CHAPTER IV
THE POLITICAL OUTCOME OF SOCIALISM

A cRrEaT landowner, attached to the sport of his youth,
brings to Australia a few pairs of rabbits, and within a few
years the plague of rabbits has half-ruined the landowners
of the country, while enforcing great expenditure to avert
total ruin. A settler, fond of water-cress, introduces the
plant in New Zealand, and before a generation has passed,
1t has spread to an extent which threatens to choke water-
courses and rivers. A governor’s wife, fond of Lantana
blossoms, brings a plant to Ceylon, where it spreads over
large areas of fertile land, making them useless for culti-
vation.

These examples of man’s want of foresight and inability
to control the natural forces which he sets in motion might
be multiplied almost indefinitely. Still more numerous are
the examples of his inability to control the social forces
which he sets in motion, and his want of foresight regard-
ing their tendencies. Laws which approximately achieve
the objects for which they were passed achieve additional
results not aimed at; and, with like frequency, laws fail
to achieve the object contemplated, while achieving other
and unexpected results.

E(;{lually true it is, that governmental structures once
created havea tendency to escape control and to achieve
unexpected results. Like all other groups of men, those
forming governmental agencies judge of the general well-
being through their own, and desire to extend the func-
tions and power of the agency to which they belong. The
separation of their functions from those of the rest of the
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population produces a spirit of caste, and makes them
impatient of any control except that exercised by members
of their caste, while their separate interests are placed
before the general interest. At the same time, the gradu-
ated organisation and centralised authority of such agencies
enable them to persistently pursue their separate interests,
and to overcome the sporadic resistance of the unorganised
regulated masses divided by apparently conflicting interests.
The tendency of all such agencies to thus enlarge their
functions and escape from popular control, to convert
derivative authority into absolute authority, is universally
visible. It is shown no less in the rise of more or less
formally elective chiefs into hereditary and absolute kings,
or in that of humble deacons and presbyters into princes
of the church and popes, than in the power of party
machinery in the United States. For though the people
of the United States enjoy all the forms 0? control over
their several governments ; tho:ﬁh popular election is still
the method of appointment to all legislative and many of
the important administrative positions, it is nevertheless a
notorious fact that all real control by the people has been
lost. It has passed into the hands of an organisation
created for the purpose of causing popular control to be
exercised with efficiency—the party machine. The party
machinery, directed by an irresponsible and generally corrupt
person, the “boss,” nominates the candidates for office in
towns, states, and union ; to the electors remains but the
inglorious and frequently distasteful task of ratifying the
nominations of one machine or the other. The organisa-
tion created for one end has achieved another and con-
trary end ; the servants of the people have become the
masters of the people.

The same tendency has made its appearance in the
great organisation of the Co-operative Stores, which
culminates respectively in the English and Scottish Co-
operative Wholesale Societies :—

«The Co-operative Stores of each district hold meet-
ings periodically to decide questions of business and policy.
In these district meetings the Wholesale Directors are
represented by two of their own number ; and with their
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wider experience and central prestige they find it an easy
matter usually to control the local delegates. Nominally,
the Wholesale is under the control of the delegates chosen
by the societies which hold shares in it, and for whose
convenience it was constituted ; but, practically, I was
assured by its critics, popular control is gradually becom-
ing a mere name. The Central Government has become
so large that its own public cannot deal with it.”?

More instructive still are the difficulties which trade
unions experience in their endeavour to limit and control
the growing power of their elected officials. The testi-
mony of Mr. and Mrs. Sidney Webb is of peculiar value
on this point, not only on account of their exhaustive
study of trade unions, but also because they may be
regarded as unwilling witnesses to the despotism which
Socialism must engender. Dealing with the evolution of
trade-union organisation, they make the following state-
ments :*—

