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THE 1880'S: SEEDBED OF THE LABOR SYNTHESIS

OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY ENGLAND
CHAPTER I
THE 'EIGHTIES AS A SEEDBED

(1)

A cacophonous debate on social, political, and
economic questions monopolized the decade of the eighteen-
eighties in England. It grew out of an apparently endless
cvcle of depression, partial and brief recovery, and de-
pression, producing a multiplicity of voices and opinions
which ranged from "Laissez-faire!'" to '"Revolution!"

The "Great Depression"l formed the outer framework
of debate. Within it were argued such specific issues as:
(1) housing for the poor; (2) sweated labor; (3) reform of
the Poor-laws; (4) land reform; (5) the proper role of
trade unions; (6) the merits and demerits of socialism,

both evolutionary and revolutionary, partial and complete;

lFor an account of the economic-historical discus-
sion of this term, see S. B. Saul, The Myth of the Great
Depression, 1873-1896. Studies in Economic History (Lon-
don: Macmillan, 1969). Among contemporaries there was
virtual unanimity that a depression existed. Disagree-
ment came only over the proper remedies.

1
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(7) free trade; (8) tax reform; (9) the wages and hours
of the working classes; and (10) éducation—-technical
versus traditional and state-supported versus non-state-
supported. As a composite, these issues stimulated a
broader and more important debate concerning the very
structure of society and economics: how the economic
and social relationships should be arranged for the pur-
pose of greater justice and more general prosperity--in
short, the problem of democracy in political, economic,
and social relationships.

A study of the contemporary writings makes clear
the widespread and profound sense of consternation over
the paradox of massive wealth and extensive poverty grow-
ing out of the industrial-capitalist system. Why was it,
men asked, that while England had created the economic
marvel of the age in productive capacity, so many English-
ment were no better off than their forebears had been,
and, indeed, seemed to be worse off in many cases? What
had gone wrong with the magnificent promise of plenty
for all from the development of the industrial system?
Why was it that

men starve because there is too much food, go half-
naked because there are too many clothes, shuffle
along barefoot or ill shod because there are too
many boots, live two and three families cooped up

in one room because too many houses cannot find
occupants?2

2H. M. Hyndman, "The Social Democratic Party,"

The Newcastle Weekly Chronicle, March 21, 1885, p. 4.
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Was there a possible remedy within the capitalist
system as it was evolving? Or were the Marxists, who
appeared in force in England at this time, correct when
they insisted--on the basis of dialectical materialism,
the surplus value theory, and the growing mass of miserable
proletariat--that the economic system prevailing must be
destroyed by some form of revolution and supplanted by a
dictatorship of the proletariat? Some men argued that
only as the system progressed towards complete laissez-
faire could there be any improvement through the elimina-
tion of the unfit. Others believed that only a new atti-
tude towards the working classes--viewing them primarily
as potential consumers rather than merely as producers of
one factor of productiomn--could save the essential system
by sufficiently reforming it. Still others argued that
the system was already moving of its own momentum towards
a mixture of capitalism and socialism, and that it could
be accelerated by educating the ruling classes to accept
the socialist concept of public ownership of the means of
production.

In many ways the 'eighties were merely a continuum
of the past. Queen Victoria celebrated her Golden Jubilee
in 1887. The same groups ruled in England as before
through the Tory and Liberal Parties and would continue
to do so for many years to come. Englishmen continued

and accelerated the building of their empire, and Britannia
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ruled the waves. Finally, beneath the facade of laissez-
faire in foreign trade, a trend in the opposite direction
had slowly been developing in domestic economic affairs
during the century.

And vet, the 'eighties were also a seedbed of the
future in a way in which the 'seventies were not, and the
'nineties would merely nurture what had been planted in
that seedbed. Because of the prolonged depression, real
or presumed, and the resultant intellectual struggles of
the decade, history's course was prepared for a turning
in economic and political affairs. The years of economic
insecurity and argument had the crucial effect of reorder-
ing men's attitudes and stimulating new thinking along
economic and social lines. This produced the Labor syn-
thesis, with which this paper shall deal, and anticipated
the national economic blending of capitalism and socialism
which comprises the twentieth-century British welfare
State. The intellectual controversies, then, are impor-
tant. Professor H. Stuart Hughes has written that

the essence of history is change--and change must be
at least partially the result of conscious mental
activity. Somewhere at some time someone must have
decided to do something. "Vast impersonal forces"

are simply abstractions--the sum of an infinite
number of small but strictly personal decisions.3

3H. Stuart Hughes, Consciousness and Society. The
Reconstruction of European Thought, 1890-1930 (New York:
Vintage Books, 1958), p. 5.
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Max Nicholson has described periods of social fer-
ment, such as the 'eighties, as times when '"'men become
angry or emotional, and their feelings burst unbidden into
words which the record catches.'" There, the historian
finds "vividly reflected the tensions and undercurrents
which usually flow more or less hidden from our view."
Such periods, he says,

are often moments of truth, when, as was remarked in
one of them, the skies are darkened with broken prom-
ises and neglected opportunities of past years coming
home to roost. Rarely, despite appearance, do such
crises arise without warmning and wholly from external
sources. It is the cumulative divergence between
national needs or expectations and national provi-
sions for effectively satisfying them which become
transformed into an intolerable dilemma by some
event.

When this happens, history prepares for a turning,
or series of turnings. A seedbed has been prepared. But
the harvest may differ considerably from expectations,
since many people share in the planting. In the case of
the 'eighties the seedbed was planted with many different
ideas which were anticipatory of ideas and policies in the
next century's hybrid welfare State. These, perhaps, can-
not be traced directly from the 1880's to the mid-twentieth
century, but what can be traced is the emergence of the
Labor synthesis which produced the Labour Party. In the

contemporary writings one can catch the changing moods and

attitudes of the time.

qMax Nicholson, The System. The Misgovernment of
Modern Britain (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1967),
pp. 209-10.
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The Labour Party was conceived in principle during
the eighteen-eighties, although birth did not come for
more than a decade after 1889, and the christening still
later. The gestation period was difficult because of the
uneasy marriage between trade unionism and non-revolutionary
socialism. There were severe family quarrels, great emo-
tional strains, and temporary ruptures, but the lessons of
the 'eighties, particularly of 1889-90, ultimately pre-
vailed. In 1906 the Labour Party, so christened, appeared
when the Labour Representation Committee, founded in 1900,
decided to change its name.

All leading groups of thinkers acknowledged the
problem of depression, explored the possible remedies, and
helped in some way to shape the eventual responses which
were supplied. From the conflict of opinion came the syn-
thesis which the labor movement forged and, perhaps, even
the broader national synthesis of the twentieth century,
although this is only a speculative idea at this point.
Some groups contributed wittingly and willingly, others
from expediency, still others unknowingly or negatively,
with no awareness of where their conclusions and arguments
would lead. We shall now examine in some detail the com-
peting categories of thought which comprised the intellec-

tual struggle with profound and largely unforeseen results.

(2)
In 1892, Joseph Chamberlain, who had observed and

participated in the debate of the preceeding decade, wrote
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an article in which he counted no fewer than six dis-
tinct schools of opinion emerging from it.5 He listed:
(1) individualists, (2) "old" trade unionists, (3) '"new"
trade unionists, (4) collectivists, (5) anarchists, and
(6) state or municipal socialists. At that, he omitted
the Tory-paternalists and the Positivists. Nor does the
co-operative movement fit his definition of collectivists.
All these categories possessed sufficiently distinct char-
acteristics to stand as separate groupings with the pos-
sible exception of "o0ld" and "new'" unionists, but within
each there was divergence of opinion, at times rather
severe, and among the categories there was overlapping

on specific issues. Still, they provide a convenient
framework within which to examine the aspects of the de-
bate. The categories, with their sub-groupings, reflect
the complexity of English thought and society and the fact
that there was often as much, if not more, disagreement
within the socio-economic classes as there was between
them.

The individualists included the extreme advocatles
of laissez-faire, such as Herbert Spencer and Auberon
Herbert, whose ideas we shall examine, and the far less
extreme Gladstonians, who had long been the "stock-in-

trade of the Liberal Party."6 Among their economic tenets

5Joseph Chamberlain, '"The Labour Question,'" The Nine-
teenth Century, XXXII (November, 1892), 679-87.

6

Ibid., p. 679-
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were: belief in the law of supply and demand, with
emphasis upon the supply side, which came from the classi-
cists' teachings; Adam Smith's belief in free trade as the
key to open and competitive exchange and economic growthj;
the Ricardian concept of rent; the Malthusian-Ricardian
"iron law of wages'; Nassau Senior's theory of abstinence;
the concept of the wages-fund, and Say's '"law'" which said
that supply creates its own demand. As supporters of un-
fettered capitalism, their methodology was laissez-faire,
at least in theory.7 Their governing philosophy was
grounded in an overriding concern with the production
function, with a belief in a "harmony of interests," and
in the individual self-help formula which dictated that
"all restrictions to individual liberty are to be removed
except so far as they are absolutely necessary to protect
the liberty of other individuals."8

As long as relative prosperity was thought to domi-
nate the economic picture, as it was during the central
decades of the nineteenth century, these men were not
seriously challenged on economic dogma--a dogma, inciden-
tally, which they assumed to be universally applicable.

They looked, or believed that they looked, out upon an

7There were many violations. See J. Bartlet Breb-
ner, '"Laissez Faire and State Intervention in Nineteenth
Century Britain," The Journal of Economic History, Supple-
ment, VIII (1948), 59-73.

8Chamberlain, "The Labour Question," p. 679.
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England progressing under the doctrine of laissez-faire
and found it good. But once the long period of falling
prices set in, they found themselves challenged on all
sides by alternative economic theories. Some felt com-
pelled to defend their beliefs with increasing rigidity,
but others, seeking accommodation within their general
system, put forth some ideas which became part of the
economic synthesis of the next century. The Reverend
William Blackley and the Reverend Samuel A. Barmnett,
whose ideas are taken up in the next chapter, exemplified
this group. While one cannot show a cause-effect rela-
tionship between what they proposed and what was done
later, it can at least be said that they did anticipate
lJater policies.

The individualists identified the cause of depres-
sion as over-production, or over-supply, both of commodi-
ties and labor. Although they recognized that the problem
was made worse by foreign competition and tariffs, they
insisted that the downward spiral was a necessary result
of over-production which, in turn, arose from higher costs
of production. The economic decline would have to continue,
unhampered by artificial interference, until the inefficient
laborer and capitalist and the glut of commodities had been
"naturally" eliminated. This would occur through starva-
tion, emigration, or bankruptcy for the laborer and capi-

talist, and through falling prices of goods. Once the
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production process was cleared of the deadwood and surplus
commodities, inevitable recovery would follow.

Revival of the economy towards full employment of
resources was construed as inevitable as soon as falling
prices, wages, and profits had eliminated the inefficien-
cies in the market place. When the downward spiral hit
its maximum low point--that point at which prices were so
low that increased consumption could not be resisted-~- the
upturn would come about. The individualists had no con-
ception of income flow or that the economy could strike an
equilibrium at some point below full employment. Instead,
they assumed that the economy was constantly in motion up-
wards or downwards. Trade cycles were natural phenomena
governed by the law of supply and demand in a completely
unfettered market, and man and government must not inter-
fere. The watchword was 1aissez-faire.9

With regard to the individualists' view of trade

unionism, the belief was that within a free market, wages,

9The first classical economist to reassess this
position, and he only partially, was John Stuart Mill in
his Principles of Political Economy with Some of Their
Applications to Social Philosophy, edited with an intro-
duction by W. S. Ashley (London: Longmans, Green and Com-
pany, 1915), pp. 199-200. He argued that while '"the laws
and conditions of the production of wealth, partake of the
character of physical truths," the same was not true of
the distribution of wealth which was "a matter of human
institution solely," and that once the goods were produced,
"mankind individually or collectively, can do with them as
they like.'" This is Mill's '"socialism," the viewing of the
distribution of wealth as a social problem rather than a
purely economic one. As for his view of production as a
"physical'" matter, he seemed to overlook the role of
technology.
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like all prices of goods, found their '"natural" level, and
misery for the working classes resulted when the supply
of labor grew beyond the demand for it. Trade unionism
was an artificial interference with natural laws and made
matters worse by pushing up wages for trade union members
during brisk times and thus depriving other workers of
jobs because of the depletion of the wages fund.10

Since the workers were considered, first and fore-
most, to be suppliers of a raw material to the production
process, they must, like all suppliers, set their price
and limit their supply to the demands of the market place.
The most that the rigid individualists would concede for
the working classes was their liberation from governmental
restraints upon their individual freedoms of contract, al-
though by the late 1870's the less fanatical were willing,
with some misgivings, to accept the idea of collective
freedom of contract or trade unionism. Men of Herbert
Spencer's mind were not. They grudgingly admitted that
private charity was permissable in cases of extreme poverty,
provided always that it was given only to the "deserving
poor." But the "good-for-nothing," as Spéncer wrote, could
suffer the penalty of his follies.

Inconvenience, suffering, and death are the penalties
attached by Nature to ignorance, as well as incompetence

OFor a good summary of the individualists' economic
theory with relation to trade unionism, see Sidney and
Beatrice Webb, Industrial Democracy (London: Longmans,
Green and Co., Ltd., 1914), part III, chapters i and ii,
pp. 603-702.
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--are also the means of remedying these. Partly by
weeding out those of lowest development and partly
by subjecting those who remain to the never-ceasing
discipline of experience, Nature secures the growth
of a race who shall understand the conditions of
existence and be able to act upon them . . . Acts
of parliament to save silly people from the evils
which putting faith in empirics may entail upon them
. . « are therefore bad. It is best to let the
foolish man suffer the penalty of his foolishness.ll
Had the individualists' emphasis been placed upon
the consumption function rather than upon the production
function, and the workers seen as consumers rather than
primarily as producers, then the wages-fund idea and the
"iron law of wages'" would have been discarded. Higher
wages would have been interpreted as economically bene-
ficial within the capitalist system. They would have
meant greater aggregate demand and consumption, increasing
production, greater aggregate profits, and, finally, more
steady economic growth. The result would have been a
better balance between foreign trade and domestic trade,
and a willingness to accept a more positive, social role

for the State in economic affairs.12 This, in brief, was

the context of the economic system constructed by John M.

llHerbert Spencer, "Sanitary Supervision," Social
Statics Together with Man vs. the State (New York:
D. Appelton and Co., 1893), p. 205.

12Karl Marx, who constructed his revolutionary sys-
tem upon the classicists, also failed to grasp the impor-
tance of the consumption function--or else, he rejected
it since to accept it would make revolution unnecessary.
He was, at any rate, never an "under-consumptionist." See
G. D.H. Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Vol. II:
Marxism and Anarchism, 1850-1890 (London: Macmillan,

1964), p. 293.
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Keynes many years later, but, as we shall see, there were
men in England, especially the "old" unionists, who saw,
during the 1880's, the same thing Keynes saw and who advo-
cated the solutions he did, though in a more rudimentary
form. It was, perhaps, unfortunate for England that such
men were not in policy-making positions at the time, for
much of the wealth which flowed into the empire and into
foreign countries in search of profits, to be later lost,
might have stayed at home with highly beneficial results.
By the time Keynes came along, it was, of course, too late.
Since the individualist saw the worker primarily as

a supplier of a factor of production, and since the source
of economic growth was seen to lie in profits, the wages-
fund and the "iron law of wages'" was accepted as unalter-
able. Wages were composed of money allotted from capital,
or past-profits., to cover a cost of production. They
must, therefore, be kept as low as possible to keep costs
of production down and future profits high. For the trade
unions to drive up wages for their members merely meant
that non-union workers must suffer or profits must be re-
duced, neither of which was beneficial over the long run.
According to the wages-fund idea,

If undisturbed . . . the natural laws of competition

acting on wages as on commodity prices, would settle

their level at the point where the whole fund was

distributed to all the workers. The amount of wages

was determined by the size of the fund, which at any

one moment was fixed, and the only way the workers

could increase it was, paradoxically, by accepting
lower wages. Smaller profits and high wages harmed
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the working man, for if the inducement to save

slackened, '"the amount of Capital accumulated will

decrease; the Wage-Fund will consequently be dimin-

ished, and there will be a smaller amount to dis-

tribute amongst the labouring classes."13

Thus, in the mind of the individualist, higher

wages, far from contributing to economic growth, had the
opposite effect, for by lowering profits, they reduced
the desire to save and contributed to economic decline.
Everybody then suffered. Therefore, the worker's ability
to curtail the supply of labor by limiting the size of
his family, and his willingness to work longer hours for
his fair share of the wages-fund, determined the extent
of his prosperity or poverty. In the same way, the capi-
talist's willingness to abstain from immediate consump-
tion of profits for purposes of re-investment, and his
ability to reduce his costs of production determined his
prosperity or misfortune. These were self-enacting laws,

said the individualists, which both classes of producers

must abide by.

