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WHAT SOCIAL CLASSES 

OWE TO EACH OTHER. 

INTRODUCTION. 

WE are told every day that great social 
problems stand before ut3 and demand a solu- 
tion, and we are assailed by oracles, threats, 
and warnings in reference to those probIems. 
There is a SChOOl of writers who are  playing 
quite a rdle as the heralds of the coming duty 
and the coming woe. They as~ume  to speak 
for a large, but vague and undefined, constitc 
uency, who set  the task, exact a fulfilment, 
and threaten  punishment  for default. The 
task or problem is not speciiidy defined. 
Part of the task which devolves on those who 
are subject to  the  duty is to define the prob- 
lem. They are told only that  ~omething is 
the matter: that it behooves them to find out 
what it is, and how to correct it, and then  to 
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work out  the cure. All this is more or less 
trnculently set forth. 

After reading and listening to a great deal 
of this sort of assertion I find that  the que+ 
tion  forms itself with  more and more &tinct- 
ness in my mind : Who are those who a88me 
to put hard questions to other people and  to 
demand a solution of them ? How did they 
acquire the rigbt to demand that others should 
solve their world-problems for them? Who 
are they who are held to consider and solve 
all questions, and how did they fall under this 
duty ? 

So far as I can h d  out what the classes are 
who are reepectively endowed with  the righta 
and duties of ping and solvi-ng social prob 
lem,  they are as follows : Those who are 
bound to solve the problems are the rich, 
comfortable, prosperous, v i r tuoq  reepectable, 
educated, and healthy; those whose right  it 
is to set the  problem are thoee who  have been 
less fortunate or lees successful in the  struggle 
for existence. The problem itself aeem to 
be, How shall the latter be made aa oomfort- 
able as the  former!  To solve this problem, 
and make us all equally well off, is assumed to 
be the  duty of the former class ; the penalty, if 
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they  fail of this, is to be bloodshed and destruc- 
tion. If they cannot make everybody else 
well off as themselves, they  are  to be brought 
down to  the same misery a8 others. 

During the last ten years I have read a 
great many books and articles, especially by 
German writers, in which an  attempt has been 
made to set up  “the State ” aa an entity  having 
conscience, power, and will sublimated above 
human limitations, and as constituting a tute- 
lary genius over us all. I have never been 
able to find in history or experience anything 
to fit this concept. I once lived in Germany 
for two years, but I certainly saw nothing of 
it there  then. Whether  the  State which Bis- 
marck is moulding will fit the notion is at beat 
a matter of faith  and hope. My notion of the 
State has dwindled with growing experience 
of life. As an abstraction, the  State is to me 
only All-of-us. In  practice-that is, when it 
exercises will or  adopts a line of action-it is 
only a little  group of men chosen in a very 
haphazard way by the  majority of UE to per- 
form certain services for all of us. The m& 
jority do not go about their selection very 
rationally, and they are almost alwayB dissp 
pointed by the results of their own operation. 
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Hence ‘(the State,” instead of offering resour- 
ce8 of wisdom, right reason, and pure moral 
sen= beyond what the average of us po88e~6, 
generally offers much less of all thow things. 
Furthermore, it often  turns  out  in practice 
that “ the  State ” is not even the known and 
accredited servants of the State,  but, as has 
been  well said, is only some obscure clerk, 
hidden in  the recesses of a Government bu- 
reau, into whoee  power the chance has fallen 
for  the moment to pull one of the stops which 
control the Government machine. In former 
days it often happened that ‘‘ the  State ” waa 
a barber, a fiddler, or a bad  woman. In our 
day it often happens that “the State ” is a 
little functionary on whom a big functionaxy 
is forced to depend. 

I cannot w e  the sense of spending time to 
read and write observations, such a~ I find in 
the  writings of many men of great attainments 
and of great influence, of which the following 
might be a general type : If the statesmen 
could attain to the requisite knowledge and 
wisdom, it is conceivable that  the  State might 
perform important reguhtive functions in the 
production and distribution of wealth, against 
which no positive and sweeping theoretical 
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objection could  be  made from  the side of eco- 
nomic science; but statesmen never can ac- 
quire  the requisite knowledge  and wisdom. 
-To me this Beems a mere waste of words. 
The inadequacy of the  State t o  regulative 
take is agreed upon, a8 a matter of fact, by 
all. Why, then, bring State regulation into 
the discussion simply in order to  throw it out 
again? The whole subject  ought  to be dis- 
cnssed and settled aside from the hypothesis 
of State regulation. 

The  little  group of public servanta who, as 
I have said, constitute the State, when the 
State determines on anythmg, could not  do 
much for themselves or anybody else by their 
own force. If  they do  anything,  they muat 
dispose of men, as in an army, or of capital, 
as in a treasury. But  the army, or police, or 
p 8 &  miutw, is more or less All-of-us, and 
the capital in  the treasury is the product of 
the labor and saving of All-of-us. Therefore, 
when the  State meam power-to-do it means 
All-of-us, a8 brute force or as industrial force. 

If anybody is to benefit from the action of 
the Gtste it muat be Some-of-us. If, then,  the 
question i raiaed, What  ought  the State to 
do for labor, for trade, for manufactures, for 
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the poor, for  the learned professions 1 etc., etc. 
-that is, for a class or an interest-it is really 
the question, What ought All-of-us to do for 
Some-of-us ? But Some-of-us are included in 
All-of-ns, and, so far as they  get  the benefit 
of their own efforts, it is the same a8 if they 
worked for themselves, and they may be can- 
celled out of All-of-us. Then  the question 
which remaim is, What ought Some-of-ns to 
do for Others-of-us ? or, What do social class- 
e8 owe to each other ? 

I now p r o p  to try to find out  whether 
there is any class in society which lies under 
the  duty and  burden of fighting the battles of 
life for any other class, or of solving social 
problems for the satisfaction of any other 
class ; also, whether there is any c h s  which 
has the right to formulate demands on '' soci- 
ety "-that is, on other classes ; also, whether 
there is anything but a fallacy and a supreti- 
tion in the notion that '' the  State " owes any- 
thing  to anybody except peace, order, and the 
guarantees of rights. 

I have in view, throughout the discmasion, 
the economic, social, and pol i t id  c w t a n c z e s  
which exist in the United States. 



OWE TO EACH OTHEB. 13 

I. 
ON A NEW PHILOSOPRY: THAT  POVERTY IS 

THE BEST POLICY. 