« It was assumed that everything should be submitted
to ‘the voices’ of the whole body, and that each member
should take an equal and identical share in the com-
mon project. As the union developed from an angry
crowd, unanimously demanding the redress of a particular

rievance, into an insurance company of national extent,
obliged to follow some definite trade policy, the need for
administrative efficiency more and more forced itself on
the minds of the members. This efficiency involved an
ever-increasing specialisation of function. The growing
mass of business and the difficulty and complication of the
questions dealt with involved the growth of an official
class, marked off by capacity, training, and habit of life
from the rank and file. Failure to specialise the executive
function quickly brought extinction. On the other hand,
this very specialisation undermined the popular control,
and thus risked the loss of the indispensable popular
assent. The early expedients of rotation of office, the
mass meeting, and the referendum proved, in practice,
utterly inadequate as a means of recovering genuine

1 Henry D. Lloyd, Labour Co-Partnership, pp. 274 275.
3 Industrial Democracy, pp. 59, 6o, and 70,
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popular control. At each particular crisis the indi-
vidual member found himself overmatched by the official
machinery which he had created. At this stage irre-
sponsible bureaucracy seemed the inevitable outcome.
But democracy formed yet another expedient, which in
some favoured unions has gone far to solve the problem.
The specialisation of the executive into a permanent,
expert civil service was balanced by the specialisation of
the legislature, in the establishment of a supreme repre-
sentative assembly, itself undertaking the work of direction
and control for which the members at large had proved
incompetent. We have seen how difficult 1t is for a com-
munity of manual workers to obtain such an assembly,
and how large a part is inevitably played in it by the
ever-growing number of salaried officers. But in the
representative assembly these salaried officers sit in a
new capacity. The work expected from them by their
employers is not that of execution, but of criticism and
direction. To balance the professional civil servant we
have, in fact, the professional representative. . .

“ How far such a development will . . . promote
collective action, and tend to increasing bureaucracy ;
how far, on the other hand, it will increase the real
authority of the people over the representative assembly,
and of the representative assembly over the permanent
civil service ; how far, in fine, it will give us that com-
bination of administrative efficiency and popular control
which is at once the requisite and ideal of all democracy,—
all these are questions which make the future interesting.”

The preceding extracts show that Mr. and Mrs. Webb
are by no means certain that the measure which, they state,
has to some extent curbed the excessive and still-growing
power of the elective officials in some favoured” trade
unions, will be equally effective in curbing the power of
the bureaucracy which Socialism will create. The follow-
ing considerations, showing that the doubt is more than
justified, censure the levity which regards as merely
“interesting ” a future replete with dangers :—

A trade union is a voluntary organisation which
men can join and leave without serious sacrifice. If a
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minority is dissatisfied with the conduct of the union’s
affairs, they may leave in a body and create another union.
If, on the other hand, the malcontents form a majority of
the members, they can dismiss all existing officials and
elect new ones. Autocratic conduct on the part of
officials may all the more readily provoke this result on
account of the paucity of officials compared with the number
of members ; of the absence of any close and graduated
organisation comprising the officials of all unions ; of the
paucity of the officials’ relatives and interested friends
among the members of the union; of the absence of
official patronage and consequent inability to bribe or
terrorise numerous members.

The regulative agency which Socialism must create and
the relation between it and the regulated members of the
State contrast in all these respects with the regulative
agency of a trade union and its relation to the y of
members. A dissatisfied minority cannot possibly set up
a new state for itself, nor can it in any other way escape
the compulsion, and even aggression, of the regulative
organisation. Even the dissatisfaction of a majority
might, and probably would, be unable to curb its power.
For this regulative agency, exceedingly numerous, would
also be highly regulated and organised, and its full power
would be wielded from one centre. The influence and
power, even of existing bureaucracies, comparatively small
in number and restricted in functions, are only too visible
in such countries as France and Germany. The far greater
number and all-embracing functions of the socialist bureau-
cracy, therefore, must result in its yielding a vastly greater
power.

Nor is this all. A regulative agency grows at the
expense of the regulated. Every unit added to the former
is taken from the latter, and, adding to the aggressive
power of the regulators, weakens the resisting power of
the regulated. The transfer of power is, however, much
greater than the number of the transferred units would
indicate.  For not only is the transfer from an un-
organised body to an organised, but there are included
in the transfer the relatives and friends of the new officials
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whose sympathy and support still further strengthen the
official organisation.

