State in restraint of the person, because it is evident, from £he
-mature of the case, that Society must be sole judge of when such |

interference is necessary. But it does not follow from this that | -
individual Iiberty is in danger of eomplete extinetion, and that men
are likely to beeome mere pulseless parts of s huge. state machine,
No! On the contrary, pa.m&oxical though it seems, the pre-eminence
of Society is the only salvation for “individualism.” Society is an
aggregate of individualities coalescing into one body for common
benefit ; and every act or expression of Socicty is the multitudinous
acts or expressions of its individual units, separately willed, but drawn
together into one great act_or expression by the attraction of mutual
agreement.  Hach unit, by a natural instinet, secks its own good ;
ity every action, whether 1solated or co-operative, is directed move or
less fowards self-interest, and i4 is this fundamental fact of human
nature which will ensure, under Socialism, the fullest individual Liberty.
Because, under Socialism, society will be, for the first fime, pre-
eminent; each of its membors will, for the first time, have an °
equal shave in the direction of its every comcern; and the decisions
and acts of the State will, for the first time, embody the will of the .
Great Majority, united for the achievement of a common purpose.
An union of a great majority of individuals for the achievement of any
purpose destractive of individuality, is highly jmprobable. That -
State Acts have had that tendency I do not deny; indeed, the factis -
another avgument for Soecialism, because such State Aets have -
invariably represented the wishes of the TFew, not of the Many. .
 Private enferprise ” is the real enemy of individnal liberty, and the
intelligent student of history, acquainted with contenporary economic
camlifions, lnows that the Stale Acts of all #imes, subversive of
*individnadity,” were placed upon the statute books while “ private
ehterprise” hold the reins of government. OFf course it was done in
obedienee o that satural instinet of sclf-interest to whick T have
refeernd, 1 nttach little blame to “ private enterprise.” It is the
folly of cur sovial systemn that makes the instinet produce evil {nstead
of ‘good. Hocialists do not seelk to perform the impossible, and
olininate this universal instinet of nature, thoy only desire to prove
bhat; self-interest can be pursued as well by order and co-operation as
by scramble and competition, and with much better prospect of
suceess,  Another notable fact which the stwly of past and present
histoey will - yerily, is that o democeatic countries, imperfect
corvupt though their institutions he, State Aets vealiy representing
the wishes of the Many have again and again encroached upon the
dowain of private enterprise in the interests of individuaal liberty.

I think that T have said enough 1o show that the Spencerian
definition of individual liberty as “the right o do what one pleases
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provided one doos not infringe upon the rights of oth
reasoned out, entitles me to change the form of the syllo
been considering, and make it read thus:—

| The Commonweal 1s best secured where the community
Undor Socialism the community would be paramount.
- Thercfore, Soctalism ts conducive lo the Commonweal.

The truth of Spencerianism is its high conceptic
dividuality of man: its error is in assuming Socialism
vented scheme of government, based upon ‘the destr
essential element of human nature. The * Imtrodu
“Paper constitutions raise smiles on the faces of th
observed their results ; and paper social systems similarl
who have contemplated the availablo evidence.” And
impossible to establish forthwith a satisfactory social
again, “My opposition to Socialism results from the
would stop the progress to a higher state, and bring
state.” Those few sentences give you at once the whe
mistake. Socialism is not a paper constitution; it is n
ostablish it forthwith; it is an evolutionary moveme
whether we will or no. 'We may, indeed, by discovering
put ourselves in harmony with if, and so accelerate its pr
ignorance, negligence, indifference, and wilful opposi
retard it ; but stop it we cannot. Nor is Socialism anyt
istic to true Individualism. Sidney Olivier says * Social

" Individualism rationalised, organised, clothed, and in its
That is truth in a nutshell. Socialism is simply the =
that future social state which is being gradually formed b

\y of numberless individuals after a higher ahd happier mod

' In the truest conception of Individualism,it is and ever
individuals are. We cannot divest ourselves, or each
dividuality. It is the impress of Nature on the soul
eradicable sign which a power infinitely greater than
{ stamped upon him. It is the “me” of consciousness;
ness of isolated and distinctive being which the mind ¢
reflecting upon itself; it is that Something—that awl
hensible Something-~which divides our common humanit
of. s(i{mmte and oxclusive existences, and makes each on

.1 found mystery to the rest. Socialists recognise this;
- | ignore it by their teachings ; they do but plead with us t

| towards the building up of a social system worthier of

4 and the high dignity of Man. * .0 1
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