IT is commonly asserted that  there  are in 
the United  States no clasees, and any allmion 
to classes is resented. On the other hand, we 
constantly read and hear discussions of social 
topics in which the existence of social classes 
is assumed as a simple fact. ‘‘ The poor,” 
“the weak,” “the laborers,” are expressions 
which are wed a8 if they had exact and well- 
understood definition. Discussions are made to 
bear upon the assumed rights, wrongs, and mis 
fortunes of certain social Cla8SeS ; and all public 
speaking and writing consists, in a large meas- 
ure, of the discussion of general plans for 
meeting  the wishes of classes of people who 
have  not been able to satisfy their own d e .  
These clwes are sometimes discontented, and 
sometimes not. sometimes  they do not know 
that  anything is amiss with  them until the 
‘‘friends of humanity ” come to them  with 
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offers of aid. Sometimes they are discon- 
tented  and envious. They do not take their 
achievements aa a fair measure of their rights. 
They  do not blame themselves or their  parents 
for  their lot, compared  with that of other 
people. Sometimes they claim that  they  have a 
right  to  everything of which  they  feel the need 
for their happiness on earth. To make  such a 
claim against God or  Nature would, of c o r n ,  
be only to say that we  claim a right  to live on 
earth if we can. But God and Nature have 
ordained the cbances and conditions of life 
on earth  once for all. The case cannot be re  
opened. We cannot get a revbion of the laws 
of human life. We are absolutely &ut up to 
the need and  duty, if we would learn how to 
live happily, of investigating the l am of Nat- 
ure, and  deducing the rules of right  living in 
the world aa it is. These  are  very wearisome 
and commonplace tasks. They consist in la- 
bor and self-denial repeated over and over 
again in learning and doing. When  the peo- 
ple whose  claims  we are considering are told 
to apply themselves to these taska they become 
irritated and  feel almost insnlted. They formn- 
late their claim rights  agaimt society-that 
ie, against mme  other men. In their view they 
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have a right, not only to  p r m e  happiness, 
but to get it ; and if they  fail  to  get it, they 
think they have a claim to the aid of other men 
-that is, to  the labor and self-denial of other 
men-to get it for them.  They find orators 
and poets who tell them  that  they have griev- 
ances, so long aa they  have unsatisfied  desires. 

Now, if there  are groups of people who have 
a claim to other people’s labor and selfdenid, 
and if there  are  other people whose labor and 
self-denial are liable to be claimed by the first 
groups, then  there certainly are “ classes,” and 
classes of the oldest and most vicious type. 
For a man who  can  command another man’s 

,labor and self - denial for  the  support of his 
own existence is a privileged person of the 
highest species  conceivable on earth. Princes 
and  paupers meet  on this plane, and no other 
men are on it at all. On the  other hand, a 
man whose labor and self-denial may be di- 
verted  from his maintenance to that of some 
other  man is not a free man, and approaches 
more or leas toward the position of a slave. 
Therefore we shall find that, in all the notions 
which  we are  to discum, this elementary con- 
tradiction, that  there are classes and that  there 
are not c l w ,  will produce repeated confn- 



16 WHAT socIu CLALBBEB 

sion and absurdity. We shall find that, in om 
efforts to eliminate the old  vices of class gov- 
ernment, we are impeded and defeated by new 
products of the worst class theory. We shall 
find that all the schemes for  producing equal- 
ity and obliterating the organization of society 
produce a new dserentiation based on the 
worst possible distinction-the right to claim 
and the  duty  to  give one man’s effort for an- 
other man’s satisfaction. We shall find that 
every effort to realize equality necessitates a 
s a c a c e  of liberty. 

It is very popular to pose as a “friend of 
humanity,” or a 6 L  friend of the working clam+ 
ea.” The character, however, is quite exotic 
in the United States. It is borrowed from 
England, where some men, otherwise of small 
mount,  have assumed it with great L B U ~  

and advantage. Anything which has a chari- 
table sound and a kind-hearted tone general- 
ly pwes without investigation, became it is 
disagreeable to d it. Sermons, essays, and 
orations w u m e  a conventional standpoint 
with  regard to  the poor, the weak, etc. ; and 
it is allowed to pass a8 an unquestioned doc- 
trine  in regard to social classes that  “the 
rich ’’ ought to ‘l care for the poor f’  that 
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Churches especially ought to collect capital 
from the rich and spend it for  the  poor;  that 
parishes ought to be clusters of institutions  by 
meam of which one social  class should per- 
form its duties to  another; and that clergy- 
men, economists, and social philosophers have 
a technical and professional duty  to devise 
schemes for ‘‘ helping the poor.” The preach- 
ing  in England used all to be done to  the poor 
-that they  ought to be contented with  their 
lot and respectful to  their betters. Now, the 
greatest part of the preaching  in America con- 
sists in injlluctions to those who have  taken 
care of themselves to  perform  their msumed 
duty  to take care of others. Whatever may 
be  one’s private sentiments, the  fear of appear- 
ing cold and hard-hearted causes these conven- 
tional theories of social duty and these as- 
sumptions of social fact  to pass unchallenged. 

Let UB notice some distinctions which are of 
prime  importance to a correct consideration of 
the tmbject which we intend  to  treat. 

Certain ills belong to  the hardships of hn- 
man life. They  are natural. They  are  part of 
the struggle  with  Nature for existence. We 
cannot blame our fellow-men for our share of 
these. My lreighbor and I are both strug- 

2 
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gling to  free ourselves from these ilk. The 
fact  that my neighbor has succeeded in this 
struggle  better  than I constitutes no grievance 
for me. Certain  other ills are  due to  the mal- 
ice of men, and to  the imperfections or errors 
of civil institutions. These ills are an object 
of agitation, and a subject of discussion. The 
former class of ilk is to be  met only by manly 
effort and energy ; the  latter may be correct- 
ed by associated  effort. The former class of 
ills is constantly grouped and generalized, and 
made the object of social  schemes. We shall 
we, a8 we go on, what that means. The aec- 
ond class of ills may fall on certain social c l m  
es, and  reform will take the form of interfer- 
ence by other classes in favor of that one. 
The k t  fact is, no doubt, the reason why peo- 
ple  have been led, not  noticing distinctions, to 
believe that  the =me method was applicable 
to  the other class of ills. The distinction here 
made between the ills which belong to the 
struggle  for existence and those which are 
due to  the  faults of human  institutions is of 
prime importance. 

It will also be  important, in order to clear 
up our ideas about the notions which are in 
fashion, to note the relation of the economic 
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to the political significance of assumed duties 
of one class to another. That is to my, we 
may discuss the question whether  one clam 
owe8 duties to another -by reference to the 
economic  effects  which will be produced on 
the classes and society; or we may discma 
the political expediency of formulating  and 
enforcing rights  and duties respectively be- 
tween the parties. In the  former ca8e we 
might mume  that  the givers of aid were will- 
ing to give it,  and we might discuss the benefit 
or mischief of their activity. In the  other case 
we must msume that some at least of those 
who were forced to give aid did so unwilling- 
ly. Here, then, there would  be a queation of 
rights. The question whether voluntary char- 
ity is mkhievous or not is one thing ; the 
question whether legislation which forces one 
man to aid another is right and wise, as well 
as economically  beneficial, is  quite another 
question. Great confusion and  consequent 
error is produced by allowing these two q u w  
tions to become entangled in  the discussion. 
Especially we shall need to notice the  attempts 
to  apply legislative methods of reform to the 
ills which  belong to  the order of Nature. 

There is no possible definition of “a  poor 
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man.” A pauper is a  person who cannot earn 
his living; whose producing powers have fall- 
en positively below his necessary consump 
tion ; who cannot, therefore, pay his way. A 
human society needs the active cooperation 
and productive energy of every person in it. 
A man  who is present aa a consumer, yet who 
does not contribute  either  by land, labor, or 
capital to  the work of society, is a burden. 
On no sound political theory  ought  such a 
pemn to share in the political power of the 
State. He  drops out of the ranks of work- 
era and producers. Society must eupport him. 
It accepts the burden, but  he must be  cancel- 
led from the ranks of the rulers likewise. So 
much for the pauper. About  him no more 
need be said. But he is not  the “poor man.” 
The “ poor man” is an elastic term,  under which 
my number of social  fallaciee may be hidden. 