Further still, this exceedingly numerous official class,
closely organised and centrally commanded, supported’ by
still larger numbers of interested adherents among the
regulated, has absolute control over the population, the
land, the means of production, and of all available con-
sumption - goods. Wielding, on the one hand, an un-
exampled power of bribery, it, on the other, wields an
equally unexampled power of terrorism. Where grati-
tude for favours, past and to come, fails to silence the
expression of discontent, fear of vengeance might well
produce this result. For, as already pointed out, control
of production involves control of the producers. The
administration must have the power to shift workers from
one locality and occupation to other localities and occupa-
tions. What easier than to separate husband and wife,
parents and daughters, under the plea of industrial neces-
sity? How will the malcontent resist, who is transferred
from an agreeable locality and occupation to a disagree-
able locality and exhausting occupation, when the ad-
ministration alone can judge of the necessity of such
transfer ?

Nor does even this exhaust the oppressive powers of
the socialist bureaucracy. Journalism and the production
of periodical literature generally, like every other occupa-
tion, must be carried on under its control. It is alleged
that a body of discontented individuals might join to
produce a journal expressing their opinions. o such
action, however, can be permitted, if the fundamental
principles of Socialism are to be maintained. For the
establishment of such a journal would be a return to the
“ profit-mongering ” system which Socialism is to displace.
The subscribers, owning the paper, would be in the posi-
tion of shareholders, and would receive the profit from the
venture, if any. If not they, but some one else owned the
paper, this owner would be the profit receiver. If this is
permissible with regard to a newspaper, why not in the
case of factories also? Apart, however, from this con-
sideration, no journal hostile to the bureaucracy could

X
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possibly maintain itself. Its machinery, paper, ink, type,
and all other requisites could not otherwise be obtained
than from State magazines. If the hostile paper were not
speedily extinguished through the constantly recurring
difficulties and delays in obtaining supplies which the
bureaucracy could create at will, other and more drastic
measures might easily scatter its producers and subscribers,
and thus end its existence. Thus the whole of the daily
and other periodical press would be under the absolute
control of the bureaucracy ; press criticism of its doings
would be impossible ; its misdeeds would be concealed
from all but those directly affected, while all news and
reflections would be “ edited ” to suit its purposes.

If it is suggcsted that, in the absence of an independent
press, combined public action can be promoted by means
of correspondence and secret personal agitation, it is over-
looked that the all-pervading power of the socialist
bureaucracy would again block the way. A powerful and
numerous bureaucracy, having representatives on eve
farm and in every mine, factory, and workshop, would
inevitably know every disaffected individual, nor would it
hesitate to open and read their correspondence passin
through the post-office. The knowledge thus obtaincﬁ
would speedily lead to the suppression of their correspond-
ence and to the administrative harassing of the writers
and addressees. On the other hand, the impossibility of
leaving the place of occupation without official permission
would prevent personal agitation elsewhere, while such
local agitation as might be attempted would be speedily
interrupted by shifting the principal agitators to distant
localities.

If, then, as we witness to-day in continental countries,
a comparatively small body of officials having a restricted
sphere of influence and only partial control over the press,
wielding also but small power of bribing or injuring
private . individuals, possess nevertheless a formidable
power over the public whose servants they profess to be,
it is obvious that the far more numerous and coherent
socialist bureaucracy, actuated by common interests and
acting under one central authority, exercising unlimited
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powers of interference, of bribery and of intimidation,
controlling absolutely the whole newspaper press and what-
ever armed force there may be, would wield a power
absolutely irresistible to an incoherent and widely scattered
public, having no settled policy, no habits of united action,
and no means of communicating with each other.

To check and control such overwhelming power by
means of an elective assembly is an idle dream. As Mr.
and Mrs. Sidney Webb themselves point out, even in the
elective assemblies of trade unions which have been formed
to control their elected officials, * a large part is inevitably
played by the ever-growing number of salaried officers.”
How can any one, aware of this fact, hope to prevent the
legislature of the socialist State being composed mainly of
officials or of unofficial nominees of the bureaucracy selected
for their devotion to the cause of the latter? As the
power of the socialist bureaucracy would exceed that of
any existing bureaucracy, so must its influence with the
electors exceed that of the latter. How great that power
15, is shown no less by every election in Germany and
France than by Napoleonic plebiscites. An elective
assembly composed as that of the socialist State must be,
far from being a check on the power of the bureaucracy,
and the abuse of that power, would be the keystone in the
arch of bureaucratic absolutism.