(3)
The generally accepted interpretation of "old" and
"new" trade unionism draws a fairly distinct line between
the two. The "old" unionists are said to have been those

who formed an "aristocracy" of skilled labor and who

13R. V. Clements, "British Trade Unions and Popular
Political Economy, 1850-1875," The Economic History Review,
second series, XIV (1961-62), 9L4.
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adhered almost blindly to orthodox political economy.
They were suspicious and resentful of positive State
interference in economic affairs, preferring to rely
upon their unions, now freed c¢f legal restraints, to
advance the skilled workers' cause. At the head of the
labor movement, they tended to ignore the masses of un-
skilled labor standing outside their narrow horizon.
They willingly co-operated with the capitalist class
and, as long as they dominated the Trades Union Congress
and local trades councils, they pursued a relentless
policy of laisseg—faire. Progress lay in co-operation
with the employer class which meant avoiding provocation
by heavy use of the strike ﬁeapon. Therefore, they con-
centrated upon the friendly-society benefits of their
unions.14 Being "too o0ld to change," they waged a great
defensive battle during the 'eighties and 'nineties

against socialism and "new'" unionism which demanded

ll’EChamberlain, "The Labour Question," pp. 680-81;
Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The History of Trade Unionism,
revised edition (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1920),
pPp. 368, 374, 397; Helen M. Lynd, England in the Eighteen-
Eighties. Toward a Social Basis for Freedom (London:
Oxford University Press, 1945), p. 275; B. C. Roberts, The
Trades Union Congress, 1868-1921 (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1958), pp. 94-114; Henry Pelling, A Histor
of British Trade Unionism (London: Penguin Books, 19375,
pp. 76-86; G. D. H. Cole, A Short History of the British
Working-Class Movement, 1789-1925 (London: G. Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1925), II, 137, 141; and Eric J. Hobsbawm,
Nineteenth Century in the Making, Vol. III: Labour's
Turning Point, 1880-1900, general editor, Dona Torr
(London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1948), pp. xiv-xvii.
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"purely independent working-class action" and positive
utilization of the State in economic affairs.15

"New" unionism, which grew out of revolutionary
socialism late in the 'eighties, began as an attitude in
the minds of certain trade unionists who joined the revo-
lutionary socialist movement in 1884 out of a sense of
frustration and despair over what they considered the
trade unions' subservience to the laissez-faire philoso-
phy. The points by which contemporaries and historians
set '"mew" unionism apart from '"old'" are these: (1) that
"new" unionism was oriented towards a national and even
an international organizational pattern; (2) that it in-
cluded both skilled and unskilled labor; (3) that it stood
for the solidarity of labor against capital; (4) that it
sought to force all workers to join unions to eliminate
"blackleg" labor in times of strikes; (5) that it placed
heavy emphasis upon the strike weapon to win concessions
from employvers and rejected the combination of friendly-
society functions with trade union tactics, which allowed
it to charge very low fees and dues so that the poorest-
paid laborer could afford to join; and (6) that it advocated
the use of State power and machinery to advance the cause of
labor and, accordingly, sought the establishment of an in-

dependent labor party to elect members to parliament and

lDCole, A Short History of the British Working-
Class Movement, p. 137.
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to force legislative concessions from the two major
parties.l6
"New" unionism appeared in tidal-wave proportions

during 1889-1890, as a result of the successful dockers'
strike. It allegedly forced the "o0ld" unionism to abandon
its laissez-faire philosophy and to embrace certain social-~
istic objectives. The result of the socialist and "new"
unionist challenges was, first, a fight by "old" unionism
to retain its philosophy and leadership of the labor move-
ment, and, then, to seek a compromise or synthesis

which followed neither Broadhurst and his friends of

the Parliamentary Committee of the Trades Union Con-

gress nor Hyndman nor even Keir Hardie and the Inde-

pendent Labour Party. The New Unionism and the old

blended and intermingled; and out of the political

struggle rose the Labour Representation Committee,

hovering uncertainly on the fringe of Socialism,

but casting many a longing glance back at the oid

Liberal love with which it was still disposed to

maintain a clandestine liason.l7

The turning point towards the synthesis, say the

historians, began in 1889, and the initiative for blending
socialistic objectives with trade union tactics came from

the socialists and the "new'" trade unionists. The dockers'

strike made it '"no longer possible for the Parliamentary

16Chamberlain, "The Labour Question," pp. 681-82;
Webb, History of Trade Unionism, pp. 402-7; Pelling, A
History of British Trade Unionism, pp. 100-4; Roberts, The
Trades Union Congress, pp. 122-23; Lynd, England in the
Eighteen-Eighties, pp. 285-92; and Cole, A Short History
of the British Working-Class Movement, pp. 152-58.

17cole, A Short History of the British Working-
Class Movement, p. 137.
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Committee to denounce the Socialists as a set of in-
triguers," now that "new'" unionism counted 200,000 mem-
bers.18 Such an interpretation, I believe, overlooks
what had been happening within the "old" trade union
movement from the outset of the 'eighties. As this paper
will show, the "old" unionists had begun in 1881 if not
before to move along a road that led to an economic sys-
tem in which limited socialistic objectives are secured
through the gradual political actions of government and
which blended capitalism and socialism under the tutelage
of the State. Since it rested upon the belief that there
were, under unfettered capitalism, too many social costs
relative to social benefits, and since the pivotal role
in socializing the prevailing capitalist system was the
central government, and, finally, since the government's
power was to rest upon democracy, the term "democratic
state socialism" can be applied to this evolving system.
It is a term which contemporaries used and understood, and
it distinguishes the non-Marxian socialists from the Marx-
ian socialists who called themselves Social Democrats, a
term which at this period contained the central idea of
the overthrow of capitalism and the replacement of it by
proletarian, Marxian socialism in which the complete

transfer of the ownership of the means of production was

18Webb, History of Trade Unionism, pp. 407-8.
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to be made from private to public control.19 There were
democratic state socialists, such as the Fabians, who
desired such a transfer, but they ultimately rejected the
revolutionary aspect of the Marxian system in favor of the
evolutionary method. But the bulk of the state socialists
desired to retain a certain proportion of private enter-
prise and ownership, while bringing about certain nation-
alization projects and social control of the economy. We
shall, shortly, examine Chamberlain's definition of state
socialism.

With regard to "o0ld" unionism, it is also important
to point out that, contrary to what most historians say,
"0ld" unionism did not adhere to orthodox political economy
as a faith, for too many of its tenets went against the
grain of trade unionism. The thesis stated by R. V. Clem-~
ents, concerning trade unionism during 1850-75, is equally
valid for trade unionism of the 1880's, as this paper will
show. Clements writes:

First . . . that contemporary writers often denied
that trade union activities were regulated by ortho-
dox economic doctrines; second, that trade union
action did not accord with such theories; and third,
that many trade unionists themselves explicitly

denied the truth of some of these doctrines--denials
that deserve equal weight with examples of agreement.
. - . That many trade unionists were deeply influenced
by orthodox political economy where it clashed with

the traditions and needs of the unions and of their
members is dubious. Nor is it likely that their views

l9Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Vol. II,
chapters xiv and xv.
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of these needs were more than palely coloured by
such an influence.20

There was, to be sure, a great struggle during the
decade between "old" unionism, on the one hand, and social-
ism and "new" unionism, on the other. It did not, however,
center in the theoretical reaction of "old" unionism to
socialism per se, but rather in the socialists' insistence
upon revolution, whether by peace or by force as the only
alternative for labor. The major struggle came between
1884 and 1889, when socialism was calling for revolution,
and "nmew'" unionism was still only an attitude and, thus,
was more radical than it became in 1889, when it did
emerge as an actual movement. The crux of the battle
between "old" unionism and socialism was the question of
whether the prevailing economic-political system could be
sufficiently reformed and socialized--that is, brought to
a point where social as well as economic problems held
equal importance in policy-making--or whether it had to
be destroyed and supplanted by a Marxist system.

Under the first alternative, trade unionism could
survive and retain its leadership position in the labor
movement and its effectiveness in economic affairs. Under
the second alternative, it could not. As long as 'new"
unionism remained inchoate--between 1884 and 1889--it sided

with the Marxists in demanding the second altermative, but

20Clements, "British Trade Unions and Popular Polit-
ical Economy," p. 94.
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apparently believing that the two could be combined.
During and after 1889, when it became a vital force, it
took up the first alternative, rejected the call for revo-
lution, and joined "o0ld" unionism in a labor synthesis of
democratic state socialism. This is mnot to say that there
were no longer disagreements between individual "old" and
"new'" unionists, or that some '"new' unionists did not con-
tinue to hope for full nationalization of the means of
production. But it did mean that the revolutionary ideas
were replaced by gradualism, and, as time told, partial
nationalization only. After 1889, the two types of trade
unionism, as movements, did not differ in general.

Two important developments, which historians do not
appreciate to sufficient degree, contributed to the shaping
of labor synthesis which, in turn, became the Labour Party:
(1) the progress, during the 'eighties, of '"old" unionism
along the road towards democratic state socialism, and (2)
the rupture, during 1887-89, between the Social Democratic
Federation and the leaders of "mew" unionism. The first
brought "old" unionism to the point of virtual identity
with the goals of '"new" unionism by 1889-90 on all major
points except the need to overthrow the capitalist system
and the prevailing political system. The second made '"new"
unionism reject the idea of revolution and assume charac-
teristics which brought it to the point of virtual identity

with "old" unionism. So close did the identity become that
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John Burns, a '"mew unionist," who had severely chastised
"0ld" union leaders throughout the decade and who sneered
at them in 1890 for appearing at the Liverpool Trades Union
Congress dressed like "respectable city gentlemen," infuri-
ated Keir Hardie in 1892 by appearing to take his seat in
Parliament dressed the same way. Soon Burns was willingly
co-operating closely with the Liberals, spending weekends
in their country homes, and, in 1905, he even entered the
Liberal Cabinet.21

Historians argue that the socialist movement produced
"new" unionism. Yet, it might be claimeé that the "old"
unionism played as important a role, for, although the men
who were to lead the "new" unionism did join the Social
Democratic Federation, they never severed their ties with
their respective unions as they did with the S.D.F. in
1889.22 In this sense, they remained merely a left wing""~
of trade unionism from 1884. What makes them seem to stand
apart is that their agitations and writings between 1884
and 1889 were done through the socialist organization and
publications rather than through the T.U.C. Still, once a

fact, '"mew" unionism transformed itself and merged back

into trade union milieu, language, and orientation.

21Paul Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour.

The Struggle for London, 1885-1914 (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1967), p. 152.

22There was some re-connection of ties between the
"new" union leaders and the S.D.F. after 1889, but never
as closely as during the 'eighties.
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Even before 1884, as we shall see, when Marxism
appeared as a force in England, "old" unionists were pro-
posing such socialistic measures as positive governmental
interference in and regulation of industry for labor's
advantage, nationalization of the land, redistribution of
the land under State power, a legislated eight-hour day,
free education, and publicly-sponsored housing for the poor.
The trend towards democratic state socialism, though the
"01ld" unionists themselves did not use the specific term,
was established early on. Throughout the decade the direc-
tion of "old" unionism was forwards, not backwards, as his-
torians imply. After 1889, "new" unions took on three of
the most outstanding traits of "old" unionism--traits which
their leaders had vociferously denounced between 1884 and
1889: (1) caution in the use of strikes for greater effec-
tiveness, (2) combining friendly-society functions with
militancy at the factory gate, and (3) a degree of co-
operation with the employer class and the Liberal and Tory

23

Parties. In addition, they abandoned the call for the
overthrow of capitalism. The merger with "old" unionism
was crystallized at the Liverpool Trades Union Congress of

1890. The fact that such an event was possible reveals, I

23Webb, History of Trade Unionism, pp. 417-18. This
was not done by all '"new'" unions, true, but then, all "old"
unions did not have benefit-society aspects. See George
Howell, "The Labour Platform: O0ld Style," The New Review.
A Critical Survey of Intermational Socialism, IV (1892),
477.
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think, that a good part of the initiative towards the

synthesis of ideas belongs to "old" unionism.

(%)
According to the collectivist creed,

the State is to be the sole owner of the land, of

capital, and of all the means of production, and it

is to distribute the results of labour, giving to

each in proportion to his work. Private property

will be abolished; competition will entirely cease;

everybody will be obliged to work for his living;

and work will be found for all sufficient to pro-

cure for everyone the means of rational and com-

fortable existence.2

Although trade unions and the co-operative movement

were collective in approach, they do not fit the definition
of collectivism given by Chamberlain here, for they rejected
the idea of the elimination of private property. Nor do
the Anarchists belong in the collectivist category as here
defined, for, while advocating a certain sort of collec-
tivism, they rejected the idea of a strong central govern-
ment and, in many cases, any government at all. The groups
25

which do belong are: some of the Christian socialists,

the Fabian Society,26 the Social Democratic Federation, and

24Chamberlain, "The Labour Question," p. 684.

25For a list, see Peter d'Arcy Jones, The Christian
Socialist Revival, 1877-1914. Religion, Class, and Social
Conscience in Late-Victorian England (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1968), p. 432.

26Thtse Fabians were also state or municipal social-
ists, but, in contrast to trade unionism, they advocated
the complete socialization of the economy. State social-
ism, by definition, aimed only at limited socialistic
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the Socialist League. There was also a small, militant,
trade unionist grouping which left the Socialist League
in 1888 with Edward Aveling and Eleanor Marx to form the
Labour Union, but this lasted only until 1890.27

Peter d'Arcy Jones has said of the Christian social-
ists of the 'eighties that they were far less unified as to
political methods than previously. These differences
stemmed from the advanced state of socialism and labor in
Britain and from '"the greater complexity of the social and
economic problems posed by structural historical changes.”28
The same, of course, is true of all other groups of opinion,
with the possible exception of the Tory-patermalists, and
explains the multiple facets of the debate which made the
'eighties the seedbed of the future.

All Christian socialists shared the belief that
Christianity could be applied to life and that the core of

29

it was the brotherhood of man. Their disagreements arose
over methods of implementing this belief. Some took up the
teachings of Henry George which stopped far short of total

nationalization or socialism. Others took up full-blown

socialism on the grounds that the capitalists as well as

objectives, which could be achieved within an essentially
capitalistic structure. Thus, the Fabians fit more snugly
into the Collectivist definition.

2{Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour, p. 153.
28

Jones, The Christian Socialist Revival, p. 435.