Neither is there  any possible dehition of 
‘‘ the weak.” Some  are weak in one  way, and 
some in another; and those who are weak in 
one sense are strong in another. In general, 
however, it may be said that those whom hu- 
manitarians and philanthropists call the weak 
are  the ones through whom the productive 
and conservative forces of society are wasted 
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They constantly neutralize and destroy the 
finest efforts of the wise and industrious, and 
are a dead- weight on the society in all ib 
6trUggles to realize any  better thqp. Wheth- 
er  the people who  mean no harm, but are weak 
in  the essential powers necessary to the per- 
formance of  one’s duties in life, or those who 
are malicious and vicious,  do the more mis- 
chief, is a question not easy to answer. 

Under  the names of the poor and the weak, 
the negligent, shiftless, inefficient,  silly, and 
imprudent are fastened upon the industrious 
and  prudent as a responsibility and a duty. 
On the one  side, the terms  are  extended to 
cover the idle, intemperate, and vicious,  who, 
by the combination, gain credit which they 
do not deserve, and which they could not  get 
if they stood alone. On the  other hand, the 
terms are extended  to include wagereceivers 
of the humblest rank, who are  degraded  by 
the combination. The reader who desires to 
gnard himself against fdaciee should always 
scrutinize the terms “ poor ” and “ weak” as 
wed, BO as to see  which or how many of these 
classes they are made  to cover. 

The humanitarians, philanthropktts, and re- 
formem, looking at  the facts of life a~ they 
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present themselves, find enough which is sad 
and  unpromising in the condition of many 
members of society. They see wealth and 
poverty side by side. They note great in- 
equality of social position and social chances. 
They eagerly set about the  attempt to account 
for what  they me, and to devise  schemes for 
remedying  what they do  not like. In their 
eagerness to recommend the less fortunate 
classes to  pity and consideration they  forget 
all about the  rights of other classes; they 
gloss over all the  faults of the classes in quw 
tion, and they exaggerate their misfortunes 
and their virtues. They  invent new theories 
of property, distorting  rights  and  perpetrating 
injustice, as any one is sure to do  who sets 
about the re- adjustment of social relations 
with  the interests of one group distinctly be- 
fore his mind,  and the interests of all other 
groups  thrown into  the background. When 
I have read certain of them discussions I have 
thought  that it must be quite disreputable to 
be  respectable, quite dishonest to own proper- 
ty, quite  unjnst  to go one’s own way and earn 
one’s own living, and that  the only really ad- 
mirable person was the good-for-nothing, The 
man who by his o m  effort raises himself 
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above poverty appears, in  these discussions, to 
be of no account. The man who has done 
nothing  to raise himself above poverty finds 
that  the social doctors flock about him, bring- 
ing the capital which they have collected from 
the other class, and promising him the aid of the 
State  to  give him what the other  had to work 
for. In all these schemes and projects the 
organized intervention of society through the 
State is either planned or hoped for, and the 
State is thus made to become the  protector  and 
guardian of certain classes. The agents who 
are to direct the  State action are, of coume, 
the reformers and philanthropists. Their 
schemes, therefore, may always be reduced to 
this type-that A and B decide what C shall 
do for D. It will be interesting to inquire, at 
a later period of our discussion, who C is, and 
what the effect is upon him of all these m- 
rangements. In all the discussions attention 
is concentrated on A and B, the noble social 
reformers, and on D, the “poor man.” I call 
C the  Forgotten Man,  because I have  never 
seen that any notice w a ~  taken of him in any 
of the discussions. When we have disposed 
of A, B, and D we can better appreciate the 



case  of C, and I think  that we shall find that 
he deserves our attention, for the worth of his 
character and the magnitude of his unmerited 
burdens. Here it may  s&ce to observe that, 
on the theories of the social philosophens to 
whom I have referred, we should get a new 
maxim of judicions l iv ing:  Poverty is the 
best policy. If you get wealth, you will have 
to B U P P O ~  other  people; if you do not get 
wealth, it will be the  duty of other  people to 

No doubt one  chief muon for  the unclear 
and contradictory theories of clase relatione 
lies in the  fact  that our society, largely con- 
trolled in all its organization by one set of 
doctrines, still contains snrviv& of old social 
theories which are  totally incornistent with 
the former. In the Middle  Ages men were 
united by cuetorn and prescription into =so- 
ciatiom, d, guilds, and  communities of 
variom kinds. These ties endured as long aa 
life hted. Consequently society WBB depend- 
ent, throughout all ib details, on statns, and 
the tie, or bond, was sentimentaL In our mod- 
em state, and in the United States  more  than 
anywhere else, the social structure is based on 

SUPPOI% YOU. 
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contract, and status is of the least importance. 
Contract, however, is rational--en rational- 
istic. It is also realistic, cold, and matter-of- 
fact, A contract relation is based on a suffi- 
cient reason, not on custom or prescription. 
It is not permanent. It endures only so long 
as the reason for it endures. In a state based 
on contract sentiment is out of place in any 
public or common &airs. It is relegated to 
the sphere of private and personal relatiom, 
where it depends not at all on class types, but 
on personal acquaintance and personal esti- 
mates. The sentimentalists among US always 
seize upon the survivals of the old order. 
They want to save them and restore them. 

' Much of the loose thinking also which trou- 
bles us in our social  discussions arises from 
the  fact  that men  do not distinguish the e k  
menta of status and of contract which may be 
found in our society. 

Whether social philosophers think it de- 
sirable or not, it is out of the question to go 
back to  status or to the sentimental relations 
which once united baron and retainer, master 
and  wrvant, teacher and pupil, comrade and 
comrade. That we have lost wme grim and 
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elegance is undeniable. That  life once held 
more  poetry  and romance is true enough. 
But it Beema impossible that any  one  who has 
studied the  matter should doubt that we have 
gained immeamrably,  and that our farther 
gains lie in going forward, not in going back- 
ward. The  feudal ties can  never  be restored. 
Lf they could be restored they would bring 
back  personal  caprice, favorithm, sycophancy, 
and  intrigue. A society based on contract is 
a society of free and  independent men,  who 
form ties without  favor or obligation, and co- 
operate without cringing or intrigue. A 80- 
ciety based on contract, therefore, gives the 
utmost room and chance for individual de- 
velopment,  and for all the self-reliance and 
dignity of a free man. That a society of 
free men, ceoperating  under contract, is by 
far  the strongest society which hm ever yet 
existed ; that no such society has ever yet 
developed the full measure. of strength of 
which it is capable;  and  that  the only social 
improvements  which are now  conceivable lie 
in the direction of more  complete realization 
of a society of free men united  by contract, 
are points which cannot be controverted 
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It foUom, however,  that  one man, in a free 
state, cannot claim  help  from, and cannot 
be charged to give help to,  another. To 
understand the full meaning of this mer- 
tion it will be  worth  while to see what a 
free democracy ia. 
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LT. 
W A T  A FREE MAN IS A SOVEREIGN, BUT 

THAT A SOVEREIGN  CANNOT TAKE I‘ TIPS.’’ 