If it is replied that France and Germany are not truly
democratic countries, the rejoinder is that a like state of
affairs prevails in the most democratic countries. It is
well known that the influence of the machine in American
politics is largely based on its co-operation with office-
holders and expectant office-holders. A still better object-
lesson is furnished by the Australian Colonies and
appeared most clearly during the general elections of
1894 in Victoria. A ministry, determined to reduce the
annual deficit by curtailing the number and salaries of a
somewhat excessive but by no means overpaid civil service,
appealed to the country. For the first time in the history
of the colony the public service, otherwise divided in
politics, unitedly and actively supported the opposition.
The result was a disastrous defeat of the ministerial party,
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attributed by a general consensus of opinion to the active
opposition of the public service.

What is possible to a numcncally small and compara-
tively uninfluential public service in a British colony would
be the merest child’s play to a socialist bureaucracy. The
elective assembly would merely be a counterpart of the
bureaucracy in which the people who nominally elected it
would have no influence, just as election of the officials by
the people would fail to ensure their control over the
bureaucracy, as Mr. and Mrs. Webb admit.

Similar objections apply to another method, also
suggested by Mr. and Mrs. Webb :'—

“ As miner, mechanic, or mill operative, the worker is
and must be the servant of the community. From that
service Socialism offers no escape. All it can promise is to
make the worker, in his capacity of citizen, the joint pro-
prietor of the nation’s industry and the elector of the
head officers who administer it.”

There are two methods of electing head officers ; one
is that the persons employed in each industrial department
elect the head officer of their industry, or that the whole
people elect the head officers of all industrial departments.
In either case a constituency spread over the whole country
would have to elect one or more candidates. In order that
a candidate may be elected he must be known to possess
the requisite qualifications, i.e. capacity and experience to
manage, not merely one factory, but all the industrial
establishments comprised in one department, say the textile
industries.

Such men are rare always, and under no circumstances
can they be found among the number of ordinary work-
men under Socialism. There may be some among them
who possess sufficient natural ability, but having occupied
no administrative post, they cannot possess, and still less
can they be known to possess, the requisite experience.
Such experience cannot be found outside the ranks of the
socialist bureaucracy. Some officials, having reached high
rank by long service, alone can be selected. The ideas
and interests of such men would be congruous with those

1 S, and B. Webb, Problem: of Modern Industry, p. 275.
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of their fellow-bureaucrats, and a reform of the bureau-
cracy, therefore, cannot be expected from them. The
people may change their despots, but they cannot escape
despotism.

Suppose, however, the people, made reckless by
oppression, determined to risk all consequences and to
elect some ordinary workers in spite of their inexperience;
candidates willing to brave the vengeance and honest
enough to withstand the bribery of the bureaucracy will be
difficult to find. But how are they to be found and their
trustworthiness made known throughout the vast con-
stituency # Known within one factory, their names are
utterly meaningless anywhere else, and cannot be dis-
tinguished from those of the creatures of the bureau-
cracy whom the latter would put forward. For, as the
press is in the hands of the bureaucracy, as it can control
correspondence and all other means of communication, the
ordinary workers, as already pointed out, have no means
of organising combined action.

I\%ot only, therefore, would the election of head officers
by the workers be a farce, but it would materially
strengthen the hands of the bureaucracy in making itself
absolute. The board of head officers, being elected by the
people, would derive its power from the same authority as
the legislature. Individually their power would have a
superior foundation to that of the legislators, as being
derived from a largely superior number of electors. Even
in the unlikely case of their confederates not controlling
the legislature, they would thus be in a better position to
fight and conquer the latter than if their authority were
derived from an inferior source than that of the latter.