29Ibid., p. 443.
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the landlords belonged to the exploiting class of society,
something the Georgists did not accept. Overall, the
Christian socialists, as a movement, tended towards
eclecticism.So
In 1885, the Fabians, in common with the Social

Democratic Federation and the Socialist League, sought
the total overthrow of capitalism. In the words of
George Bernard Shaw in 1892:

We (of the Fabian Society) were for a year or two

just as anarchistic as the Socialist League and

just as insurrectionary as the SDF. . . . The object

of our campaign was to bring about a tremendous

smash up of existing societies to be succeeded by

complete socialism.31

During the early years of the socialist challenge

there was a great deal of intermingling among these groups.
As the decade progressed, though, a certain crystallization
of differences and rivalries appeared. Still, even at the
end of the decade, certain individuals were able to move
back and forth between groups without too much difficulty.32

The primary reason for the separation among the so-

cialist leaders, aside from regional and local differences,

301pia., pp. L46-48.

31Joseph Clayton, The Rise and Decline of Socialism
in Britain, 1884-1924 (London: Faber and Gwyer, 1926),
pp. 21, 24-25. See also, G. D. H. Cole, The History of
Socialist Thought, Vol. III: The Second International,
1889-1914, Part I (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., 1956),
p. 107.

32Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour, chap-
ters vi and vii; Margaret Cole, The Story of Fabian Social-
ism (London: Heineman, 1961), p. 17.
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had to do with the economic theories upon which they
relied for shaping their courses of action. The S.D.F.
and the Socialist League, as their publications reveal,
constructed their programs upon an almost pure, revolu-

33

tionary Marxism. Although some of the Fabians accepted
the exploitation inherent in Marx's surplus value theory
and his view of economics as determining the course of
history, most of their program grew out of the works of

34

Jevons and Mill. They rejected completely the Marxist
dialectic with its revolutionary mandate. As a result,
the Fabians found themselves in harmony with the histori-
cal reformism as it moved slowly through the nineteenth
century towards democratic state socialism in the twen-
tieth. The only difference outstanding was the Fabian
hope for complete mnationalization of the means of produc-
tion which, gradually, would supplant capitalism entirely.

Their closer alignment with the course of English history

allowed them to make a valuable contribution to the economic

33Justice, 1884-89; H. M. Hyndman, The Textbook of
Democracy. England for All (London: E. W. Allen, 1881);
"The Manifesto of the Socialist League,'" The Commonweal,
February, 1885; Edward Aveling, '"Scientific Socialism,"
The Commonweal, April, 1885 - January, 1885. See also
other issues of The Commonweal, 1885-89; Cole, History of
Socialist Thought, Vol. IXI, chapters xiv - xv; and Chushichi
Tsuzuki, H. M. Hyndman and British Socialism (Oxford: Uni-
versity Press, 1961), pp. 380-84.

34Clayton, The Rise and Decline of Socialism in
Britain, p. 43; Jones, The Christian Socialist Revival,
p. 47; Cole, History of Socialist Thought, Vol. III, pp.
111-12; M. Cole, The Story of Fabian Socialism, pp. 19-20.
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metamorphosis--although they must share it with trade
unionism: the removal of the frightening aspects of
socialism from the minds of the middle classes.

Edward Pease is quoted by Margaret Cole as having
declared that the Fabians '"broke the spell" of Marxism in
England as it was manifested by the S.D.F. That group
treated Marx's words "as a sacred text on which glosses
only were to be permitted" and insisted that '"the State
was an enemy to be destroved, in no wise an instrument
which could be used in the interests of the working
class." Mrs. Cole continues by saying that,

. - . once Fabian Essays had taught the intellec-
tuals that it was possible to be a Socialist without
mouthing jargon, British Socialism was freed from
that disease; and the advances in social legisla-
tion secured from both Tory and Liberal governments

made nonsense of the conception of the State as no
more than the policeman of the bourgeoisie.35

The leader of the S.D.F. was H. M. Hyndman, a
36

middle-class, self-proclaimed Marxist. Although re-

relled by Marx's insistence upon revolution, Hyndman

nevertheless took it up as "a short-cut to Socialism"

between 1886 and 1889.3( As for the Socialist League,

35M. Cole, The Story of Fabian Socialism, pp.
327-28; Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Vol. III,
pp. 112—13.

36Tsuzuki, H. M. Hyndman and British Socialism,

p- 86.

37Ibid., pp. 33, 56, 80-83; Webb, History of
Trade Unionism, p. 409.
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at least in the beginning, it "was nothing if not Marx-
ist,”38 and the Labour Union was in the same pattern.

Hyndman was the most erratic of the Marxists, per-
haps, both in personality and doctrine. Since he dominated
the S.D.F., historians tend to credit to his oscillations
between revolution and gradualism, nationalism and inter-
nationalism, and his contempt for trade unionism the fatal
schisms within the socialist movement.39 Except fof
Tsuzuki, Clayton, and Thompson, historians make much of
the first split--between Hyndman and William Morris--and
little or nothing of the far more important one between
Hyndman and the "new'" union leaders, H. H. Champion, John
Burns, and Tom Mann, in 1887-89. It is this later one, I
believe, which was crucial to developments, for it side-
tracked the Marxists at a critical time, when '"'new" union-
ism came into being as a force. This left the Marxists
outside and opposed to the leadership of the "new'" unionism.
Whereas that movement went on to become an integral part
of the Labour Party, Morris's Socialist League petered out
after 1889. Thus, the split between the S.D.F. and "new"
unionism is the more important one, but it is too much

ignored or minimized. Over the long-run, the Marxists

38Clayton, The Rise and Decline of Socialism in
Britain, p. 32.

39Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Vol. II,
pPp. 394-412; Tsuzuki, H. M. Hyndman and British Socialism;
Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour, chapters vi and
vii.
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were never able to re-establish the position they had held
during the 'eighties as potential leaders of the labor
movement. This leads to another point: that historians
place the responsibility for the loss of the Marxist chal-
lenge almost solely upon the personality of Hyndman. In
my opinion, the crux of the problem was whether or not
revolution was necessary. The '"new" unionists, I believe,
rejected this point as much as they did Hyndman's dicta-
torial personality, for, while the "new" union leaders
were vociferous in their criticisms of trade unions during
the 1880's, they continued to be identified as trade union-
ists, and when the choice between revolution and trade
unionism came, they opted for the latter. It was as much
an ideological choice--or a choice of methodology--as it
was a personality conflict. This is clear from what was
said and what followed after 1889, as we shall see.

In 1884, Aveling, Morris, and others left the Social
Democratic Federation and formed the rival Socialist League.
In 1885, following the "Tory Gold" scandal, those of the
Fabian Society resigned from the S.D.F.40 These schisms
hurt the Marxist movement, but it received its worst blow
during 1887-89, when Champion, Burns, and Mann broke with

the S.D.F., set up a rival newspaper, The Labour Elector,

40Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour, p. 114.
Hyndman was already at odds with Engels over Hyndman's
failure to mention Marx by name in his book, England for
All, which was based upon Marxism. Tsuzuki, H. M. Hyndman
and British Socialism, pp. 41-42.
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and joined Ben Tillett at the head of '"mew" unionism.

One reason Tsuzuki gives, which is borne out in The Labour

Elector's articles, is that Champion, Burns, and Mann 'de-
pPlored this tendency to toy with violent measures," which
came to be advocated by the S.D.F. after Hyndman's trial
for sedition and loss in a libel suit. The finances of
Hyndman and the S.D.F. were under a severe strain in 1886.
At that time, James Blackwell, a compositor who had been
in the United States and had seen the violence of labor
politics there, returned to England with the argument
that peaceful revolution was impossible and that the
S.D.F. must lead "a forcible one." A. P. Hazell, another
compositor, and Harry Quelch, editor of Justice, seemed
to agree. The result was a change in S.D.F. policy to-
wards the advocacy of forcible revolution. The split of
1887-89 followed.tkl
The Socialist League was dominated by William Morris

until 1890, at which time the anarchists deprived him of

control of The Commonweal.42 "The differences of political

theory," writes Paul Thompson, "within the Socialist League
were at first even wider than within the SDF." For several
years Morris was able to prevent a rupture, but in 1888,

Engels, Aveling, and Eleanor Marx, with some radical trade

lTsuzuki, H. M. Hyndman and British Socialism,

p- 80.

42Thompson, Socialists, Liberals and Labour, p. 137.
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unionists in tow, left Morris "in the power of the anarch-
ists" who had a "taste for violence," as they set up the
Labour Union. The anarchists deprived Morris of control,
but by 1891, the Socialist League had crumbled into a
series of small anarchist groups.

As for Morris himself, he never ceased to advocate
revolution despite his break with the anarchists. 1In

Cole's words:

Right up to 1890, when he was on the eve of his

break with the League, he was still expressing his
entire disbelief in the value of parliamentary action
as a means to Socialism. He would admit no more

than that "in the last act of the Revolution the
Socialists may be obliged to use the form of Parlia-
ment in order to cripple the resistance of the re-
actionists by making it formally illegal'"; but that,
he said, could only come "when the Socialists are
strong enough to capture the Parliament in order to

put an end to it." In the meantime, he denied that
it would be, possible to "jockey Parliament into
Socialism."

As for the move of trade unionism towards democratic
state socialism, Morris had only contempt. He saw it as a
move towards "collective bureaucracy,”" which might be a
"necessary transitional stage that would prepare men for
'the revolution,' and might be, in the circumstances pref-
erable to immediate revolutionism of a merely destructive
kind," but as a permanent move, he believed it no solution

at all.qj

43Ibid.

44Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Vol. II,

pp. 417-18.

45Ibid., p. 418.
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Standing apart from trade unionism and collectivism,
yvet sharing with them the claim to be seeking solutions
through the initiative of the working classes, was the co-
operative movement. In the sense of teaming individuals
together in economic relationships, the co-operative move-
ment was collective, but their philosophy within collec-
tivism was that of Liberalism: laissez-faire, self-help,
and anti-socialism. Here, if anywhere, were the true
Lib-Labs. There were several avenues by which the co-
operators sought to convert the laborer into a partial
capitalist: by profit-sharing, wholesale and retail co-
operatives, and production co-operatives.

Of the three distinctly laboring-class movements,

socialism, trade unionism, and co-operation, the third was
the oldest. It claimed a superiority to both on the basis
of embodying the best of both. It preached collective
self-help--the elevation of working men and women by them-
selves in voluntary partnership with others. Of the three
movements, it had the least quarrel with capitalism as it
was then organized. It opposed state socialism which it
linked to the Tory-paternalist and Positivist schools.
It sent delegates to the T.U.C., but it also had its own
annual parliaments. It had absolutely nothing in common
with the Marxists, but it did share a general belief with
trade unions that capitalism could be reformed without

having to be destroyed. It also shared the anarchists'
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belief that groups of men and women working together could
accomplish their destinies without the construction of a
powerful central government. Since it was one of the
three working-class movements of the decade, there will

be a chapter devoted to its contribution to the debate.

(5)

Joseph Chamberlain's view of anarchism was one of
dismissal because the opinions and goals of that movement
had no apparent appeal to the English working classes.46
This is correct as far as the more violent group was con-
cerned, but, as noted already, the non-violent anarchists
shared something with both socialists and co-operatives.
They were represented in the debate by several articles
written by Peter Kropotkin.47 He claimed for anarchism
a superiority over both individualism and collectivism,
for it, he said, embodied the best of both, and it accom-
plished them by a shorter route.

With regard to socialism, the anarchists arrived
at the ultimate conclusion--""that is, at a complete nega-

tion of the wage-system and at communism"--without the

interim dictatorship. As for the principle of laissez-faire,

46Chamberlain, "The Labour Question," p. 686.

47Prince Peter Kropotkin, "The Scientific Bases of
Anarchy," The Nineteenth Century, XXI (1887), 238-52; "The
Coming Anarchy," ibid., XXII (1887), 149-64; "The Break-
down of Our Industrial System," ibid., XXIII (1888), 497-
516; "The Coming Reign of Plenty,'" ibid., 513-30.




35

preached by the individualists, the anarchists saw the
"ultimate aim of society" in the "reduction of the func-
tions of government to nil--that is, to a society without
government, to An-archy.”48

The anarchists studied history as it had evolved
for the purpose of determining the course it was taking
and to distinguish "between the real wants and tendencies
of human aggregations and the accidents . . . which pre-
vented these tendencies from being satisfied, or tempor-

49

arily paralysed them." The methodology here was similar
to the German historical school of economics of the nine-
teenth century, but, unlike it, anarchism implied a uni-
formity of application just as did the Marxists and the
individualists, which was a common weakness.

In Kropotkin's view, the failure of the prevailing
capitalist society to provide a decent life for the major-
ity of the people had opened the way for the inevitable
advance and acceptance of socialism as "the idea of the

nineteenth century."50

One aspect of socialism, as taught
by the Marxists, Kropotkin rejected: +the idea of the
necessity of a dictatorship of the proletariat as a prelude

to the communist utopia and the withering away of the State.

. . . a further advance in social life does not lie
in the direction of a further concentration of power

48Kropotkin, "The Scientific Bases of Anarchy,"
p- 238.

%91pi4., p. 239. 507pid., p. 240.
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and regulative functions in the hands of a governing
body, but in the direction of decentralisation, both
territorial and functional--in a subdivision of public
functions with respect to their sphere of action and
to the character of the functions; it is the abandon-
ment to the initiative of freely constituted groups
of all those functions which are now considered as
the functions of government.>l

In departing from the Marxists on the point of cen-
tralized government and in envisioning a society governed
by decentralized, voluntary, functional groups, anarchism
approached the central idea of the co-operative movement
and of the later Guild Socialists.

For Kropotkin, the economic problems in England
were the results of the capitalists' practice of division
of labor which had progressed to the point of reducing
the worker to the lowest levels of consumption and making
him a mere extension of a piece of machinery. The aim of
anarchism, then, was to return to the "integration of
labour" and to create a society in which each individual
would be "a producer of both manual and intellectual work,"
where each worker would labor in the field and in the in-
dustrial workshop. Society would be composed of a multi-
tude of aggregations of individuals "large enough to dis-

pose of a certain variety of natural resources," producing

and consuming their "own agricultural and manufactured

52

produce." In a way, this was a return to the manorial

5l1pid., pp. 241-42.

>2Kropotkin, "The Breakdown of Our Industrial Sys-
tem," p. 499.
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system of local autarky, but with no lord in the manor
house.
Ironically, Kropotkin thought that he saw the tend-
ency towards his dream in "the recent growth of large or-

n>3

ganisations, by which he meant the developing limited
liability companies. He defended this viewpoint by saying
that,
If it be argued that many of these organisations are
organisations for exploitation, it would prove nothing,
because if men prosecuting their own egotistic, often
very narrow, interests can agree together, better in-
spired men, compelled to be more closely connected
with other groups, will necessarily agree still easier
and still better.5%
Kropotkin's assumption here echoes the "harmony of
interests”" in the style of Adam Smith and Liberalism. Of

a2all the schools, anarchism was, perhaps, the most utopian

one to participate in the debate of the 'eighties.

(6)
The Tory-paternalists, not mentioned by Chamberlain,
but certainly important, were men looking backwards to a
simpler, more rural way of life dominated by the landed
interests. Their view of society was hierarchical and
integrated in a functional manner. At the top was the
Queen-Lords-Commons, with everyone else in his proper

niche in descending order of birth.

53Kropotkin, "The Coming Anarchy," p. 155.

’4Ibid.
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The Tory had lost his major battles in 1832 and
1846, with the Great Reform Bill and the repeal of the
Corn Laws. When the depression set in during the 'seven-
ties, he tried to return, if not to 1831, then at least
to 1845. It was, of course, too late. The tariff on
food could not be restored. On this, at least, the
industrialists and urban proletariat were agreed.