A FREE man, a free country,  liberty, and 
equality are t e r n  of constant use among m. 
They  are employed a8 watchwords as soon 
my social questions come into discussion. It 
is right  that  they should be so used. They 
ought to contain the broadest convictions and 
most positive faiths of the nation, and so they 
ought to be available for the decision of quea- 
tions of detail. 

I n  order, however, that  they  may be so em- 
ployed s u m f u l l y  and correctly it is essential 
that  the  terms should be correctly defined, and 
that  their popular UER should conform to cor- 
rect definitions. No doubt it is generally be- 
lieved that  the terms are easily understood, 
and present no dilXculty. Probably  the pop 
ular notion is, that liberty means doing a~ one 
ha8 a mind  to,  and that  it is a metaphysical 
or sentimental good. A little observation 
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shows that  there is no such thing  in  this 
world as doing as one  has a mind to. There 
is no man, from the  tramp  up  to  the Presi- 
dent,  the  Pope, or the Czar, who can do BB 

he has a  mind to. There never has been any 
man, from the primitive barbarian up  to a 
Humboldt or a  Darwin, who could do as he 
had a mind to. The “Bohemian ” who deter- 
mines to realize some sort of liberty of this 
kind accomplishes his purpose only  by  sacri- 
ficing most of the rights and turning his back 
on most of the  duties of a civilized man, while 
filching as much as he can of the advantages 
of living  in  a civilized state. Moreover, lib- 
erty is not a metaphysical or sentimental thing 
at all. It is positive, practical, and actual. It 
is produced and maintained by law and insti- 
tutions, and is, therefore, concrete and histor- 
ical. Sometimes we speak distinctively of 
civil liberty ; but if there be any liberty 
other  than civil liberty - that is, liberty un- 
der law -it is a  mere fiction of the school- 
men, which they may be left  to discuss. 

Even aa I write, however, I find in a lead- 
ing review the following dehition of liberty : 
Civil liberty is “ the result of the restraint ex- 
ercieed by the sovereign people on the more 
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powerful individuals and e k e s  of the corn- 
mnnity,  preventing  them  from availing them 
selves of the excess of their power to the det- 
riment of the  other  chses.” This definition 
lays the foundation for  the result which it is 
apparently desired to reach, that ‘‘a govern- 
ment  by the people  can in no w e  become a 
paternal government, since its law-makers are 
its mandatories and servants carrying  out  its 
will, and not its  fathers or its masters.” Here 
we have the most  mischievous fallacy under 
the general topic which I am discussing dis- 
tinctly formulated. In the  dehition of lib- 
erty  it will be noticed that  liberty is construed 
aa the act of the sovereign people against 
somebody who must, of course, be merenti-  
ated from the sovereign people. Whenever 
“people ” is used in this sew for  anything 
less than the  total population, man, woman, 
child, and baby, and  whenever the  great dog- 
ma8 which contain the word “ people ” are con- 
strned  under  the limited dehition of ‘(pee 
ple,” there is always  fallacy. 

History is only a tiresome repetition of one 
story. Persons  and el- have  sought to win 
possession of the power of the  State in order 
to live 1uxurious1,y out of the earnings of 
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others. Autocracies, aristocracies,  theocra- 
cies, and all other organizations for holding 
political power, have exhibited only the aame 
line of action. It is the extreme of political 
error to that if political power is only 
taken away from generals, nobles, priests, mil- 
lionnaires, and scholars, and given to artisam 
and peasants, these latter may be trusted to 
do only right and justice, and never to abuse 
the power ; that  they will repress a l l  excess in 
others, and commit none themselves. They 
will commit abuse, if they can and dare, ju t  as 
others have done. The reason for  the  excesm 
of the old governing classes lies in  the vices 
and passions of human nature-cupidity, lust, 
vindictiveness, ambition, and vanity. These 
vices axe coniined to no nation, class, or age. 
They appear in the church, the academy, the 
workshop, and the hovel, as well as in the 
army or the palace. They have appeared in 
autocracies, aristocracies, theocracies, democ- 
racies, and ochlocracies, all alike. The only 
thmg which has ever restrained these vices of 
human  nature in those who had political pow- 
er is law sustained by impersonal institutions. 
If political power be given to  the massee  who 
have not hitherto had it, nothing will stop 
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them  from abusing it but laws and inetitn- 
tions. To say that a popular government can- 
not be  paternal is to give it a charter that it 
C&TI do no wrong. The trouble is that a dem- 
ocratic government is in  greater  danger  than 
any  other of becoming paternal, for it is sure 
of itaelf, and ready to undertake anything, and 
ita power is excessive and pitilees against dis- 
sentients. 

What history shows is, that  rights  are eafe 
only when guaranteed against all arbitrary 
power, and all class and personal interest. 
Around an autocrat  there has grown up an 
oligarchy of priests  and soldiers. In  time a 
clam of nobles has been developed, who have 
broken into the oligarchy and made an aris- 
tocracy. Later the d e m 8 ,  r i s i n g  into inde- 
pendent development, has assumed power and 
made a democracy. Then  the mob of a capi- 
tal city hibs overwhelmed the democracy in 
an ochlocracy. Then  the  “idol of the p e ~  
ple,” or the military “savior of society,” or 
both  in one, has made himeelf autocrat, and 
the same old vicious round has recommenced. 
Where  in all this is liberty ‘i There has been 
no liberty at all,  save where a state has known 
how to break out, once for all, from this deln- 
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sive round ; to set barriers to se&hness, cupid- 
ity, envy, and lust, in d clmes, from  highest 
to lowest, by laws and institutions ; and to cre- 
ate  great organs of civil life which can elimi- 
nate, as far aa possible, arbitrary and personal 
elements from the adjustment of interests 
and the definition of rights. Liberty is an af- 
fair of laws and institutions which bring 
rights and duties into equilibrium. It is not 
at all an &air of selecting the proper class 
to  rule. 

The notion of a free  state is entirely mod- 
ern. It hae been developed with the  develop 
ment of the  middle class, and with the growth 
of a commercial and industrial civilization. 
Horror  at human slavery is not a century old 
aa a common sentiment in a civilized state 
The idea of the ‘‘ free man,” as we understand 
it, b the product of a revolt against medisval 
and  feudal  ideas; and our notion of equality, 
when it is true and practical, can be explained 
only by that revolt. It WBB in England that 
the modern idea found  birth. It has been 
etrengthened by  the industrial and commer- 
cial development of that country. I t  has 
been inherited by all the English- speaking . 
natiom, who have made  liberty real becaw 

3 
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they have inherited it, not BS a notion, but aa 
a body of institutions. It has been borrowed 
and imitated  by the military and police states 
of the European  continent so fast as they have 
felt  the  iduence of the expanding  industrial 
civilization ; but they have realized it only im- 
perfectly, because they have no body of local 
institutions or traditions, and it remains for 
them as yet too much a matter of " declara- 
tions " and pronunciamentos. 