Is there then no possibility of controlling the power of
the socialist bureaucracy in other ways ? An examination
of the several ways other than election for appointing
officials will show that there is no such possibility. The
first of these is the modification of elective appointment
by dismissal through superiors, suggested by Laurence
Gronlund.! This modification must obviously destroy
the last vestige of control which the electors might retain.

1 See quotation, p. 292.
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For, once appointed, the official would have to fear
nothing from his electors and everything from his
superiors, at whose mercy he would be placed. Abject
servility towards superiors, combined with insolent dis-
regard of the wishes and interests of the regulated masses,
would be the result. At the same time, the election of the
heads of departments, who would form the chief and
central authority, by their immediate subordinates, would
ensure the composition of this supreme authority by men
pledged to uphold the interests of the bureaucracy under
all circumstances. This proposal, therefore, offers no
escape from the dilemma in which Socialism finds itself.

An alternative method may be found in admission to
the service by competitive examinations, advancement by
seniority or by recommendation from superiors, dismissal
at the recommendation of a judicial board after trial, and
appointment of a central agency by the legislative assembly.
This method, however, is obviously unable to destroy
the homogeneity and power of the administration, nor
would it offer any guarantee against the misuse of that
power as long as the bureaucracy can influence popular
elections and the appointment of the judicial board.

The only other method is suggested in the Fadian
Essays.! It is there stated :—

“I do not think that the direct election of the
manager and foremen by the employees will be found to
work well in practice or to be consistent with the discipline
necessary in carrying on a large business undertaking.
It seems to me better that the Commune should elect its
council — thus keeping under its control the general
authority—but should empower the council to elect the
officials, so that the power of selection and dismissal within
the various subdivisions should lie with the nominees of
the whole Commune instead of with the particular group
immediately concerned.”

This method also overlooks the influence over the
election of the council which the numerous body of
officials would exercise. The selection of the officials by
an elective body is, moreover, a task for which such bodies

1 P. 158,
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are peculiarly unfitted, as the experience of Australia
proves ; would, considering the number of officials in the
socialist municipalities, offer serious difficulties to the
council of a municipality, and would be absolutely
impossible when all the innumerable officials conducting
State industries had to be selected by the elective assembly.
For such an assembly could not be conversant with the
capacity of the many thousands of applicants nor with the
requirements of the many thousands of posts to be filled.
The assembly would, therefore, be compelled to make
appointments at haphazard, or to merely sanction the
nomination of some other body conversant with the facts, i.e.
a body composed of superior members of the bureaucracy.

Socialism, therefore, possesses no means by which can
be controlled the Frankenstein which it must call into
being. What, then, would the socialist bureaucracy do
with the absolute power which it would wield ? That it
would use it sooner or later for the purpose of serving the
self-interest of its members cannot be doubted ; for the
units composing it will be of the average type, inclined to
selfishness and injustice. If it were otherwise, if all men
were just and unselfish, there would not and could not be
any injustice in the distribution of wealth, and the creation
of the vast machinery of Socialism would be obviously
unnecessary. Though socialists hold the irrational belief
that the compulsory system which they aim at will hasten
the ethical development of man, even those among them
who are least sanguine with regard to the time necessary
for the full development of the system, cannot seriously
entertain the hope that the interval will suffice for the full
adjustment of man to social conditions. Therefore the
regulative agency of the socialist State must be composed
of men who on an average are like to, or differ but little
from, the present average man. Such men, possessing
absolute control over the resources of a whole nation, will
sooner or later use these resources for their own advantage.
“The equality of distribution,” * the equal reward of
labour,” might be continued for the regulated masses, but,
in ways devious or open, the regulators would appropriate
for their own use a far larger than the average share. The
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bureaucracy would live in Roman luxury, marked off in
startling ways from the correspondingly increased poverty
of the subject masses.