According to George Holyoake of the co-operative
movement, "State Socialism, so far as any taste for it
nd>5

exists in England, is a growth of Toryism. In this,

he said, they were supported by the Comtists, or Posi-

56

tivists. He was referring to Tory Democracy, that con-
cept born of political necessity, rather than of philos-
ophy, in 1867--which "in the long run did the most to
establish the conditions necessary for the assimilation
of the bourgeoisie" and, at the same time, '"gave the
urban working men a substantial instalment of political
power, and made the consideration of working-class inter-

ests vital to politicians."57

Said Holyoake, in condemna-
tion of Tory-paternalism:

Absolutism in politics has always fostered a liking
for paternal government in the people. . . . The

55George Jacob Holyoake, "State Socialism," The
Nineteenth Century, V (June, 1879), 1114.

56

Ibid., p. 1116.

57Paul Smith, Disraelian Conservatism and Social
Reform (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967), p. 319.
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rich, as a class, are not averse to the dependence of
the poor. Patronage is pleasing to them. . . . The
extinction of poverty [however], which they believe
they desire, would fill them with dismay if it were
likely to take place. They only object to charitable
gifts when they become too expensive; but they have

a permanent objection to enable the poor to obtain

a position absolutely independent, and hesitate to
afford them the means of becoming so.58

Tory Democracy began with Disraeli in an effort to
"dish" the Liberals, and it continued from political neces-
sity, since, having provided the working classes with the
franchise, it could hardly desist from wooing them. Yet

it did so with great reluctance and more for reasons of

59

paternalism and necessity than for reasons of economics.
Whatever the motive, Tory-paternalism carried social re-
form along the way to a crucial extent and, thus, unwit-
tingly helped to prepare the seedbed of the labor syn-
thesis. Paul Smith has this assessment to offer:

Given the built-in hindrances to Conservative social
reform, it seems remarkable that the party contributed
as much as it did in the social field in 1866-80.
Even in the short minority ministry of 1866-8 some-
thing was done for factory reform, the sick poor, and
the merchant seaman, and the government of 1874-80
was responsible for one of the most notable instal-
ments of social reform of the century, conspicuously
shaming its Liberal predecessors. To some extent,
these achievements were the product of a deliberate
intention to use social improvement as a means of
gaining working-class favour. But very largely

they were semi-enforced responses to problems which
ministers could not ignore, shaped principally by

the results of formal inquiry, the pressure of

58Holyoake, "State Socialism," p. 111k.

59Smith, Disraelian Conservatism and Social Reform,
p. 322.
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public opinion, and the promptings of the civil
service.b0

The outstanding Tory of the 'eighties--until 1886
--was Lord Randolph Churchill. But, in Smith's opinion,
Churchill's Tory Democracy was nothing more than "a
collection of postures and slogans, rather than a pol-
icy, whose main purpose was to serve as a vehicle for
its author." It was aimed in a mnegative direction:
"against the respectable, middle-aged, bourgeois Con-
servatism,"sl rather than in the positive direction of
the elevation of the working classes. Churchill failed
in his efforts. The most that can be said is that his
policies modified the reactionary trend of the Tory party
in response to Chamberlain's Radicalism.

The Tory had two enemies during the 'eighties which
he constantly sought to discredit. One was Joseph Arch,
leader of the Agricultural Labourers' Association and

owner of The English Laborers' Chronicle. Arch, his union,

and his newspaper posed a threat evidently sufficient to
prompt some Tories to launch the publication, in 1886, of

a rival newspaper, The Labourers' News, in Cambridge to

appeal to the conservatism of the rural population. The

theme of The Labourers' News was noblesse oblige. The

plea was to preserve the heritage of old under which

60Ibid. 6lIbid., p. 323.

62Ibid., p. 324. Churchill was out of power in

1886.
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everyone had been happy and contented. The style was
platitudinous in the extreme.

The landlord he owns, and we farmers pay rent,
And the labourer works, and we all are

content;
We all have our rights, and we love one another
All classes unite, every man is a brother.
Let paid agitators spout lies by the score,
We have most that we want and ai'nt greedy

for more,

For we know, as the labourers say, '"We agree,
The landlord, the farmer, the parson and
we.
The other enemy was the Radical, personified in
Joseph Chamberlain, who demanded either the establish-
ment of peasant proprietorships in England or the crea-

tion of land allotments for laborers, or both. The

Labourers' News cried tears for the poor, downtrodden

landlord at a time when more than 100,000 agricultural
laborers and their families had been driven off the land
by unemployment.

. « « there is one class of people, who just now are
specially abused by the Radicals, we mean the land-
lords, who have built good cottages, yes, and built
them at their own cost, because cottage property is
about the very worst kind, as cottagers cannot very
often afford to pay a fair rent; these kind land-
lords, whom it is the fashion to cry down, have been
the best friends of the working man.053

63D. E. W., "The Stout British Farmer," The
Labourers' News, September 4, 1886, p. 1.

64M. Cole, The Story of Fabian Socialism, p. 13.
This figure, 100,000, was only for the period 1871-81.
By 1886, the number was even larger.

65"'Notes for Labourers,'" The Labourers' News,
March 12, 1886, p. 22.
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(7)

The Positivists, as a school of thought, had de-
clined somewhat by the 'eighties, although several of the
more important leaders did contribute to the public dis-
cussion of economic, social, and political problems. They
were E. S. Beesly, Frederic Harrison, and Henry Crompton.
The basis of their philosophy was moral rather than eco-
nomic. Their goal was to promote the gradual '"growth of
a common intellectual and moral authority" which would
convert economic relationships to their just and proper
proportions. While Beesly agreed with his friend Marx
that wealth was "social in its origins" and something to
"be used in socially beneficial ways and not simply in
accordance with the whims of the property owning class,"
he rejected the idea that revolution must precede the
establishment of a moral society.66 The Positivists
foresaw a system of state socialism based upon morality,
whereby man, as he became truly moral, would reconstitute
his social, political, and economic relationships accord-
ingly. Holyoake linked the Positivists to the Tory-

67

paternalists. Royden Harrison links them, more cor-

rectly, to the working-class orientation.

66

Royden Harrison, "E. S. Beesly and Karl Marx,"
The International Review of Social History, IV (1959),
236-37.

67Holyoake, "State Socialism," p. 1116.
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All Positivists subscribed to the view that the test
by which to determine whether any political or social
action was right or wrong was whether or not it was
in accordance with the interests of the working class.
They also held, in a manner rather reminiscent of
Saint-Simon, that the working class was not, properly
speaking, a class at all, but "the whole of society"
of which other classes were but special organs.

While the Marxists insisted that class conflict
determined the need for class warfare, the Positivists'
belief that the capitalist class could be and should be
"moralised until it learnt to look upon its own position"
in Saint-Simonian terms, implied a belief in '"class collab-
oration," although allowing for "the possibility of a le-
gitimate struggle by workmen against 'non-workmen' in the

69

transition period." This placed the Positivists in the
camp of "old" unionism as it was moving towards democratic
state socialism, though the Positivists seemed to think
that unionism was not moving fast enough or independently
enough during the early years of the decade, because the
trade unionists did not reject the idea of working through
one or both of the major political parties in favor of
establishing an independent Labour Party.7o This attitude
placed the Positivists in the camp of the socialists, and

71

and they did have ties there. But they did not agree

with the socialists' demands for an overthrow of capitalism

68
69

Harrison, "E. S. Beesly and Karl Marx," p. 232.

70

Ibid. Ibid., pp. 229-30.

"lBeesly especially. Ibid., pp. 237-38.
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and the elimination of private property. This put them
back in the trade union camp. As Frederic Harrison stated
in 1885 at the Industrial Remuneration Conference:

It would be strange if English workmen, who have
laboured so long and sacrificed so much in order to
share with their fellows some of that security and
independence which the legitimate use of property
gives, and who have organised patiently such power-
ful agencies for checking the abuses of property,
were suddenly to declare for universal confiscation
in the blind chance that something might come of it.
Trades unions, co-operative, building, land societies,
and the rest would all disappear, for they all imply
the institution of property.72

Holvoake accused the Positivists of desiring to

73

rule well but of desiring more to rule. This is unjust.
They were paternalists in the sense of seeking to care for
the workingman by instilling the capitalist with economic
and social morality and of wishing to utilize the State

to rearrange economic relationships, but they were not
paternalists in the Tory sense, or even the Tory Demo-

cratic sense. The moralistic foundations of their move-

ment prevented either the noblesse oblige of the first or

the cynicism of the latter.

(8)
The last group mentioned and defined by Chamberlain,

the state or municipal socialists, with democracy implied,

72Frederic Harrison, "Remedies for Social Distress,"
The Industrial Remuneration Conference, Report of Proceed-
ings and Papers (London: Cassell, 1885), pp. 458-59.

73

Holyoake, "State Socialism," p. 1116.
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was not really a group at all, but rather a trend towards
which virtually all of the groups were moving during the
'eighties. Said Chamberlain:

A man who is in favour of our factory legislation is

a State Socialist--so is a supporter of the poor law,

of free education, of the Artisans' Dwelling Act, or

of the vaccination laws. Old-age pensions assisted

by the State, land purchase with State advances,

municipal sanitary inspection and control, free

libraries and art galleries, are all developments

of the same principle; while, in a different degree,

the universal enforcement of an eight-hour day,

municipal workshops for all who are unemployed, and

the abolition of private property, are further ex-

tensions of the principle.”

"01ld" trade unionism, the Radicals, the Positivists,

"new" trade unionism from 1889, the Christian Socizlists,
and the Fabians all fit within this definition, for all,
to some degree, were state socialists. The problems faced
by the English during the 'eighties and their intellectual
thrashing-out of these problems made the decade a seedbed
of the future. There was developing a synthesis between
trade unionism and socialism which shaped the foundations
of the Labour Party. There was also, in anticipation, the
larger economic synthesis of the twentieth-century welfare
State. Every theory of the twentieth century, from com-
munism to Keynesianism, was put forth in some form during

the decade. Thus, the controversies of the men of that

time have historical value.

74Chamberlain, "The Labour Question," p. 686.



CHAPTER II

THE DEPRESSION OF TRADE: ITS CAUSES AND REMEDIES

(1)

A potentially troublesome economic pattern developed
during the nineteenth century. Due to her wide lead in
industrial production, England had come to look to foreign
trade as a primary source of national prosperity. From
the middle of the century, within a framework of unilateral
free trade, the economy had built up a relatively heavy
dependence upon the importation of cheap raw materials and
foodstuffs with which to feed the industrial machine and
the laboring masses and upon the manufacturing of goods
for export and upon export of capital for investment

1
purposes.

lPhyllis Deane and W. A. Cole, British Economic
Growth, 1688-1959, Trends and Structure (Cambridge: At
the University Press, 1962), pp. 309-10. '"Some idea of
the changing weight of foreign trade can be obtained by
comparing its value with the value of mational income.
At the end of the seventeenth century domestic exports
of England and Wales were between 5 and 6 per cent of
the national income and imports between 9 and 10 per cent.
By the end of the eighteenth century these proportions
had more than doubled--to about 13 per cent and 21 per
cent respectively--but in the period of rapid industrial
growth which followed the end of the Napoleonic Wars the
home market seems to have responded more readily than the

46
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Until the middle of the 1870's, this pattern was
considered by the makers of policy and by the industrial
and commercial classes to hold the secret of economic
growth and well-being for the nation. There was as yet
no serious competition from foreigners in the manufacturing-
for-export field, and foreign foodstuffs were seen to com-

prise an admirable supplement to domestic agricultural

overseas trade and United Kingdom domestic exports averaged
10 per cent or less of national income for most of the
first half of the nineteenth century. Imports began to
expand in the late 1840's with the abandonment of the pro-
tectionist system, and exports followed. The change was
rapid. In the early 1870's, when exports reached their
peak in relative terms, they were equivalent in average
value to about 22-1/2 per cent of national income and
imports reached their peak of nearly 36 per cent in the
quinguennium 1880-84."

With regard to the growth of foreign investments,
Deane and Cole say that it was remarkable. During '"most
of the first six decades of the nineteenth century net
receipts from invisibles accounted for between 25 and 30
per cent of all receipts from the rest of the world.
During the four decades before the First World War they
were running at an average level of 35 to 40 per cent of
the total receipts from abroad . . . beginning in the
late 1850's the outward flow of capital became of sus-
tained importance in the balance of payments'" as imports
far exceeded exports of manufactured goods. The outward
flow "reached its peak outflow at an annual average of
about 6-1/2 per cent of the national income in the late
1880's and again in the decade before the First World
War" (pp. 35-36).

In another place, these authors say that during
the peak of foreign investment, 1885-94, there was a
"trough in the domestic investment." '"The rate of
foreign investment was rising from 1875-84 to 1885-94,
and again from 1895-1905 to 1905-14. The reverse was
true of domestic investment" (p. 267). The implication
for employment, or rather for unemployment, among the
working classes is, of course, only too clear. See
Appendix I, Tables 1-3, for the contours and contents
of foreign trade (infra, pp. 297-99).
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production in case of poor harvests, which in the past had
led to high food prices and political trouble.

This was still the age of belief in the "harmony
of interests'" and in the tenet that as the individual
accrues wealth so does the nation. Economic liberalism
dominated affairs. Free trade, the wages-fund, large
profits and low wages equated with economic growth, and
laissez-faire were still accepted by the learned as un-
alterable truths, although in practice the last-named
was violated for reasons of expediency. The working
classes were seen primarily as suppliers of a factor of
production--a cost factor in the production process.

Even in cases where they might have been considered con-
sumers, and higher wages contemplated, the "iron law of
wages" cast its shadow. It could be argued, and was,
that higher wages were more cruel in the long run than
subsistence wages which, at least, kept down the supply
of labor. Malthusianism was still a living doctrine in
the mid-1870's, not yet on the defemsive to any great
degree. Having just arrived at the threshold of material
abundance, men were still obsessed with the production
function in economic theory.

In terms of income for individuals, foreign trade
was highly lucrative, as were foreign investments, during
the first three quarters of the century. According to

Robert Giffen of the Statistical and Commercial Department
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of the Board of Trade, the gross income assessed from
foreign trade increased from 115 million pounds sterling
at the beginning of the century to 130 million in 1815,
to 251 million in 1843, to 262 million in 1853. Then,
between 1855 and 1865, it rose from 262 million to 396
million, and from 1865 to 1875, there was an annual in-
crease of 240 million, with a ten-year total increase of
2,400,000,000 pounds.2

During the decade of the 'seventies, however,
several indications that prosperity was far less than
general became manifest and of growing concern to think-
ing men and women. One was that the agricultural sector
of the economy, particularly the cereals sector, was de-
clining in importance with troublesome consequences. '"'By
the late 1870's, about 37 per cent of British consumption
of cereals, about half of the cheese and butter and about
20 per cent of the meat were imported."3 The effect of
this, compounded by several disastrous harvests during
1876-79, was a mass exodus of farm laborers and tenant
farmers and their families into the urban centers and a

decline of rents for landowners.

2Quoted by Lloyd Jones, "Political Economy, Labour,
and Trade," The Newcastle Weekly Chronicle, December 18,
1880, p. 4.

3Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth, pp. 32-33.

The agricultural depression will be taken up in
the next chapter.
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Another manifestation of spoitty prosperity was that,
although the wealth of the nation was growing at a great
rate, so were the poor-rates. In 1750, the rates collected
had been less than "three quarters of a million sterling."
By 1879, they amounted to not less than E12,871,118. Of
this amount, that which was spent '"on pauperism alone, as
supplementary to deficient wages," was close to eight mil-
lion pounds, and this for England and Wales only.5

The population growth-rate had declined since mid-
century.6 Britons had emigrated by the millions. An
unprecedented amount of national wealth flowed "into every
corner of the earth to find investment and still further
increase." Yet, in England and Wales alone, in 1879,
there were 126,288 "adult able-bodied paupers, and a
total indoor and outdoor number of all sorts of 837,940."
Nor did these numbers include the '"many thousands of
'casuals' to be found all over the country where a mouth-
ful of bread or a night's shelter can be obtained for
nothing," or the thousands of "ijill-paid" men and women
who had employment.7

That there was growing discontent among those be-

longing to trade unions was reflected in the large numbers

5Lloyd Jones, '"Profits of Industry and the Workers,"
The Industrial Remuneration Conference, Report, p. 28.

Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth, p. 9.

7Jones, "Political Economy, Labour, and Trade."
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of strikes chronicled by G. Phillips Bevan in 1880:

1870 . . . . . . . . . . 30 strikes

1871 . . . .+« . . . . . 98 "

1872 . . . . . . . . . . 343 "

1873 « . .« + . . . . . . 365 "

1874 . . . . . . . . . . 286 "

1875 . . . . . . . . . . 245 "

1876 . . . . . . . . . . 229 "

1877 . . .+ . . . . . . 180 "

1878 . . . . . . . . . . 268 "8

1879 (to December 1) . . 308 "
These strikes were another manifestation of the maldistri-
bution of the national wealth. They arose either from de-
mands for higher wages during the more prosperous periods,
or from resistance to reduced wages, or if wages had to
come down, then from demands for a compensating reduction
in the length of the working day. The number of strikes
occurring between 1872 and 1873 were without precedent,
according to Bevan, and even in 1879, when economic condi-
tions were "worse almost than we have ever known them,"
there were still more than 300 strikes, most of them stem-
ming from employers' attempts to regain lost advantages.9

Once depression in trade and agriculture set in

during the middle 'seventies, the maldistribution of wealth

became more and more apparent. The result was a widespread

public debate. It opened with the issue of free trade

8G. Phillips Bevan, "The Strikes of the Past Ten
Years," The Journal of the Roval Statistical Society, n.s.,
XLIII (March, 1880), 37. For a breakdown of these strikes,
see Appendix II, Tables 1 and 2 (infra, pp. 300-8). These
also are taken from Bevan's paper.

9Ibid., pp. 37-38.
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versus a return to protection, or, at least, to reciproc-
ity. Before long, however, it had ramified over the whole
system of economic theory which then prevailed and led to
serious challenges to the whole English way of life. At
one eXxtreme were those who demanded the complete overthrow
of the system, either peacefully or by force, and at the
other were the rigid individualists like Herbert Spencer,
who demanded that England move closer towards complete

laissez-faire.

(2)

By 1879, few in England denied the fact of depres-
sion. The disagreements came over specific causes and
remedies. The issue which, in effect, raised the curtain
on the broader controversy was that of free trade as an
economically expedient policy to pursue. Not only had
foreign countries and some important British colonies or
dominions erected high protective tariffs against British
manufactures, the '"free-trade policy which had drawn cheap
food from the Americas," to the hurt of English grain
growers, '"was now attracting manufacturers from the newly
industrialising, protected countries of Europe."lO Men
began to question the wisdom of that monument to the Man-

chester School--unilateral free trade. Others rushed

into print to defend it.

oDeane and Cole, British Economic Growth, p. 33.
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The major criticism levelled against the doctrine
of free trade was its unilateral nature. By eliminating
practically all tariffs, the Gladstone Government had
discarded its bargaining power with governments abroad
and in Europe which were still levying protection for
their industries.ll Alfred Russell Wallace, the man
who had published a theory of evolution simultaneously
with Charles Darwin, was perhaps the most prominent
spokesman for a return to reciprocity, by which truly
"free" trade could be re-established. Looking at the
practical side of the matter rather than the theoretical
side, he wrote:

Till a generation ago we put heavy import duties
on food of all kinds, as well as on many other

raw products and manufactured articles. On this
guestion of the free import of food for the people,
the battle of free trade was fought, and, after a
severe struggle was won. The result was that the
principle of free trade became a fixed idea, as
something supremely good and constantly to be
sought for its own sake. Its benefits were, theo-
retically, so clear and indisputable to us, that
we thought we had only to set the example to other
nations less wise than ourselves, who would be sure
to adopt it before long and thus bring about a kind
of commercial millenium.l2

llC. Halford Thompson, '"Reciprocity," Fraser's

Magazine, n.s., XIX (February, 1879), 197-210. Thompson
was writing in reply to a book by Professor Henry Fawcett,
Free Trade and Protection (London: Macmillan and Co.,
1878), which opened this aspect of the debate of the
'eighties.

12Alfred Russell Wallace, "Reciprocity the True
Free Trade,'" The Nineteenth Century, V (April, 1879),
639.
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Since other mnations and colonies had, instead, set
up tariff barriers against British goods, the Government
should reassess its policy and turn towards the principle
of reciprocity to re-establish an equal footing in inter-
national trade. Trade was, after all, based upon the
principle of mutuality. This argument became Kknown as
the "Fair Trade'" school and was taken up increasingly
throughout the decade but with little success until the
next century.

The plea for reciprocity was answered by such
important Liberals as Robert Lowe, who immediately com-
posed a reply to Wallace. Lowe was truly a defender of
the individualists' faith, for his reply was couched,
not in terms of expediency, but in terms of justice--
that abstraction which the Liberals sought to employ in
both domestic and foreign relations with some embarrass-
ing results.

Lowe's theory was that justice would beget justice,
and that even, as in the case of trade relations, if it
did not, that was no reason to abandon the practices that
grew out of it. The erection of tariffs abroad could not
alter the principle of "abstinence on our part from the
imposition of any tax with a view to raise the price of
any commodities, and especially of food imported from
abroad." To abandon free trade would be to confess inferi-

ority. As long as British goods remained of superior
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quality and of cheaper price, Britain could successfully
compete in international markets. Concluding in a tone
of pride in one's faith mingled with petulance over
others' refusal to be converted, Lowe wrote:

Nothing is more honourable in the history of this

country than the patience with which we have endured

the exclusion of our manufactures, not only by rival

states but by colonies who expect us, in case they

are attacked, to contribute our last man and last

shilling to their defence.l3

The free trade argument, as it pertained to the

industrial sector of the economy, centered in the eXxperi-
ence of the United States' policy of protection and the
damage it had wrought to that nation's economic progress.
The free traders rejected the claims of the protectionists
that American tariffs benefitted the United States, coun-
tering with the observation that, despite high American
tariffs, British trade with the United States remained
vast. ©Sheffield cutlery, for example, was exported to
the American market in the value of E50,000 during 1879,
a depression year, and in the value of E74,000 in 1880.
English iron and steel, though "burdened with the cost of
transit and 40 per cent. duty," could still "“undersell
American steel in the American market,'" because protection

in the United States kept up the domestic price of labor

and living, so that English products, being made more

13Robert Lowe, "Reciprocity and Free Trade," The
Nineteenth Century, V (June, 1879), 1002.
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cheaply, could still compete successfully.14 The British
manufacturer had only to keep down his costs of production
to maintain his markets abroad. There was more. The pro-
tection policy of the United States had ruined the Ameri-
can merchant shipping to British advantage.

Under the plea of "protecting home industry," "fos-

tering American ship-building," the Americans have

paid since 1870 twelve hundred million dollars in

gold to foreign shipowners for carrying their freight

and passengers, and the bulk of this treasure has

come to England.l5

To the protectionists' agruments that increased

customs duties would provide revenue now secured through
domestic taxation, the free traders replied that under
the existing low-tariff policy in Great Britain, the
revenue was greater than under the protectiomnist policy
of the United States. Comparing the two customs revenues
for the preceding decade, The Echo declared that '"the
English receipts maintain a steady level of £20,000,000
per annum,' while those of the United States had been
falling steadily, from L37,000,000 in 1869 to E27,000,000
in 1879.16
The Trades Union Congress in 1881 proclaimed itself

to be in support of free trade. Mr. Coulson, the president,

said that the working classes '"were not going to have a

reversion to the nonsense of Protection."l/ This position,
14
The Echo, July 1, 1881, p. 2.
1pig. 16154,

17 he Echo, September 18, 1881, p. 2.
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in a way, conflicted with the trade unions' goals of higher
wages, presenting something of a dilemma. The trade unions
opposed the re-imposition of tariffs on foodstuffs or on
goods which they used as consumers. Yet, as the free
trade argument went, tariffs were unnecessary as long as
the cost of producing British goods could be kept lower
than their competitors', but this meant lowering wages
still further and increasing the length of the working
day which implied, in capitalists' minds, greater effi-
ciency of production. On the matter of wages and hours,
the usual trade union plea was that by payving higher wages
and reducing the hours of labor, the working classes would
be better able to comsume the goods manufactured. Like
all interest groups, the unions wanted to have it both
ways to their advantage. But this conflicted with the
prevailing economic theory.

Current economic teaching placed the emphasis upon
production. In obedience to the doctrine of unfettered
competition, the wages-fund, high profits and low wages
as the prerequisite of greater savings and investment, the
objective became the lowest possible costs of production.
When coupled with the '"iron law of wages,'" these ideas
precluded and opposed the attempts by unions to raise
vages. The orientation here was the "trickle-down" con-
cept rather than the "pumping-up'" idea of economic growth.

In essence, this was the core of the conflict between trade
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unions and the employer classes. The former looked for
growth by way of a more prosperous working class; the
latter, by way of the capitalist class.

Under the individualists' philosophy, the only way
that a British worker could be viewed primarily as a con-
sumer was to emigrate, at which point he became a poten-
tial market for British exports and ceased to be a cost-
item in the British capitalist's ledger. As long as he
stayed at home, he remained a cost-item, and his remunera-
tion was held to the lowest point consistent with his level
of living and labor ability. Otherwise, the costs of pro-
duction would rise. British goods would price themselves
out of the competition. National prosperity, because of
falling profits, would evaporate completely, and the
workers would starve. Since the wages-fund came from
profits, and was at any time limited, the trade unionists
not only hurt their fellow workers by driving up wages,
but themselves as well. For if wages were pushed upwards
and working days shortened, the wages-fund would have to
be enlarged in the next time period, and profits would
thereby decline. Future investment would be curtailed,
expecially when British goods no longer could compete
favorably in the world market. Since the individualists
refused absolutely to consider abandoning free trade, the
only alternative was to oppose trade union demands when-

ever they might be made.
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The Labour Standard, which began publication in May,

1881, for the expressed purpose of advancing the cause of
labor, took up the issue of free trade as put forward in
opposition to trade unionism.18 The newspaper rejected
the orthodox argument that the real cause of depression in
England lay in her decreased ability to compete success-
fully in the intermnational markets as she had hitherto,
because trade unions had driven up the costs of production
without a compensating improvement in the quality of pro-
duced goods. It rejected, too, the orthodox solution of
reducing wages still further and of cutting back produc-
tion until the glut of commodities were cleared from the

markets. There was, said The Labour Standard, no necessary

glut, only one created by the failure to see the working
classes as potential consumers and to raise their wages
accordingly.

Taking the great mass of the people, are they suf-
ficiently housed? Yet houses are empty. Have they
enough clothing for themselves and their children?
Are their homes furnished as they ought to be? Have
they enough fuel for warmth in the winter; or such
boots and shoes as the severity of the climate re-
quires? These are not luxuries, but the mere neces-
sities of life.l9

18For the first several months of publication, its
editorial pages carried Frederick Engels' call for the
overthrow of capitalism, but in mid-September its voice
changed to that of trade unionism, and the Trades Union
Congress at that time named it its representative voice by
resolution. See The Labour Standard, December 31, 1881,
p. 4.

l9”Over-Production," The Labour Standard, January 28,
1882, p. 4.
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Here was another '"cause'" of depression injected into
the debate: mnot over-production, but under-consumption.
While the labor organ did not recommend a '"rush to higher
wages," which might be too drastic a remedy, it did say
that an augmentation of the purchasing power of the work-
ing classes would stimulate the economy by providing suf-
ficient demand to clear away the glut of commodities so
that production could resume. Since the ruling classes
would not take the initiative, the working classes should
and use their power to force a new course for the economy.

They "now have a chance," wrote The Labour Standard, but

if they failed to seize it, '"the next commercial crisis
may land them in ruin."20

There was too much emphasis placed upon foreign
trade. Worse than that, the free traders were making con-
tradictory claims concerning trade and the condition of
the laboring classes. At this the paper took umbrage.
On the one hand, it charged, the free traders claimed to
have done more to raise wages and reduce hours of work than
any trade union. On the other, they claimed that such in-
creases in wages and reductions of hours were "driving trade

from the country,'" and that the trade unions were to blame

for forcing wages up and hours down.21 The Labour Standard

20Ibid.

21”Mr. Bright and the Trades' Unionists," The Labour
Standard, April 1, 1882, p. 4.
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contended that the struggle for higher wages and shorter
working days had been made without much help from the free
traders. In no case had they "led the van in such a move-
ment." Indeed, had it not been for the unions' support,
free trade itself "would have been nearly a curse instead
of a blessing," although many unionists had long opposed
such a policy, just as the free traders had all opposed
the Factory Laws.

Both were short-sighted in their policy. The one

has seen it--the Unionists; the others--the Free

Traders--do not yet seem to be able to comprehend

the true facts of the case.22

It was the opinion of The Labour Standard that the

free trade school regarded the unions as enemies of capital
and that when liberation finally came to unionism, it did
so through the Tory Party and without the support of the
free traders.

This specific issue of free trade became a vehicle
for one of the early attacks by the socialist paper,
Justice, upon the whole structure of the English society.
Shortly after beginning publication in 1884, Justice
entered the debate with the statement that the whole con-
troversy over tariffs was actually irrelevant. English
workmen were in a terrible situation under free trade, but
conditions in America, France, and Germany showed that they

were no better off under a protective policy.

221yi4d.
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. . -« neither Free Trade nor Protection, neither

Republic nor Empire, neither commercial Statesman-

ship nor State Socialism has the slightest effect

in warding off this industrial anarchy due to a

system which though carried on by human beings

seems wholly independent of intelligent human

control.23

The only solution, said Justice, was the full

ownership by the working class of the wealth-producing
factors: 1land, capital, and their own labor. Here was
the point of conflict between the trade unionists and the
Marxist socialists. The unionists believed that unions
could secure working-class advances by acting as counter-
vailing powers within a basically capitalist society. The
socialists insisted that as long as capitalism was the
system prevailing, the workers could never escape from
wage-slavery, and that labor could never create a strong
enough balance against the exploiting classes. Both the
unionists and socialists sought the "socializing'" of the
economy, but by different methods and at different rates
of speed towards diverse goals involving capitalism. The
unions would use a balance of militancy and compromise at
the factory gate and political pressure. The socialists
insisted that all laboring people should be and could be
joined together in one massive army to overwhelm their

oppressors. Unionists believed that the skilled must

organize first, gain strength, and prepare the way for the

23H. M. Hyndman, '"The Universal Crisis,'" Justice,
January 26, 1884, p. 4.
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organization of the unskilled. By organizing first on
the local level, then moving through amalgamation on the
national and intermnational planes, labor's welfare could
be secured.

To some unionists, this approach was too slow, and
during 1884, several prominent skilled unionists joined
the Social Democratic Federation and took up the revolu-
tionary banner. The blending here of unionism and social-
ism created a third force during the decade known as "new"
unionism. This force played a pivotal role in the crea-

tion of the labor synthesis.