The notion of civil liberty which we have 
inherited is that of a status created for the in- 
diwidud by lanos cvnd imt i tu tks,  the f l ec t  
of which is that each mm & gzcaranteed the 
w e  of a72 hh own powers mdw've ly  for  hi.^ 
m!n welfare. It is not at all a  matter of 
elections, or universal suf€rage, or democracy. 
All institutions  are to be tested by  the degree 
to which they  guarantee  liberty. It is not to 
be  admitted for a moment that liberty is a 
means to social ends, and that it may be im- 
paired for major considerations. Any one 
who BO argues has lost the bearing and relac 
tion of all the facte and factors in a free state. 
A human being has a  life to live, a career to 
run. H e  is a  centre of powers to work, and 
of c a p i t i s  to suffer. What his powm may 
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be-whether they can carry him far or not; 
what his chances may be, whether wide or 
restricted ; what his fortune may be, whether 
to suffer much or little-are questions of his 
personal destiny which he must work out and 
endure a6 he can ; but  for all that  concern  the 
bearing of the society and its institutions  upon 
that man, and upon the sum of happiness to 
which he can attain  during his life on earth, 
the product of all history and all philosophy 
up  to  this  time is summed up in  the doctrine, 
that  he should be  left  free  to  do  the most for 
himself that  he can, and should be guaranteed 
the exclusive enjoyment of all that he does. 
If the society-that is to say, in plain terms, 
if his fellow -men,  either individually, by 
groups, or in a mass-impinge upon him 
otherwise than  to  surround him with  neutral 
conditions of security, they mmt do so under 
the strictest responsibility to justify them- 
selves. Jealousy  and  prejudice against all 
such interferences are high political virtues 
in a free man. It is not  at all the function 
of the  State  to make men happy.  They must 
make themselves happy in their own way, 
and at  their own risk. The functions of the 
State lie entirely in the conditions or chances 
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under which the  pursuit of happiness is car- 
ried on, so far  a~ those conditions or chancee 
can be affected by civil organization. Hence, 
liberty for labor and security for earnings are 
the ends for which civil institutions exist, 
not means which may be  employed for ul- 
terior ends. 

Now, the cardinal doctrine of any sound 
political system is, that  rights  and  duties 
should be in equilibrium. A monarchical 
or aristocratic system is not immoral, if the 
righta and duties of persons and classes are 
in equilibrium, although the  rights and  duties 
of Merent  persons and classes are unequal. 
An immoral political system  is created when- 
ever  there are privileged classes"that is, class- 
es who  have arrogated to themselves righta 
while  throwing  the  duties  upon others. In 
a democracy all  have equal political rights. 
That is the fundamental political principle. 
A democracy, then, becomes immoral, if all 
have  not equal political duties. This is m- 
questionably the doctrine which needs to be 
reiterated and inculcated beyond all 0th- if 
the democracy is to be made sound  and per- 
manent. Our orators and  writers  never speak 
of it, and do not Beem often to know anything 
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about it; but  the real danger of democracy 
is, that  the classes which have the power un- 
der it will assume all the rights and  reject all 
the dutiee-that is, that  they will use the po- 
litical power to plunder those-who-have. De- 
mocracy, in order to be true  to itself, and to 
develop into a sound working system, must 
oppose the same cold resistance to any claims 
for favor on the ground of poverty, a8 on the 
ground of birth and rank. I t  can no more 
admit to public discussion, as within  the range 
of possible action, any schemes for eoddling 
and  helping wage-receivers than it could en- 
tertain schemes for restricting political power 
to wage-payers. It must  put down schemes 
for making ‘‘ the  rich” pay for whatever “ the 
poor ” want, just as it tramples on the old 
theories that only the rich are  fit to regulate 
society. One needs but  to watch our period- 
ical literature  to see the danger that democ- 
racy will be construed as a system of favor- 
ing a new privileged class of the many and 
the poor. 

Holding in mind, now, the notions of liber- 
ty and democracy 86 we have defined them, 
we we that it is not altogether  a  matter of 
fmfaronade when the American citizen calls 
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himself a “sovereign.” A member of a free 
democracy  is, in a senae, a sovereign. He  has 
no superior. He  has reached his sovereignty, 
however, by a process of reduction and divis- 
ion of power  which leaves him no inferior. 
It is  very  grand to call  one’s  self a sovereign, 
but it is  greatly to the purpose to notice that 
the political responsibilities of the free man 
have  been intensified and aggregated just in 
proportion as political rights have  been r e  
duced  and divided. Many monarchs have 
been incapable of sovereignty and unfit for it. 
Placed in exalted situations, and  inheritors of 
grand opportunities, they have exhibited only 
their own imbecility and vice. The -on 
wu, because they  thought only of the gratifi- 
cation of their own vanity,  and  not  at all of 
their  duty.  The free man who steps forward 
to claim his inheritance and  endowment as a 
free and equal member of a great civil body 
must  understand that his duties and responsi- 
bilities are measured to him by  the same s d e  
as his rights  and his powers. He  wants to be 
subject to no man. He wapts to be equal to  
his fellows, as all sovereigns are equal. So 
be it; but he cannot escape the deduction 
that he can call no man to his aid. The other 



OWE TO EACH OTHEB. 39 

sovereigns will not respect  his independence 
if he becomes dependent, and  they cannot r e  
spect his equality if he sues for favors. The 
free man in a free democracy, when  he  cut 
off all the ties which might  pull  him down, 
severed also all the ties by which he might 
have  made others pull him up. He  must 
take all the consequences of his new status. 
He is, in a certain sen~e, an isolated man. 
The family tie does not bring to him dGgrace 
for  the misdeeds of his relatives, aa it once 
would have done, but  neither does it furnish 
him with  the  support which it once would 
have given. The relations of men are open 
and free, but they are also loose. A free  man 
in a free democracy derogata  from his rank 
if he takes a favor for which he does not 
render an equivalent. 

A free man in a free democracy has no 
duty whatever  toward other men of the same 
rank and standing, except respect, courtesy, 
and good-will. W e  cannot say that  there are 
no c h ,  when we axe speaking politically, 
and then say that  there are claeees, when we 
are tellmg A what it is his duty  to do for B. 
In a free state every man ie held and expect- 
edtotakecareofhimsel fandhis fdy , to  
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make no trouble for his neighbor, and to con- 
tribute his full share to public interests and 
common necessities. If he fails in  this  he 
throws burdens on others. He  does not there- 
by acquire rights @air& the others. On the 
contrary, he only accumulates obligations to- 
ward them; and if he is allowed to make h~ 
deficiencies a ground of new claims, he passes 
over into  the position of a privileged or pet- 
ted person - emancipated from duties, en- 
dowed with ~laims. This is the inevitable 
result of combining democratic political the- 
ories with  humanitarian social theories. It 
would be aside from my present pnrpose to 
show, but it is worth noticing in paasing, that 
one mdt of such inconsistency muet surely 
be to undermine democracy, to increase the 
power of wealth in the democracy, and to 
hasten the subjection of democracy to plutoc- 
m y ;  for a man who accepta any share which 
he has not earned in mother DUII’E capital 
cannot be an independent citizen. 