Furthermore, the love of offspring will not be
extinguished by any social rearrangement. Men will
still endeavour to secure to their children the same or
higher positions than they themselves occupy. Hence the
way of the socialist bureaucracy will be through nepotism
to hereditary succession. A carefully graded hereditary
caste, culminating in a hereditary despot, wielding absolute
power over a people reduced to monotonous and slavish
equality and deprived of all political and economic
independence, would be the inevitable result. How easy
it is to bring about such a revolution under democratic
forms when a powerful bureaucracy aims at it, may be seen
no less in the capture of nearly all the superior positions
in the French army by members of the old aristocracy
than in the coup d’état of December 1851. Nor can it
be denied that the socialist bureaucracy would infinitely
exceed in power that wielded by the civil and military
bureaucracy of France.

Apart from and additional to these organised usurpa-
tions, there will inevitably arise unorganised aggressions,
which, prompted by the dishonesty, selfishness, and evil
passions of individual officials, would nevertheless be
shielded by the whole bureaucratic organisation. The
inevitable spirit of caste pervading every organised bureau-
cracy would be strengthened %y still more powerful
motives when the inevitable corruption had made sufficient
way. At present, a male worker having incurred the
enmity of foreman or manager, or a woman persecuted
by the unwelcome attentions of one of them, may esca
the consequences by changing his or her place of labour.
No such evasion would be possible under the socialist
régime, and even if, by official transfer, a man or woman
escaped from the rod of a particular tyrant, nothing would
be easier than to so mark his or her papers as to expose
them to the like tyranny of new superiors. No man’s
life and liberty, no woman’s honour, would be safe from
the rancour or desires of officials.
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The experience of the United States may again be
cited in illustration of this danger. Out of the vast mass
of available material I select one—the misuse of their power
by the police of Chicago, a misuse which is fully equalled
in other cities of the Union. The constitution of this
force rests upon a democratic basis. The Mayor is elected
by universal suffrage. He appoints the Chief of Police,
who, in his turn, appoints the officers and men of the
force. The Chief can be dismissed by the Mayor at any
time, and, in his turn, can dismiss officers and men for
cause shown. The whole force is thus placed as much,
and more, under the control of the electors as if every
police officer were directly chosen by them. Yet not only
i1s this force generally regarded as corrupt, but it uses its
power with absolute disregard of law, decency, and fair-
ness to the poorer electors, as the following account will
show. It is taken from a pamphlet! published by Mr.
John P. Altgeld, Governor of Illinois, in which state
Chicago 1s situated :—

“There had been labour troubles, and in several cases
a number of labouring people, guilty of no offence, had
been shot down in cold blood by Pinkerton men, and
none of the offenders were brought to justice. The
evidence taken at coroners’ inquests and presented here
shows that in at least two cases men were fired on and
killed when they were running away, and there was, con-
sequently, no occasion to shoot, yet nobody was punished ;
that in Chicago there had been a number of strikes, in
which some of the police not only took sides against the
men, but, without any authority of law, invaded and broke
up peaceable meetings, and in scores of cases brutally
clubbed people who were guilty of no offence whatever.”

Mr. Altgeld supports this latter statement by citing
the summing-up of Judge M-‘Allister in the case of The
Harmonia Association of Joiners versus Brenan et al., as
follows :—

“The facts established by a large number of witnesses
and without any opposing evidence are, that this society,
having leased Turner Hall for the purpose, held a meeting

! Reasns fir pardoning Fielden, Neche, and Schuwab.
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in the forenoon of said day in said hall, composed of from
200 to 300 individuals, most of whom were journeymen
cabinetmakers, engaged in the several branches of the
manufacture of furmture in Chicago ; but some of those
in attendance were the proprietors in that business, or
delegates sent by them. The object of the meeting was
to obtain a conference of the journeymen with such
proprietors, or their authorised delegates, with the view
of endeavouring to secure an increase of the price or
diminution of the hours of labour. The attendants were
wholly unarmed, and the meeting was perfectly peaceable
and orderly, and while the people were sitting quietly,
with their backs to the entrance hall, with a few persons
on the stage in front of them, and all engaged merely in
the business for which they had assembled, a force of
from fifteen to twenty policemen came suddenly into the
hall, having a policeman’s club in one hand and a revolver
in the other, and making no pause to determine the actual
character of the meeting, they immediately shouted, ¢ Get
out of here, you . . .,’ and began beating the people with
their clubs, some of them actually firing their revolvers.
One young man was shot through the back of the head
and killed. But to complete the atrocity of the affair
on the part of the officers engaged in it, when the people
hastened to make their escape %rom the assembly room,
they found policemen stationed on either side of the
stairway leading from the hall down to the street, who
applied their clubs to them as they passed, seemingly with
all the violence practicable under the circumstances.’