(3)

The years 1878-79 were ones of severe depression.
The extent of the decline was heralded by the failure of
the City of Glasgow Bank in the fall of 1878 and the drop
of credit to its lowest point. In the opinion of the
orthodox thinker, Robert Giffen, this condition brought
forth "all kinds of quack remedies for depressed trade”
and for "a suffering communi'ty.”24 The widespread pauper-
ism and misery was clearly reflected in the writings of
the time, even prompting one follower of Herbert Spencer

to propose the revolutionary solution of a system of com-

pulsory national insurance, and the House of Lords to take

24

Robert Giffen, "Financial and Commercial History
of 1879,'" The Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,
n.s., XLIII (March, 1880), 95.
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it up and debate its feasibility. Even among the
better-off segments of the artisan class, disaster for
their unions and members posed a definite threat, as
their funds were drained almost completely to support
members who were out of work or on strike. Four of the
largest and wealthiest societies--the engineers, carpen-
ters, ironfounders, and boilermakers, '"whose aggregate
membership was only 93,714, paid in out-of-work benefit
considerably over a quarter of a million pounds" in 1878
alone. During 1879 unemployment averaged 12 per cent,
with some trade unions recording more than 25 per cent
of their membership unemployed.26

There was a slight upswing late in 1879, as orders
for British exports began to increase. Still, Joseph Cham-
berlain, in a speech in Glasgow, warned his listeners of

another winter of misery and depression and rejected the

idea of a revival.zf As 1880 opened, the Unity Journal,

along with other working-class organs, wrote that, while
some recovery was apparent, "it is useless to be too

. 2
sanguine."

25William L. Blackley, '"National Insurance: A Cheap,
Practical and Popular Means for Abolishing Poor Rates,'" The
Nineteenth Century, IV (November, 1878), 834-57.

26Roberts, The Trades Union Congress, pp. 92-93.
This point will be taken up in detail in another chapter.

27Giffen, "Financial and Commercial History of 1879,"
p. 95.
28"Eighteen Hundred and Seventy-Nine," Unity Jourmnal.

A Monthly Jourmnal of Foresters, Oddfellows and Kindred So-
cieties, January, 1680, p. 1.
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The significance of the Reverend William Blackley's
proposal of compulsory national insurance was that it an-
ticipated one of the prominent programs implemented in the
next century. It reflected the desire of the middle and
upper classes to reduce their own responsibilities to the
masses of poor and, in doing so, their willingness to
violate the allegedly sacred principle of laissez-faire.

Blackley was seeking a long-term, responsible solu-
tion to the problem of poor-relief, specifically the re-
moval of the burden from the better-off classes. His
solution was to use the government to compel the "improvi-
dent" majority to provide against potential destitution
through compulsory self-help. Aware that his proposal
violated the principle of laissez-faire, he insisted that
such was hardly novel. There had already been enough
state-interference in the free life of the individual
subject for the benefit of the '"collective subjects," so
that no one could honestly say that his idea would infringe
upon the liberty of Englishmen, since previous infringe-
ments had "blown that silly bubble into thin air long ago."
Such an attitude among the individualists helped consider-
ably, in a negative sense, to steer English history towards
democratic state socialism.

Blackley argued that nothing but compulsory national
insurance could break the vicious cycle of pauperism among

the laboring classes.
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A man in trade has a reasonable prospect of an
improved condition as he advances in years; his
connections extend, his business develops, his
earnings increase. But with the labourer these
conditions are reversed. . . . The labouring man
can make his own provisions; but he can only do
it at a certain period in his life, namely while
he is still young and unencumbered.

Unhappily for him and for our nation, this
period exactly coincides with that part of his
life when he is most ignorant and inexperienced;
when he wants money least and possesses it in
superabundance for his needs; when he is most
easily induced to squander away his means and
in so doing to contract ineradicable habits of
waste and self-indulgence.29

Blackley believed that it could not be considered
"unjust" for the nation to force every man while he was
young and without family responsibilities to insure him-
self against later adversity. The State could provide
this by compelling him to contribute to a national insur-
ance fund and in return provide a guarantee to each man
against the loss of his contribution. Ke proposed that
the Post Office be used, as it was already the agent of
voluntary savings and just as easily could be made a
national agency for compulsory savings.30

During 1880, the House of Lords discussed Blackley's
scheme at some length, as did certain periodicals and
newspapers. Ultimately, the Lords rejected the idea on

the grounds that the Government would become "responsible

for the funds collected, and might incur dangerous

29Blackley, "National Insurance," p. 840.

301pid., p. 839.
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liabilities." To this objection, Blackley countered that
"the Government is only asked to guarantee the compulsion
of the necessary payment--a process which involves no risk
n31

and can entail no loss.

The Saturday Review examined the proposal and de-

cided that the idea was totally impractical, but Blackley
insisted that it was worth a try, for if it failed because
pauperism was an inevitable fact of life, England would be
no worse off. But if it succeeded, '"what words can utter
the measure of our gain?" The Times expressed belief that
since thrift was the key to prosperity, there could be

32 But there

little objection to making it compulsory.
the proposal rested until the next century. When it was
implemented, the socialists protested the compulsion of
worker-contribution from meager wages. Nevertheless, the
taking up of the program was another milestone on the way
towards the welfare State, and Blackley should, perhaps,

receive the credit or the blame for having proposed it as

early as 1878.

(&)
Despite one of the worst harvests on record, the

slight upswing in foreign trade late in 1879 left the

31William L. Blackley, "The House of Lords and
National Insurance," The Nineteenth Century, VIII (July,
1880), 110-11.

321pid., pp. 113-18.
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orthodox mind in a rather optimistic mood. The end of
1880 revealed a cautious complacency. '"To all appear-
ances,'" wrote Robert Giffen, '"the conditions of prosper-
ous trade remain, and the year 1881, according to former
experience should be even more prosperous than its prede-
cessors."33 Here was the orthodox assumption that once
recovery began, and no artificial hindrances appeared, it
would continue towards full employment. During 1881 and
1882, this seemed to be happening. Unemployment declined
from the very high level of 1879 to 2.3 per cent of the
working population during 1882.34 This gave the trade
unions the opportunity to recoup some of their staggering
losses of earlier years when benefit-unemployment-strike
payments had virtually drained the resources of the larger
unions and had ruined the smaller, weaker ones.35

Recovery, huwever, was at best sporadic. Home con-
sumption had increased, but foreign trade was in trouble,
as prices continued to fall. During 1883, the orthodox

publication, The Statist, revealed the bewilderment of that

school of thought. If "tried by the usual tests," it said,

33Robert Giffen, "Financial and Commercial History
of 1880," The Journal of the Roval Statistical Society,
n.s., XLIV (March, 1881), 88.

34Jones, The Christian Socialist Revival, p. 33,
footnote.

35George Howell, "The Financial Condition of Trades
Unions," The Nineteenth Century, XII (October, 1882), 481-
501; "The Work of the Trade Unions," The Contemporary Re-
view, XLIV (September, 1883), 331-49.
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"the year 1883 has been a good one for the masses of the
community," since consumption and production had improved.

This, in the opinion of The Statist, did not reach the
36

problem which was falling prices and profits. The cru-
cial element in the economy, the capitalist, was seeing
his profits fall, dragging down his investment capacity
for the future.

In 1884, the same publication bemoaned the fact
that the short revival of late 1879 had been insufficient
to allow for large profits upon which the capitalist might
draw in '"subsequent years of depression.'" What was worse,
despite depressed conditions for the capitalists and whole-
salers, the retail merchants and working classes seemed to
be doing well. If one seeks the discrediting, by itself,

of orthodox economics, one may, perhaps, find it here, in

The Statist's assessment of the causes and remedies of

depression.

Ignoring the fact that economic distress for the
wholesaler and manufacturer carried with it distress for
the working classes, the author, on the one hand, casti-
gated the working classes for not being more thrifty and
for thus failing to prepare the way for rapid recovery.
On the other hand, he expressed the hope that the workers

would spend for additional goods to help clear away the

36Quoted in "Financial and Commercial History of
1883," The Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, n.s.,
XLVII (March, 188L4), 142,
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glut of commodities. Completing the confusion, he then
said that if only there had been a gemeral fall of wage-
levels in the leading trades during the preceding two
vears, '"we would be more confident than we are now of an
early recovery."37 Of course, he did not explain how the
working classes might be able to practice greater thrift
and save at the time that they were purchasing more goods
with reduced wages.

One of the earliest to propound a system of demo-
cratic state socialism as a remedy for depression was the
Reverend Samuel A. Barmnett, who had spent years in the
East End of London and had come to realize how inadequate
the prevailing approach to economics was. Confronted with
the unbelievable squalor of that part of London, he decided
that laissez-faire and individual self-help must be sup-
planted by a "practicable socialism."38 Like Blackley,

Barnett represented the changing mind of orthodoxy. He,

too, anticipated the future in his program.

37Quoted in "Financial and Commercial History of
1884," The Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, n.s.,
XLVIII (March, 1885), 62. See alsc Robert Giffen, "The
Progress of the Working Classes in the Last Half Century,"
The Journal of the Roval Statistical Society, n.s., XLVI
(1883), 593-622, in which he argues that, over all, the
working classes had made more progress and gained a
greater proportionate share of the increased wealth than
the capitalist classes had.

38The Reverend Samuel A. Barnett, '"Practicable
Socialism," The Nineteenth Century, XIII (April, 1883),
554-60.




71

Under the current poor relief, he said, doles were
more harmful than beneficial, for they '"did not make the
poor any richer but served only to perpetuate poverty."
In his view, the '"'saddest monument" was that "erected to
Thrift." The brains of the working man, "which might have
shown the world how to save men," had "been spent in saving
pennies; his life which might have been happy and full”
had "been dulled and saddened by taking '"thought for the
morrow."39

Barnett was no socialist in the sense of desiring
the overthrow of private ownership and of capitalism. He
did not believe, he wrote, that revolutionary socialism
was the proper answer, for it rested upon the creed that
the whole society had to be completely reconstructed. In-
stead, Barnett was a conservative, for he thought that a
"change which does not fit into and grow out of things
that already exist is not a practicable change." Recon-
struction was not needed. One could as easily build upon
the already existing principles and policies established
in statutes to create a type of socialism that would suc-
cessfully answer the needs of the laboring classes. In the
first place, the Poor Law, which provided relief and medi-
cal care for the destitute within workhouses could be ex-

tended to provide old age pensions and medical care for

the aged outside.

39Ibid., pPpP. 554-55.
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Pensions of 8s. or 10s. a week might be given to
every citizen who had kept himself until the age
60 without workhouse aid. . . . Pensions would be
no more corrupting to the labourer, who works for
his country in the workshop, than for the civil
servant who works for his country at the desk,
and the cost of pensions would be no greater than
is the cost of infirmaries or almshouses.

In the second place, workhouses could be turned
into "schools of industry" to train men and women for
jobs. After all, said Barnett, the men and women who had
to go into the workhouses generally did so because they
lacked training or a skill. Therefore, train them and
then release them to make a decent living for themselves.
In the third place, '"the whole system of medical relief
might be so organised as to provide for every citizen the
skill and care necessary for his cure." To so organize
the medical-care system would be "merely to take another
step along the path already entered, and properly organised
it need not pauperise."Ql All of these could be done by
extending the principle of the Poor Law to all citizens.
Nor was the Poor Law the only statute containing the seeds
of practicable socialism.

The Education Act could be developed and extended.
There could be established a "complete system of natiomnal
education" to carry the child all the way from the nursery

to the university, providing him "with the means to develop

the higher life of which all are capable.'" The Libraries

4 41

OIbid., p. 557. Ibid.
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Act could be extended to provide playgrounds, libraries,
music, and art galleries. The Artisans' Dwelling Acts
could be applied to remove the slums and to construct
decent housing for the working classes of Britain. 'Thus
it is . . . that without revolution change could be
wrought." Only the extension of and enforcement of the
existing laws were necessary to usher in a society to be
proud of, and financing could be secured by other reforms:
graduated taxation, unlocking the endowed charities, a
new assessment of the land tax, the abolition of sinecures,
and the elimination of waste in every public office.L]:2

Like Blackley, Barnett was cognizant of the fact
that even during the good times in England there was too
much misery, too much reliance upon the poor-rates which,
in turn, failed to achieve what was meant for them to
achieve. Both men contributed to the emergence of the
tendency towards the welfare State by injecting their argu-
ments into the debate. Yet both men belonged to the ortho-

dox school of thought.

(5)
One of the most controversial solutions to depres-
sion offered by the orthodox school was emigration--by
State aid if necessary. It grew out of a ''cause'" put for-

ward by that school concerning depression: over-population

*21154., p. 558.
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of the country or an over-supply of labor. According to
the Malthusian-Ricardian "iron law of wages," when times
were prosperous and wages higher than usual, the children
of the working classes tended to survive into adulthood
and to flood the labor market. The result was that at
some point supply of labor outran the demand for it.
The market became glutted, and wages dropped below the
starvation point with terrible consequences. With the
development of colonies around the globe, the Malthusian
dictate of starvation came to be replaced by the idea
that over-population could be resolved in Britain through
encouragement of emigration. First, it was supported on
the basis of private means, but, as time went on, more
and more of the orthodoxy arrived at the conclusion that
the State should lend support--a necessary violation of
laissez-faire. These thinkers gave no consideration to
attacking the problem from the other end. The root of
the workers' distress was over-population relative to a
fixed number of jobs and a limited amount of land. The
assumption was an almost constant level of technology and
wages-fund and level of employment, with only the popula-
tion increasing. In short, the law of diminishing returns
was at work. To resolve the problem, men were willing to
violate the Malthusian teaching of laissez-faire to use
the power of the State to eliminate the surplus population,

because they accepted the "truth" of the Malthusian teaching
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that the inevitable result of over-population was
starvation.

One such man, Lord Brabazon, was alarmed by the
fact that the working-class population was increasing
"at the rate of 1,000 pairs of hands a day.”43 He feared,
with some reason, that such population pressures would
force, if not the nationalization of the land, then its
redistribution. Agitation for both was growing strong.
Such reforms, he contended, could only alleviate suffer-
ing temporarily. They could never permanently resolve
the basic problem of too little land and too many people.
Emigration, with one's self-respect intact, was certainly
preferable to pauper-relief with the loss of it, or to
starvation.

Brabazon's proposals were immediately challenged
by the socialist agitator, Hyndman. In the first place,

Hyndman denied the allegation that over-population was a

factor in the continuing depression. In the second place,

43Lord Brabazon, '"State-Directed Emigration: Its
Necessity," The Nineteenth Century, XVI (November, 1884),
765. Brabazon was only one of several writing in this vein.
Although he represented a category of thought, the Tory,
who was not really closely associated with laissez-faire as
a doctrine, he did, apparently, subscribe to the Malthusian
doctrine of over-population and a stationary level of tech-
nology, perhaps for reasons of expediency. But I have se-
lected his work, because it is typical and because it re-
ceived an immediate response from the socialist, H. M.
Hyndman, and thus reflects a dialogue. There were, of
course, Liberals who agreed in principle with Lord Braba-
zon's solutions, but, generally speaking, there was no
support among the working classes for such a proposal.
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he rejected the solution of emigration by any means, public
or private. Before these could be accepted, he said, it
would be necessary to show conclusively (1) that there was
not '"plenty of room for the people here" in Britain, and
(2) that "circumstances in the country to which they would
betake themselves are such at the time as to warrant their
going or being sent." Neither had been proven by Brabazon
or by anyone else.44 The truth of the matter was that
over-population was an artificial condition stemming from
monopolization, on the one hand, and from the heavy use of
machinery in manufacturing, on the other. Both of these
deprived men of good-paying jobs and, in the latter case,
substituted women and children which drove wage-levels
i 45
down disastrously.
Hyndman cited some figures provided by the orthodoxy

to show that over-population was the result of prevailing
economics, not of limited factors of production, especially
land.

Mr. Mundella assures us triumphantly that the returns

to income-tax have increased from 578,000,000L to

601,000,000L during even these years of depression.

Mr. Mulhall tells us that the total income of the

country is close upon 1,300,000,000E. Mr. Giffen

informs us that between 1865 and 1875 the capital

of this country increased 2,400,000,000E or 40 per

cent. That is, the actual saving did so, after the
population had spent its income in the usual way.

44H. M. Hyndman, "Something Better than Emigration.

A Reply," The Nineteenth Century, XVI (December, 1884),
991.