It ie often a5rmed that  the  educated and 
wealthy have an obligation to those who have 
lees education and property,  jnst because the 
latter have political equality  with the former, 
and oracles and warnings are  uttered about 
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what will happen if the uneducated classes 
who have the sufh-age are not imtrncted  at 
the care and expense of the other classes. In 
this view of the  matter universal s&rage ie 
not a measure for stkwmgth+ the  State by 
bringing to  its support the aid and dection 
of all c l m e ~ ,  but i t  is a new burden, and, in 
fact, a peril. Those who favor it represent it 
a~ a ped. This  doctrine  is politically im- 
moral and vicious. When a community es- 
tablishes universal suffrage, it is as if it said 
to each  new-comer, or to each young man: 
‘‘We give you every chance that  any one else 
has. Now come along with us; take care of 
yourself, and contribute your share to  the  bur- 
dens which we all have to bear in  order to sup- 
port social institutions.” Certainly, liberty, 
and universal suffrage, and democracy are not 
pledges of w e  and protection, but  they m y  
with  them the exaction of individual respon- 
sibility. The  State gives equal rights and 
equal chances jmt because it does not mean 
to give mything else. It sets each man on 
his feet, and gives him leave to run, just be- 
c a w  it does not mean to  carry him. Having 
obtained his chances, he  must  take upon him- 
self the responsibility for his own s n m  or 
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failure. It is a pure  misfortune to  the com- 
munity, and one which will redound to its 
injury, if any man haa been endowed with 
political power who is a heavier burden  then 
than he was before ; but  it cannot be said that 
there is any new duty created for the good 
citizens toward the bad by the fact that  the 
bad citizens are a harm to  the State. 
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ON W E  CARE OF A CERTAIN MAN WHO IS 
NEVER THOUGHT OF. 

THE type and formula of most  schemes of 
philanthropy  or humanitarianism is this: A 
and B put their heads together to decide what 
C shall be made to do for D. The radical vice 
of all these schemes, from  a sociological point 
of view, is that C is  not allowed a voice in the 
matter, and his position, character, and inter- 
ests, it8 well a6 the ultimate effects on society 
through C’S interests, are  entirely overlooked. 
I call C the Forgotten Man. For once let us 
look him up and consider his cme, for the 
characteristic of all social doctors is, that  they 
fix their minds on some man or group of men 
whose caae appeals to  the sympathies and the 
imagination, and they  plan remedies addressed 
to  the particular  trouble ; they do not under- 
stand that all the pa& of society hold togeth- 
er, and that forces which are set in action act 
and react throughout the whole organism, until 
an equilibrium is produced by a re-adjmtment 
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of all interests and rights. They  therefore ig- 
nore entirely  the source from which they must 
draw all the energy which they employ in 
their remedies, and they  ignore all the effects 
on other members of society than the ones 
they have in view. They are always under 
the dominion of the superstition of govern- 
ment, and, forgetting  that a government pro- 
duces nothing at all, they leave out of sight 
the first fact to be remembered in all social 
discussion-that the  State cannot get a cent for 
any man without taking it from some other 
man, and this  latter must be a man who has 
produced and saved it.  This  latter is the For- 
gotten Man. 

The friends of humanity start out with cer- 
tain benevolent feelings toward “the 
“the weak,” “the laborers,” and others of 
whom they make pets. They generalize these 
classes, and render  them impersonal, and so 
constitute the classes into social pets. They 
turn  to other classes and appeal to sympathy 
and generosity, and to all the  other noble sen- 
timents of the human heart. Action  in the 
line proposed consists in a transfer of c a p i d  
from the better off to the w o w  OE Capital, 
however, a6 we have seen, is the force by 
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which civilization is maintained and carried 
on. The same piece of capital cannot be used 
in two ways. Every bit of capital, therefore, 
which is given to a shiftless and inefficient 
member of society, who makes no return  for 
it, is diverted from a reproductive use;  but 
if it was put  to reproductive use, it would 
have to be granted in wages to an efficient and 
productive laborer. Hence the real sllfferer 
by that kind of benevolence which consists in 
an  expenditure of capital to protect the good- 
for-nothing is the industrious laborer. The 
latter, however, is never thought of in  this 
connection. I t  is assumed that  he is provided 
for and out of the account. Such a notion 
only shows  how little  true notions of political 
economy have a8 yet become popularized. 
There is an almost invincible prejudice that 
a man who gives a dollar to a beggar is gener- 
om and kind-hearted, but  that a man who r e  
fuses the beggar and puts  the dollar in  a aav- 
h e b a n k  is stingy and mean. The former is 
putting capital where it is very  sure to be 
wasted, and  where it will be  a kind of seed 
for a long succession of future dollars, which 
must be wasted to ward off a  greater  strain on 
the sympathies than would have been  occa- 
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aioned by a refusal in  the first place. Inas- 
much a8 the dollar might have been turned 
into capital and given to a laborer who, while 
earning it, would have reproduced it, it must 
be regarded a~ taken  from  the  latter.  When a 
millionnaire gives a dollar to a beggar the gain 
of utility to  the beggar ie enormous, and the 
loss of utility  to  the millionnaire is insignificant. 
Generally the  discmion is allowed to rest 
there. But if the millionnaire makes capital 
of the dollar, it must go upon the labor mar- 
ket, = a demand for  productive servicee. 
Hence  there ie another  party in interest- 
the person who supplies productive services. 
There always are  two parties. The second 
one is always the Forgotten Man, and any on0 
who wants to  truly understand the  matter in 
question mnst go and search for the Forgotten 
Man. He will be found to be worthy, indns- 
trious, independent, and self-supporting. He 
is not, technically, “ poor” or ‘‘ weak f’ he 
minds his own bnsinees, and makkes no com- 
plaint. Consequently the philanthropists nev- 
er think of him, and trample on him. 

We hear a great deal of schema for “im- 
proving the condition of the workingman.” 
In the United S t a b  the  farther down we go 



OWE TO EACH OTHER. 127 

in the  grade of labor, the greater is the ad- 
vantage which the laborer has over the  higher 
classes. A hod-carrier or digger here can, by 
one day’s labor,  command many times more 
days’ labor of a carpenter, surveyor, book- 
keeper, or doctor than an unskilled laborer 
in Europe could  command by one  day’s labor. 
The same is true, in a leas degree, of the car- 
penter, as compared  with the bookkeeper, sur- 
veyor, and doctor. This is why the United 
States is the  great  country  for  the unskilled 
laborer. The economfc  conditione all favor 
that class. There is a great continent to be 
subdued, and  there is a fertile mil available 
to labor, with scarcely my need of capital. 
Hence  the people  who have the  strong a m  
have  what is most  needed, and, if it were 
not for social consideration, higher education 
wonld not pay. Such being the case, the 
working-man  needs no improvement in his 
condition except to be freed  from  the para- 
sib3 who are Living on him. All schemes for 
patronizing “the working clamea ” savor of 
condescension. They are impertinent  and  out 
of place in this free democracy. There is 
not, in f a t ,  any such  state of things or any 
such relation as would make projects of t h i ~  
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kind appropriate. Such projects demoralize 
both parties, flattering tho vanity of one and 
undermining  the self-respect of the other. 