Another instance of similar conduct, supported by
numerous affidavits, is thus summed up by Governor
Altgeld :—

“There was a strike on the West Division Street
Railway, and some of the police, under the leadership of
Captain John Bonfield, indulged in a brutality never
equalled before ; even small merchants standing on their
own doorsteps and having no interest in the strike were
clubbed, then hustled into patrol waggons and thrown
into prison on no charge, and not even booked. A petition,
signed by about 1000 of the leading citizens living on



cH.1v POLITICAL OUTCOME OF SOCIALISM 315§

and near West Madison Street, was sent to the Mayor
and City Council, praying for the dismissal of Bonfield
from the force, but on account of his political influence
he was retained.”

When such brutal and illegal conduct on the part
of officials, appointed by the election of the people, can
go unpunished under existing conditions in the United
States, where the bureaucracy i1s not numerous and power-
ful, how can it be prevented under the conditions which
Socialism will create? Even prominent advocates of
Socialism have some slight perception of this danger,
as is shown in the following statement made by Mr.
and Mrs. Sidney Webb : '—

“ Though it may be presumed that the community
as a whole would not deliberately oppress any section
of its members, experience of all administrations on a
large scale, whether public or private, indicates how
difficult it always must be, in any complicated organisa-
tion, for an isolated individual sufferer to obtain redress
against the malice, caprice, or simple heedlessness of his
official superior. Even a whole class or grade of workers
would find it practically impossible, without forming some
sort of association of its own, to bring its special needs
to the notice of public opinion and press them effectively
on the Parliament of the nation. . . . In short, it is
essential that each section of producers should be, at
least, so well organised that it can compel public opinion
to listen to its claims, and so strongly combined that it
could, if need be, as a last resort against bureaucratic
stupidity or official oppression, enforce its demands by
a concerted abstention from work.”

The suggestion that aggrieved individuals might, “as
a last resort against bureaucratic stupidity or official
oppression,” enforce their claims “ by a concerted absten-
tion from work,” startlingly exhibits the want of com-
prehension, from which all socialists appear to suffer,
of the concomitant changes in social conditions which
the establishment of Socialism must engender. For how
are men to declare and maintain a strike in the face of

1 Industrial Democracy, pp. 824, 825.



316 DEMOCRACY VERSUS SOCIALISM paRrTIV

a bureaucratic power such as Mr. and Mrs. Webb them-
selves deem it possible to arise under Socialism? Apart
from direct punishments, which might easily be inflicted
for such an act of insubordination, how are the strikers
to maintain themselves for a single week ? All supplies,
food, clothini, materials for heating and cooking, and the
many other daily requirements of a household, are in the
possession of the bureaucracy. The bureaucracy would,
therefore, have no difficulty in practising Bebel’s maxim,
that “he who will not work has also no right to eat.”
A mere mandate to refuse supplies to the strikers and
their dependants would either enforce immediate sub-
mission, or would end the trouble of officialdom by the
speedy death of the strikers.

The ultimate social and political outcome of Socialism,
therefore, must be an all-pervading despotism on the part
of the rulers, and a degree of slavery on the part of the
ruled masses, such as has not existed in Europe even
during the worst times of Roman and medizval oppres-
sion. The slavery which accompanied Communism in
ancient Peru would be reproduced, in an aggravated
form, among the nations of Europe. Inevitably the
time would come when, all initiative, all individuality,
and patriotism having been crushed out, a catastrophe,
like that which destroyed the Inca state, would overwhelm
the nation, forming, perhaps, the starting-point of a new
evolutionary process, by which, through a like apprentice-
ship as that of the last thousand years, the people might
re-arrive at the point at which they now stand, and
choosing a worthier course, would enter upon the road
to a wider and truer freedom, from which Socialism
endeavours to seduce them.