%51pid., p. 995.
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Thus capital value during that period . . . in-
creased at four times the rate of the increase

of pozulation. What becomes of over-population
here?46

In Hyndman's opinion, the nationalization of land
and a more equitable distribution of the results of labor
were better remedies to the problem than State-directed
47

emigration.

The Labour Standard also spoke out against emigra-

tion as a policy. '"State-aid means taxation, and to tax
the whole people for the benefit of one class, and a por-
tion only of that class, is unsound and contrary to the
whole principle of our reformed fiscal system.”48 It would
be economically wiser to increase wages and employment at
home than to decrease the population, because

English-speaking workmen could not well find employ-
ment in other than English communities, or in America.
Why, then, should we seek to lower the rate of wages
in those communities by a system of State-aided emi-
gration of our labour? Such a process simply dimin-
ishes the chance of increasing work and wages at home.
. « « To send so many men away would diminish, it is
true, the number of men seeking employment, but at

the same time it would lessen the demand for home
labour. Every man is a market in himself; he con-
sumes the products of labour; send him away and we
lose the demand originated by his necessary consump-
tion of food, clothing, &c.49

A preferable approach would be "wise laws,'" the

"maintenance of peace and order by equitable taxation and

4611id. . pp. 995-96 47 1pid., p. 996.

8”Economic Jottings,'" The Labour Standard, May 17,
1884, p. 4.

49

Ibid.
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reduction of national expenditure,' which would attract
to England more and more of the world's wealth. Here,

seemingly, The Labour Standard was trying to draw a

balance between foreign and domestic trade. By empha-
sizing the latter, the former would benefit. The labor
organ had no quarrel with '"matural" emigration, but it
objected to "artificial" emigration and applauded the
London Trades Council for having denounced the idea at
its annual meeting.5
In June, the "voice" of the trade unions ran an-
other editorial concerning emigration and described the
pitiful condition of recent emigrants to Canada in pro-
test against the flooding of the colonies with paupers.
Men who will benefit by emigration, are those who
are most likely to get employment at home. The
people who loll against lamp-posts with their hands
in their pockets and drink at short intervals are

no more likely to make money in Canada than they
are in England.51

(6)
The trade depression worsened during 1884-85. Ex-

ports fell off by nearly 3 per cent during 1884 and by

another 8 per cent the following year.52 Unemployment was
201pid.
Dl"'Dragonet' on Emigration," The Labour Standard,
June 14, 1884, p. 4.
52"Financial and Commercial History of 1885," The

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, n.s., XLIX
(March, 1886), 136.
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rising again. By the end of 1885, the outlook of the
orthodox school was that, "painful as the process" might
be, "the readjustment of wages'" downwards to match the
falling prices was '"an inevitable condition of a better
state of trade and a fuller employment of the working

n33

classes generally. Here, the emphasis was still upon
cutting the costs of production for the purpose of com-
peting more successfully in the intermational market.
Other groups and individuals were thinking more in terms
of the domestic economy as the holder of the remedy for
widespread distress. Some voices were growing louder in
their demands for drastic remedies. Socialist propaganda
swelled during 1885-87, and trade unionism accelerated its
shift towards the left.

By 1886, conditions had become so bad that the
orthodox voice considered an upturn positively inevitable,
because '"the usual causes of improvement'--low, low prices
and reduced production--were present in even greater degree,
so that the market seemed bound to clear itself and make
way for recovery. Even more promising was the sad state
of labor. Unemplovment had topped 10 per cent of the

working force.pl1 In March, 1887, the observation upon

potential revival was that

531pid., p. 143.

54Jones, The Christian Socialist Revival, p. 33,
footnote.
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it is also in favour of the improvement of trade,

from the merchant's point of view, that at the

present time labour is very abundant, and there

is little chance as yet of any check to the im-

provement being given by strikes and lock-outs.

Working men have been impoverished by the long

depression, and are likely to be more amenable

to reason than they would if they were richer,

or had just come through a long period of pros-

perous employment.>5

If there was any doubt that the orthodox thinkers

saw the working classes as anything but suppliers of a
commodity--now happily to be had at the cheapest rates
in years--this quotation should have removed it. Now
that the worker had reached the maximum point of misery
and unemployment, the costs of production could surely
be reduced even further and England's ability to sell
abroad enhanced thereby. Such expectations of unresist-
ing acceptance of emplovers' dictates by unionists were
overly optimistic, as we shall see, and, indeed, as one
can only expect when unending misery brings on impatience
if not despair. What amazes the student of the contem-
porary writings is the basic conservatism of the English
working classes. But such patience was running short in
1885-86. The demand was growing louder for positive State

intervention, if not for total socialization.

In 1886, The English Laborers' Chronicle reiterated

Joseph Arch's call for relief works to stimulate demand by

5>nFinancial and Commercial History of 1886," The
Journal of the Roval Statistical Society, n.s. L (March,

1887)., 178.
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providing employment for the masses of people without
work. Relief works had '"the special merit of affording
instantaneous relief." Not only that, they would lack
the "odor of pauperism" and would prove both "remunera-
tive" and "beneficial."56

The Trades Union Congress, already embarked along
a path towards democratic state socialism, began to accel-
erate its pace from 1885. The motivation came as much
from the unions' reaction to orthodoxy as to revolutionary
socialism. The president of the T.U.C. in 1885, Mr. Threl-
fall, demanded land nationalization; a legislated eight-
hour day, to be enforced by salaried inspectors; and com-
pulsory arbitration to regulate the rates of wages. Among
the resolutions adopted by the delegates was one calling
57

(again) for free education in England. Such "socialistic"

measures brought criticism from The Saturday Review, a

Liberal organ: "The President of the Congress boldly re-

pudiates all the doctrines which have hitherto been held

to constitute the science of political economy."D8

At the T.U.C. of 1886, the president, Mr. Maddison,

was heartily applauded by the delegates for what The

36”The Prevalent Distress," The English Laborers'
Chronicle, February 20, 1886, p. 1.

D7"The Trade-Unions Congress," The Saturday Review
of Politics, Literature, Science and Art, September 19,

1885, p. 370.
58

Ibid.
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Economist called a speech in "the very spirit of Socialism"
and '"the exact reverse of the spirit of old trade union-
ism."59 The first charge was more true than the second
one. Mr. Maddison addressed his co-unionists on the matter
of depression, saying that "although we may differ as to
the causes of the state of things as well as to the reme-
dies, we are agreed that the toiler does not get a fair
share of the results of his industry."60 He appealed to
the unionists to rise above their concerns for their
separate trade associations and to convert the T.U.C.
into an effective body "to guide the army of labour into
the paths of safety."6l For Maddison, the depression grew
logically out of the defects of the current economic  sys-
tem, and the remedy lay in the elevation of the working
classes to a position of sharing equally with other classes
in the national wealth. Inequitable distribution was the
fatal defect of the capitalist system. According to that
system's philosophy,

the capitalist 1s the great motive power of the

world's prosperity, and the labourer is altogether
secondary. And so the worker has too often been

59"The Trades Unions and Socialism," The Economist,
September 11, 1886, p. 1132.

60The Trades Union Congress, Report of the Nine-
teenth Annual Trades Union Congress, held at Bethel Lec-
ture Hall, Svkes Street, Hull, on September 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, and 11, 1886 (Manchester: Co-operative Printing
Society, 1886), p. 19.

®l1pid., p. 21.
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regarded as simply a piece of machinery for pro-

ducing capital. But the truth is that, however

revolutionary it may seem to some, the capitalist

has no existence apart from labour. In a word,

there is no capital but labour. Instead of capi-

tal and labour being separate, the former is but

as the fruit and the latter the tree.62

Maddison's '"cure'" for unemployment was the adoption
of a legal eight-hour day and land nationalization. He
rejected the return-to-protection arguments because that
method had been tried in the past and had failed. Even
in other countries where it still was the practice, the
situation had been made hardly easier for the workers.
What was needed, instead, was for English trade unionists
"to educate the workers in all countries in those princi-
Ples of unionism which we ourselves have tested.”63 He
expressed a hope for the growth of an international trade
unionism. Finally, he recommended State-aided emigration
for those who wanted to emigrate, and he warned unionists
against co-operatives as a solution to their problems on
the grounds that they contained the seeds of a severe form
of tyranny.6Zf
J. L. Mahon, a member of the Socialist League,

called the speech "the most interesting of all that was

said by the orthodox section of the Congress'--"remarkably

advanced for a trades' unionist, and remarkably backward

621p1d., p. 20. ®31pid., p. 22.

64Ibid., Pp. 23-24.
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for a Socialist." Maddison's speech marks an accelera-
tion leftwards within the trade union movement, perhaps.
Many other "old" unionists were supporting him. But this
was not a departure, since the remedies he called for had
been called for earlier in the decade. There was no doubt
of growing impatience and militancy within the T.U.C.,
although most of the trade union leaders, whom historians
label as '"Lib-Labs," were seeking a middle road between
laissez~faire and socialism, rather than capitulations
to either opponent.

One such "old" unionist was George Howell, the
most articulate of them all, having published many articles
and books over the course of his career and having been one
of the outstanding voices of trade unionism from the decade
of the 1860's. He was a bricklayer by trade. He had led
in the struggle for the reform of 1867, had served as sec-
retary of the Parliamentary Committee of the T.U.C. for
yvears during the 1870's, and was a member of Parliament
during the 'eighties. Howell was a pivotal figure in the
debate. He represented the emerging attitude wh.ch was
neither economic liberalism nor proletarian socialism, but
was, instead, a precursor of the later systems of Institu-
tionalism and Keynesianism. In short, his approach to the

economic problems of his day lay within the realm of

65J. L. Mahon, "The Trades' Congress,'" The Common-
weal, September 18, 1886, p. 196.
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democratic state socialism of a mild sort, with emphasis
upon the effectiveness of trade unionism to advance the
workers' welfare.

Writing in 1878, long before the Marxist challenge
had spread to England from the Continent in any degree,
Howell stated his belief that it would have little appeal
to the average British workingman, being, as it was, a
foreign philosophy.66 A few years later, 1883, Howell
wrote an article warmning the policy-makers that there
were both benefits and dangers inherent in the socialist
creed. He made a plea for the implementation of the
benefits in order to forestall the dangers. As a starter,
he called for State construction or financing of better
dwellings for the working classes in England, and he
castigated the conservatives who labelled social legis-
lation as communistic or socialistic for the purpose of
discrediting such measures.

If helping the poor in this way., doing for them
what they cannot do for themselves, or aiding them
to do what they cannot accomplish alone, be social-
ism or communism, the more we have of it the better,
when wisely and judiciously administered. It is not
wise, however, to fling these epithets at every bit
of legislation, or attempted legislation, intended
for their special benefit. If on these grounds
such action is opposed and resisted, they will come
to regard socialism as the instrument of their sal-

vation, and they may embrace the more permicious
theories in connection with it. . . . Much has been

6George Howell, "The History of the Intermnational
Association," The Nineteenth Century, IV (July, 1878),

19-39.
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done for trade and commerce, and still more in the

interest of landownership that equally deserves to

be stigmatised as socialism; but the term in its

reproachful sense is usually reserved for movements

aiming at the amelioration of the condition of the

masses of the people.67

During 1886, when unemployment had reached serious
proportions, Howell proposed an emergency measure: the
holding of the Queen's Jubilee one year early to stimulate
the economy. For this expedient, he received the sneers
of Hyndman's Justice which accused him of having been
"bought and paid for with Liberal money," and therefore,
like all trade unionists who opponsed the socialist revo-
lution, unfit to lead the labor movement or even to speak
for it.68
The following year, prompted by an inadequate final

report of the Royal Commission on Depression in Trade and
Industry, George Howell wrote two articles dealing with
foreign trade as the source of the economic problems in
England and offering reasons why foreign trade--that 1is,
declining exports, increasing imports., and falling prices
--was not the crux of the matter. In these writings, he
showed a grasp of the relationship between income flow,
the consumption function, and the multiplier effect in

anticipation of Keynes. His view of society anticipated

the Institutionalists'.

67George Howell, "The Dwellings of the Poor," The
Nineteenth Century, XIII (June, 1883), 1006-07.

68”Mr. George Howell on the Crisis," Justice,
February 27, 1886, p. 1.
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Howell took issue with such remarks as that made by

the President of the Local Government Board, Mr. Ritchie,
that "there was not any distress beyond the power of the
usual poor-law machinery to deal with."69 On the contrary,
Howell said, the distress was far more serious than that,
and something more could be and should be done. He saw
the depression resulting from several conditions within
the domestic picture which all revolved around the problem
of under-consumption. He noted a radically enlarged popu-
lation of unemployed which resulted from extended use of
machinery and from consistent use of overtime for the pur-
pose of reducing the costs of production by hiring fewer
hands and working them longer hours.

The extent to which this pernicious system of sys-

tematic overtime is worked is immense, and it carries

with it no corresponding advantages. The extra money

earned by the men is usually squandered, for their

over-taxed energies require stimulants to keep up

the strain. And even at the best the money so

earned only partially helps to regain the pawned

goods put away during slackness of trade.70

Overall, the average wages of labor, taking into

account the employed and the unemployed, the skilled and

the unskilled, were far below the minimum required for bare

subsistence. Even in more prosperous times the workers had

696eorge Howell, "The State of Our Trade," and

"Fluctuations in Trade and Wages,'" The Fortnightly Review,
XLI (1887), 196-210 and 534-45.
/OHowell, "Fluctuations in Trade and Wages,"

p- 539.



88

no margin with which to purchase manufactured goods in any

71

significant amount.
The working classes made up the bulk of the consum-
ing public. They spent all of their wages and more just
to stay alive, whereas the more prosperous classes, to
whom the dominant economic theory looked for growth, con-
stituted a relatively small minority of the population and
spent a far smaller proportion of their incomes on the pur-
chase of commodities. For these reasons, the conservative,
or orthodox recommendations seemed illogical in the extreme
to Howell. They called for retrenchment as a necessity and
they noted with regret the ill-effects of such action upon
the artistic trades and upon the level of profits.

Thiere can be no doubt as to the diminished profits,

or as to certain ill effects that have followed them.
But the very people who complain of these things sug-
gest as a remedy lower wages for the working people.
This means lessening their power of consumption by
diminishing their means of purchase. How it is pos-
sible to increase production and therewith employment,
by decreasing consumption, is quite beyond comprehen-
sion. In my humble judgment it must have the contrary
effect. If the contraction of the means of the richer
classes~-comparatively few in number--is disastrous to
industry, what must the result be when the purchasing
power of the masses of the population is reduced?

« « « I hold the opinion that the average wages of

our working people are too low, and that further re-
ductions can only intensify our commercial
difficulties.??2

Relying upon figures provided by the orthodox econo-

mists, Howell showed that within the chief industries the

7l1pid., p. 5kb. 721pid., p. 543.
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average wage amounted to 18s. 4d. a week, and that these
figures did not include the general or unskilled laborer,
wvhose average wages would be much lower. How could it
be expected that these workers could purchase 'cottons,
woollens, furniture, boots and shoes and the like'" when
one-sixth of their meager wages went into rent and taxes
alone? Even if their wives and children also worked,
their incomes would be no more than 22s. or 23s. per week.

The depression could not, then, be blamed upon fail-
ing foreign trade, at least not to the extent that it was
by the orthodoxy. Under-consumption at home was a more
cogent explanation. Although prices had fallen in foreign
trade, the net exports beitween 1880 and 1884 of British
and Irish goods had "increased by E163,996,097, or by
£32,799,219 annually." The rate of net imports had dimin-
ished: increases amounted only to an annual 124,068,178,
or less than by L4,848,408 yearly during the years 1880 to
1884. In 1885, the net exports were E11,565,719 in excess
of those of 1875-79.73 These were Board of Trade statis-
tics. They showed clearly that the balance of trade was
favorable to Britain. The real stagnation lay in massive
under-consumption at home, and that arose from the fact
that the working classes '"are perpetually engaged in pro-

ducing, more with a view of supplying other markets than

731vid., p. 54k.