For our present purpose it is most impor- 
tant  to notice that if we lift any man up we 
must have a fulcrum, or point of reaction. In 
society that means that to  lift one man up we 
push another down. The schemes for improv- 
ing  the condition of the working clwses inter- 
fere  in  the competition of workmen with each 
other. The beneficiaries are selected by favor- 
itism, and are apt to be those who have recom- 
mended themselves to the  friends of humanity 
by language or conduct which does not betoken 
independence and energy. Those who s&er 
a corresponding depression by  the interferencs 
are  the  independent and self-reliant, who 0nc0 
more are  forgotten  or passed over; and the 
friends of humanity once more appear, in 
their zeal to help somebody, to be trampling 
on those who are trying  to  help themselves. 

Trades-unions adopt various devices for x" 
ing wages, and those who give  their  time  to 
philanthropy are interested in these devices, 
and wish them success. They b their  minds 
entirely on the workmen for  the time being in 
the trade, and do not  take note of any  other 
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w w k ~  as interested in  the  matter. It is 
supposed that  the fight is between the work- 
men and their employers, and it is believed 
that one can give  sympathy in  that contest to 
the workmen without  feeling responsibility for 
anything  farther. I t  is soon  seen, however, 
that  the employer adds the trades-union and 
strike risk to  the other risks of his business, 
and settles down to it philosophically. If, 
now,  we go farther, we  see that  he takes it 
philosophically because he has  passed the loss 
along on the public. It then appears that  the 
public wealth has been diminished, and  that 
the danger of a trade war, like  the danger of 
a revolution, is a constant reduction of the 
well-being of all. So far, however, we have 
seen only things which could lazoer wagee- 
nothing which could raise them. The em- 
ployer is worried, but that does not raise 
wages. The public lorn,  but  the loss goes 
to cover extra risk, and that does not raise 
W V -  

A tradee-union raises wages  (aside from the 
legtimate and economic  means noticed in 
Chapter VI.) by restricting the number of 
apprentices who  may be taken  into the trade. 
This device acts directly on the  supply of la- 

9 
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borers, and  that produces effects on wages. If, 
however, the number of apprentices is limited, 
some are kept out who want  to get in. Those 
who are  in have, therefore, made a monopoly, 
and constituted themselves a privileged class 
on a basis exactly analogous to that of the 
old privileged aristocracies. But whatever is 
gained by this arrangement for those who are 
in is won at a greater loss to tho.& who are 
kept out. Hence it is not upon the masters 
nor upon the public  that trades-unions exert 
the pressure by which they raise wages ; it is 
upon other persons of the labor class who want 
to get into  the trades, but, not being able to 
do so, are pushed down into  the unskilled labor 
claw These persons, however, are passed by 
entirely  without notice in all the discussions 
about tradee-unions. They are the Forgotten 
Men. But,  since  they want to  get  into  the 
trade  and win their  living  in it, it ia fair to 
suppose that  they are fit for it, would succeed 
at  it, would do well for themselves and society 
in it ; that is to say, that, of all persons in- 
terested or concerned, they most deserve our 
sympathy and attention. 

l'he cases already mentioned involve no leg- 
islation. Society, however, maintains police, 
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sheriff5 and various institutions, the object of 
which is to protect people against themselves 
-that is, against their own vices. Almost d l  
legislative effort to prevent vice is really p r e  
W i v e  of vice,  because all such legislation 
aaves the vicious  man from the penalty of his 
vice. Nature’s remedies against vice are ter- 
rible. She removes the victims without pity. 
A drunkard in the  gutter is just where he 
ought to be, according to  the fitness and ten- 
dency of things. Nature has set up on him 
the process of decline and dissolution .by which 
she removes things which have survived their 
U S ~ ~ U ~ W S .  Gambling and other less  men- 
tionable vices carry their o m  penalties with 
them. 

Now, we never can annihilate a penalty. 
W e  can only divert it from the head of the 
man who has incurred it  to  the heads of others 
who have not  incurred it. A vast amount of 
“social reform ’’ consists in  just  this operation. 
The consequence is that those who have gone 
astray, being relieved from Nature’s fierce 
discipline, go on to worn, and that  there is 
a constantly heavier burden for  the  others to 
be;tr. Who are the  others?  When we  me a 
drunkard in the gutter we pity him. If a PO- 
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liceman p i c b  him up, we say that society has 
interfered  to save him from perishing. “ Soci- 
ety” is a fine  word, and it save5 UE the trouble 
of thinking. The industrious and sober work- 
man, who is mulcted of a percentage of hie 
day’s  wages to pay the policeman, is the one 
who bears the penalty. But he ie the Forgot- 
ten Man. He passes by and is never noticed, 
because he has behaved himself, f u m e d  his 
contracts, and asked for nothing. 

The fallacy of all prohibitory, sumptuary, 
and moral legislation is the same. A and B 
determine to be teetotalers, which is often a 
wise determination, and sometimes a necesmy 
one. If A and B axe moved by considerations 
which a m  to  them good, that is enough. But 
A and B put their heads together  to  get a law 
passed which shall force 0 to be a teetotaler 
for  the sake of D, who  is in danger of drink- 
ing too much. There is no pressure on A and 
B. They are having  their own way, and they 
like it. There is m l y  any pressure on D. 
He doee not  like  it, and evades it. The press- 
ure all comes on C. The question then sriaea, 
Who is C 8 He is the man who wants alco- 
holic liquors for any honest purpose whatso- 
ever, who would  use his liberty without abus 
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ing it, who  would occaion no public question, 
and trouble nobody at all. He is the  Forgot- 
ten Man again, and as soon a~ he is drawn 
from his obscurity we see that  he is just what 
each one of us ought to be. 
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XI. 
WEXRZFORh? WE SHOULD LOVE ONE 

ANOTHER. 

SUPPOSE that a man, going  through a wood, 
should be strnck by  a falling tree and pinned 
down beneath it. Suppose that another man, 
coming that way and finding him there, should, 
in~tead of hastening to give or to bring aid, 
begin to lecture on the law of gravitation, 
taking the tree aa an illuetration. 

Suppose, again, that a person lecturing on 
the law of gravitation &odd state the law of 
falling bodies, and suppose that an objector 
&odd say: Yon state your law aa a cold, 
mathematical fact, and you declare that all 
bodies will fall comfombly to it. How 
h d w !  You do  not reflect that it may be 
a beautiful little ehild falling from a window. 

These two snppoeitions may be of Bome 
to us as illuntrations. 