90

for home consumption." With such an orientation of the
production process, wages were pushed too far down, in
order to keep costs of production down, for the working
classes to be able to purchase commodities. That was the
real and remedial source of the glut. The emphasis was
upon the production function of the worker rather than
upon his consumption function.

Anticipating the Institutionalists, who in turn
anticipated John M. Keynes, Howell compared the mnation to
a family and declared that each contained "the seeds of
decay when one portion feasts to satiety while another
portion droops and dies of hunger." This was not the
approach of the economic liberalism of the time, of the
Liberal Party. If anything, it stood closer to socialism,
although not the revolutionary sort. It was the macro-
economic approach of the later welfare State. Howell ex-
Pressed a cognizance of the depression-prosperity-depression
cycles, but he argued that they could be calculated and to
some extent made less severe, either by individual effort,
"or by state aid, or by local effort, or by all combined."74
In this sense, he was representative of the trend towards
democratic state socialism within the trade union movement.
We shall examine this point more closely, but there are two

other aspects of the depression, the agricultural depression

7%1pi4., p. 545.

"
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and the Industrial Remuneration Conference, which must be
taken up first. The latter is especially important to
historians, for it reveals the jelling in English minds
of the need to temper capitalism with certain degrees of

socialism to advance the national cause.



CHAPTER III

THE AGRICULTURAL DEPRESSION: FREE TRADE

AND THE LAND QUESTION

(1)

The agricultural sector of the British economy
entered upon a long decline around the middle of the nine-
teenth century, and the 'eighties were the worst decade.
They brought the sharpest drop in percentage of total net
national incomel and as great a reduction in the number of
agricultural laborers as had been seen between 1871 and

1881 when 100.000 were forced off the 1and.2 The run of

lDeane and Cole, British Economic Growth, p. 298,
provide the following figures concerning the share of agri-
culture, forestry, and fishing in Britain's national in-
come, 1867 to 1900:

1867-74. . . . . . . 15.7%
1870-79. . . . . . . 14.0%
1875-84. . . . . . . 11.9%
1880-89. . . . . . . 10.0%
1885-94. . . . . . . 8.7%
1890-99. . . . . . . 7.6%

According to T. W. Fletcher, "The Great Depression
of English Agriculture, 1873-1896," The Economic History
Review, second series, XIII (1960-61), 422-27, the agricul-
tural distress existed only in the grain-growing sector,
since, except for the middle 'eighties, the livestock
sector was highly prosperous.

2See supra, chapter i, footnote 64. Deane and Cole
write that "It appears that, in terms of numbers occupied,

92
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poor-to-disastrous harvests between 1876 and 1879, which
in earlier times would have caused severe bread riots,
aroused no more than a fierce debate. Coupled, as they
were, with a depression in trade and industry, and the
Irish agitation, they stimulated public discussion on
two main issues: (1) whether agriculture should be re-
turned to the protection of tariffs, and (2) whether the
land should be redistributed. Within the second issue
were the more specific questions of: (1) whether it was
sufficient merely to reform the land laws concerning
ownership, sale, rent, inheritance, and tithes; (2)
whether it was preferable to redistribute the land so
that peasant proprietorships and/or land allotments would
predominate; or (3) whether the only valid solution lay

in the socialists' demand for total nationalization of

British agriculture reached its peak in the middle of the
nineteenth century. In 1851, with a working population
of more than 2 millions, it was still the most important
British industry. But by 1871 there were more persons

in domestic service than in agriculture, and more in
commerce and finance (excluding transport) than in either.
By 1881 there were probably fewer people in agriculture
than there had been in 1801 though the population of
Great Britain had increased some two and a half times.

e « « One feature of the fall in the agricultural labour
force which does not emerge from the overall figures

. « « deserves particular notice, however. This is the
fact that the loss of labour was almost entirely a loss
of hired labour, not a decline in a number of farmers."
In 1871 the percentage of the nation's labour force
employed in agriculture, fishing, and forestry was 15.1%;
in 1881, 12.6%; and in 1891, 10.5%. As this decline con-
tinued, there were only two alternatives for the laborer:
To emigrate or to move into the industrial centers and
compete for the unskilled jobs.
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the land. On these issues the spectrum of opinion was

broad and confusing.

ings which we shall take up later,
within the agricultural sector.

flict between landowners, farmers, and laborers, but there

was a

There were,

"basic conflict of interest,

aside from the non-agricultural group-

lated," between the two sections of agriculture, arable

and livestock, "which prevented the formulation of any

co-ordinated view, any single, forceful, agricultural

policy, any effective co—operation."3 Even if the land-

lords,

each other sufficiently to form a bloc and thus to protect

farmers, and laborers had been able to agree with

their interests in grain farming, which they were not,

they would have found themselves opposed not merely by

the industrial interests who demanded cheap imports, but

by the livestock farming interests which also favored

cheap grain. Thus, no "farm bloc" was possible. T. W.

Fletcher describes the dichotomy in agriculture this way:

It was not simply that arable farmers, mainly in
the south and east, suffered a steep fall in the
prices of their principal output products whilst
livestock farmers, predominant in the north and
west, enjoyed more favourable prices, but that
every fall in the price of cereals, so damaging
to corn growers, was to them, the livestock pro-
ducers, clear gain, because it meant a reduction
in the price of their most important input--feed.

3Fletcher, "The Great Depression of English Agri-

culture," p. 430.

a conflict of interests

Not only was there a con-

felt rather than formu-
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Further, every fall in the price of bread to the

consumer, other things equal, stimulated the de-

mand for livestock products. Livestock farmers

gained on either hand and their economic inter-

ests were aligned with those of the manufacturing

population to the extent that cheap bread meant

cheap livestock feed and an expanding industry

meant full employment, high wages, and a stronger

demand for meat, milk, eggs, and dairy products.

Generally speaking, then, the arable sector of the

economy stood in isolation in its attempts to improve its
situation, specifically, through the restoration of pro-
tective tariffs to shut out cheap foreign grain. The
industrialist, who for practical as well as ideological
reasons favored free trade, wanted cheap food for his
employees, because that meant lower wages and, thus,
higher profits. The industrial worker, although he hoped
to secure higher wages through unionism, still opposed
tariffs on foodstuffs so that at least his real wages
would rise. The socialist opposed tariffs simply because
they failed to solve the problem as he interpreted it,
but he also opposed free trade for the same reason. In
other words, to the revolutionary seeking the overthrow
of capitalism, the issue of free trade versus protection
was immaterial, for either way, one of the two exploiting
classes would gain, while the worker did mot. Only the
Tory graingrower and landlord of grain-lands desired a

restoration of the corn laws. The decline of that sector

was, therefore, virtually foreordained in 1879, when it

Y1pid., p. 42k,
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became obvious, thanks to cheap imports, that the British
economy and its social-political stability was no longer
to have its destiny determined by the sort of harvests at
home. Recognition of this break with the economic past

was happily made by The Statist and by Robert Giffen

during 1879-80.°

Quoting articles from The Statist of the summer of

1879, Giffen traced this remarkable development, this
liberation of the national economy and fortunes from the

influence of farming. The Statist had remarked omn

June 21st, with a sense of trepidation, that it remained
to be seen whether the trade revival which was beginning
to show some promise would actually 'come in time to pre-
vent another semi-crisis'" due to poor harvests which were
anticipated for that year. It could discern, it thought,
some favorable symptoms, the most important being the
"prosperity of the labouring classes, including the agri-
cultural labourers, notwithstanding the bad times for

farmers and landowners."

Then, on June 29th, The Statist commented that

"harvest prospects" were growing more and more alarming,
making it "all but certain that a good harvest, or even
a harvest slightly under the average, would revive trade,"

but a bad one would be troublesome. It expressed the hope

5Giffen, "Financial and Commercial History of 1879,"
pp. 95-108.
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that trade would improve fast enough and soon enough to
cancel any ill effects from the land. The point of con-
cern was that the "conjunction of low prices of agricul-
tural produce with bad seasons is so unusual that it is
difficult to predict what the general effect on trade
will eventually be.”6

The answer seemed apparent by the end of August.

The Statist happily observed that foreign grain would be

available in abundance, and the British could exchange
manufactured goods for wheat, thereby stimulating revival,
even if the domestic harvest turned out to be poor. Giffen
wrote with relief in March of the following year:
In other words, all the conditions of revival were
present, except a good home harvest, and as that
element was believed to be less important than it
had been, the conclusion was reached that a bad
harvest would not prevent revival. This conclusion
may now be considered a settled one. There could
hardly have been a worse season than last year's,
yvet trade revives.?

Although Giffen was quick to point out that the
prosperity or depression of one segment of the economy
made up of some 10 per cent of the population was cer-
tainly influential,8 he was obviously relieved that the
historical pattern of dominance by agriculture of the

general economic destiny seemed to have come to an end.

Others were less sanguine than Giffen, either about trade

6Ibid., p. 100. ‘Ivid., p. 101.

8Ibid., pp. 101-2.



98
prospects or about the importance of the agricultural
sector, and, when depression continued into the 'eighties,
the debate on that question manifested itself in the

issues mentioned at the beginning of this chapter.

(2)

Those who argued that the crux of the agricultural
problem lay in competition from foreign wheat and that the
sole solution was to return to protection were a small
minority of the population. Even the voice of the agri-
cultural laborer was opposed to such a scheme, despite
the claim by protectionists that tariffs would solve the
problem of unemployment and depopulation of the country-

side. The English Laborers' Chronicle warned its readers

not to be taken in.

Workingmen should remember that Protection has been
tried in England and that the condition of the peo-
ple during that period was one of chronic starvation
and misery. If our labourers and artizans will only
consult the records of the country from 1820 to 1846,
the period when Protection was in full swing, there
is little to fear that they will ever abandon the
principles of Free Trade under which we now live.9

The attitude, then, of the followers of Joseph Arch
was the same as that of the urban workers: free trade, if
it did nothing else, at least assured plentiful and cheap
food and forestalled the threat of starvation. Meanwhile,
their union would join with the industrial unions and

continue to press for higher wages and shorter hours.

9The English Laborers' Chronicle, November 23, 1883,

p. 1.
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The protectionists' plea was for a five shilling
tariff on every quarter of imported corn. They insisted
that such a tax would hardly be felt, for it would amount
to no more than "a half-penny a loaf," while it would mean
the salvation of landowners who were being forced to remit
rents, farmers who, despite remission of rents, were hav-
ing to abandon their holdings, and agricultural laborers
who were being driven off the land in huge numbers. But
their plea was rebutted and rejected by the majority of
articulate Englishmen for diverse reasons. In one case,

The Spectator rejected the program on the grounds that

corn was too basic, too vital a commodity to be taxed,
that such reciprocity would have no real effect upon
Americans, and that only Englishmen would be the poorer

for it.

If the 5s. duty were imposed to-morrow, every Eng-
lishman would, as consumer, be so much poorer; and
every tradesman--traders in alcohol more especially
-~would feel his customers' poverty and lack of
money to spend; and every workhouse would cost more,
and every riot would become more grave; but no
American would suffer any loss of custom. Food is
an absolute necessary, and every pound of corn that
we do not grow we must import.10

Therefore, dire need of sufficient quantities of
food was one answer to the protectionists. "Natural pro-
tection" was another one, put forward by James Caird, for

one, in his opening address as president of the Royal

lO”The Meaning of the 'Fair Trade' Cry," The
Spectator, September 10, 1881, p. 1159.
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Statistical Society in November, 1881. English corn-
growers, he said, were closer to the English consumers
than their American competitors and so were already en-
joying an advantage over them much greater than five
shillings a quarter. The cost of shipping American grain
from the western prairies was, at the lowest rate, ls. 6d.
on a quarter, or 42s. an acre on the average produce of
English wheat crops, and somewhat more on barley and
oats.ll

There was, evidently, a large enough number of
tenant farmers in support of the landlords' call for a
return to protection to cause The Echo to despair. In
its Liberal voice, The Echo asked what could be done with
such people who, when confronted with such "manifold
evils" as archaic land laws, tithes, etc., accept the red
herring of protection? '"They have the example set them
bty the Irish farmers" and fail to profit from it. '"Instead
of throwing off their chains, they have manifestly resolved
to hug them." Could they not understand that once tariffs
had been reimposed that the landlords and not they would
benefit, for rents would not only cease to be remitted but,

indeed, would be raised?12 No, the farmers' only salvation

llJames Caird, "The Opening Address of James Caird,
Esq., C.B., F.R.S., President of the Statistical Society,
delivered on Tuesday, 15th November, 1881," The Journal
of the Rovyal Statistical Society, n.s., XLIV (December,
1881), 632. '

12The Echo, September 7, 1881, p. 2.
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lay in supporting the Liberal-Radical attempts to estab-
lish tenant rights in England as in Ireland. Their inter-
est was not identical to the landlords' but rather to the
manufacturers and their employees.

Need we point out that, the more the farmer can

produce the more labour he employs and the more

both farmer and labourer can afford to buy of the

manufacturers and operatives.l3

For this argument espoused by the manufacturing
classes, as for that of the protectionists, the Social
Democratic Federation had nothing but contempt. Both
were irrelevant. '"Neither protection nor free trade,"
wrote Hyndman, '"'meither cheap nor dear food, will help
the workers as they are today.”14 Only working-class
ownership of land and capital, through a socialist State,
would cure the prevailing distress.

Another socialist, John Sketchley, challenged the
protectionists' call for tariffs as an ostensible aid to
agricultural labor. They claimed, he said, that '"the
importation of food supplies displaces so much manual
labour at home and is injurious to the community at large."
As a result, the value lost by displaced labor between 1868
and 1883 amounted to E51,195,942. But, Sketchley replied,

the losses cited by the protectionists were open to question

131he Echo, September 29, 1881, p. 2.

lQH. M. Hyndman, "The Cheap Food Fallacy," Justice,
April 5, 1884, p. 3.
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if one examined the Rent Schedule of the Income Tax re-
turns for the same period, for one would find there
a total increase over the assessment of 1868 of no
less than L94,064,559. Thus the extra rent that
has gone into the pockets of the landlords exceeds
the loss of displaced labour on wheat lands by
more than &42,000,000.15
Sketchley condemned the pending investigation by
the Royal Commission on Depression as a waste of time.
Such a body was mnot able to prevent other countries from
developing their resources or the progressive use of ma-
chinery in England. It would never recommend a reduction
of land rents, or '"home colonisation with associative
production" or "a juster distribution of the wealth pro-
duced." These could only be achieved by revolution.

16

Nothing else would avail.

(3)
The question of redistribution of the land received
its stimulus from the Irish agitation which had extracted
a positive political response from the Gladstone Govern-

7

ment in 1880.71 Some reformers believed that it was enough

15John Sketchley, "The Government and the Depression
of Trade," Justice, August 1, 1885, p. 4.

161154,

l{Rural landholding was not the whole picture.
Urban leaseholds to the wealthier people for very long
periods--99 years--also tended to create monopolizations
of land in the cities and became, as a result, a target
of the reformers, among them Henry Broadhurst. D. A.
Reeder, "Urban Leaseholds in Late Victorian England," The
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merely to alter the archaic land laws. Under them, land
was virtually unsaleable, and there was no security of
tenure or compensation to tenants for permanent improve-
ments they made. Excessive rents, others said, dictated
a heavy depopulation of the rural areas by farmers, la-
borers, and adjunct village tradespeople. The lack of
sufficient capital investment in land improvements prompted
others to favor driving "the little farmer out of the land"
and putting it into '"the hands of a smaller group of big
men'" who had greater amounts of capital to invest.18 Still
others advocated the opposite: the establishment of either
peasant proprietorships or laborers' allotments, or both,
and at the extreme end, the socialists demanded full na-
tionalization of the land. Thus, like all other issues,
the land question brought into play