Let ns take the second fixat. It is the objec- 
tion of the sentimentaliet ; and, ridicdone m~ 
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the mode of discuwion appears when applied 
to the laws of natural philosophy, the  sociole 
ght is constantly met  by objections of just 
that character. Especially when the subject 
under discuasion is charity in any of its  public 
forms, the  attempt to bring method and clear- 
neea into  the discussion is ~ u r e  to be crossed 
by suggestions which are a8 far  from  the point 
and aa foreign to any really intelligent point 
of view as the supposed speech in the illustra- 
tion. In the h t  place, a child would fall 
just as a stone would fall. Nature's forces 
know no pity. Just so in sociology. The 
forces know no pity. In  the second  place, if 
a natural philosopher should discues all the 
bodiea which may fall, he would go entirely 
astray, and would certainly do no good. The 
same ie true of the sociologist. He mnst con- 
centrate, not scatter, and study laws, not all 
conceivable combinations of force which may 
occur in practice. In  the  third place, nobody 
ever saw a body fall ; t ~  the philosophers say it 
will fall, because they can accomplish nothing 
unless they  study forces separately, and allow 
for their combined action in all concrete and 
actual phenomena. The same is true in s+ 
aiology, with the additional  fact  that the € m e  
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and their combinations in sociology are far  the 
moat complex which we have to deal with. 
In  the  fourth place, any natural philosopher 
who should stop, after  stating the law of fall- 
ing bodies, to warn mothers not to  let  their 
children fall out of the window, would make 
himself ridiculous. Just so a sociologist who 
should attach moral applications and practical 
m a x h  to his investigations would entirely 
miss his proper business. There is the  force 
of gravity aa a fact in the world. If we un- 
derstand this, the necessity of care to conform 
to  the action of gravity meets us at every step 
in our private  life and personal experience. 
The fact in sociology is in no wise different. 

If, for instance, we take political economy, 
that science d m  not teach an individual how 
to get rich. It is a social  science. It treats 
of the laws of the material welfare of human 
societies. It is, therefore, only one science 
among d the sciences which inform us about 
the laws and conditions of our life on earth. 
Education h for  its object to give a man 
howledge of the conditions and laws of liv- 
ing, 80 that, in any w e  in which the individ- 
d stands face to face with the necessity of 
deC;d;n9 what to do, if he is an educated man, 
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he may know how to make a wise and intellid 
gent decision. If he knows chemistry, phye- 
ia, geology, and other sciences, he will know 
what  he muat encounter of obstacle or help 
in  Nature  in what he proposes to do. If he 
knows  physiology  and hygiene, he will know 
what effects  on health  he must expect in one 
coume or another. If he knows political econ- 
omy, he will know what effect on wealth and 
on the welfare of society one  course or anoth- 
er will produce. There is no injunction, no 
" ought " in political economy at all. It does 
not w u m e  to tell man what he  ought to do, 
any more than chemistry tells us that we ought 
to mix things, or mathematics that we ought 
to solve equations. I t  only givm one element 
necessary to an intelligent decision, and in 
every practical and concrete case the responei- 
bility of deciding what to do rests on the man 
who has to act. The economist, therefore, 
does not say to any one, You ought never to 
give money to charity. He  contradicts any- 
body who says, You ought to give money to 
charity ; and, in opposition to any such per- 
son, he says, Let  me Bhow you what dif€erence 
it makes to you, to others, to society, whether 
yon give money to charity or not, 80 that you 
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can make a wise and intelligent decision. Cer- 
tainly  there is no harder thing to do than to 
employ capital charitably. It would be ex- 
treme folly to say that nothing of that sort 
ought to be done, but I fully believe that to- 
day the next most pernicious thing  to vice is 
charity in  its broad and popular sense. 

In the preceding chapters I have discussed 
the public and social relations of classes, and 
those social topics in which groups of persons 
we conaidered aa groups or classes, without 
regard to personal merits or demerits. I have 
relegated all charitable work to the domain of 
private relations, where personal acquaintance 
and personal estimates may furnish the proper 
limitations and gnmanteea. A man who had 
no sympathies and no sentiments would be a 
very poor creature;  but  the  public charities, 
more egpecially the legislative charities, nour- 
ish no man’s sympathies and sentiments. Fur- 
thermore, it ought to be distinctly perceived 
that any charitable and benevolent effort which 
mg man deairee to make voluntarily, to Bee if 
he can do any good, lies entirely beyond the 
field of discmaion. It would be aa imperti- 
nent to prevent his effort aa it is to force c e  
operation in an effort on some one who  does 
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not  want to participate  in  it. What I choose 
to do by way of exercising my own sympa- 
thies  under my own reaaon  and  conscience is 
one thing ; what  another man forces me to do 
of a sympathetic character, because his reason 
and conscience approve of it, is quite  another 

What, now, is the reaaon why we ehould 
help each other? This carries us back to the 
other illnstration with which we started. We 
may philosophize a8 coolly and c o m t l y  as we 
choose about our duties and about the laws of 
right living ; no one of ns lives up to what he 
lmows. The man struck by the fallmg tree 
has, perhap, been care1ess. We are all aam- 
leas. Environed 88 we am by riaka and perilg 
which befall us aa misfortunes, no man of a6 
is in a poeition to say, “ I  know all the laws, 
and am sure to obey them all; therefore I 
shall never need aid and sympathy?’ At  the 
very best, one of UH fails in one way and an- 
other in another, if we do not fail dtogether. 
Therefore the man under the tree is the one 
of ns who for the moment i smitten. It may 
be yon twnorrow, and I next day. It is the 
common frailty in the midst of a comxmn 
peril which gives ns a kind of aolidarity of in 

thing. 
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temt to rescue the one for whom the chances 
of life have turned  out badly just now. Prob- 
ably the victim is to blame. He almost  always 
is BO. A lecture to  that effect in the crisis of 
his peril would be  out of place, because it 
would not fit the need of the moment; but it 
would be very much in place at another  time, 
when the need was to avert the repetition of 
ench an accident to somebody  else. Men, 
therefore, owe to men, in the chances and 
perik of this life, aid and sympathy, on ac- 
count of the common participation in human 
frailty  and folly. This observation, however, 
puts aid and sympathy in  the field of private 
and personal relations, under the regulation of 
reason and conscience, and gives no ground 
for mechanical and impersonal schemes. 

We may, then, distinguish four  things : 
1. The function of science is to investigate 

truth. Science is colorless and impersonal. 
It investigates the force of gravity,  and finds 
out  the laws of that force, and has nothing to 
do with  the weal or woe  of men under the 
operation of the law. 

2. The moral deductions aa to what one 
ought to do are to be drawn by  the reason 
and conscience of the  individd man who is 
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instructed by science. Let him take note of 
the force of gravity, and see to it that  he does 
not walk off a precipice or get in the way of 
a falling body. 

3. On account of the number and  variety 
of perils of all kinds by which our lives are 
environed, and on account of ignorance, care- 
lessness, and folly, we all neglect to obey the 
moral deductions which we have learned, BO 
that, in fact, the wisest and  the beat of RE act 
foolishly and suffer. 

4. The law of sympathy, by which we ehare 
each others’ burdens, is to do as we would be 
done by. It is not a scientific principle, and 
does not admit of such generalization or in- 
terpretation that A can tell B k a t  this law 
enjoins on B to do. Hence the relations of 
sympathy and sentiment are essentially limit- 
ed to two pem~ only, and they cannot be 
made a basis for  the relations of groups of 
persons, or for discussion by any third party. 
Social improvement is not to be won by di- 

rect effort. It is secondary, and resnlts from 
physical or economic improvements. That is 
the r m n  why schemes of direct social mel-  
ioration always have  an arbitrary, sentimental, 
and artificial character, while true  sacid ad- 
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vance must be a product and a growth.  The ef- 
forts which are being put  forth for every kind 
of progress in the arts and sciences are, there- 
fore, contributing to  true social progress. Let 
any one learn what hardship was involved, even 
for a wealthy person, a century ago, in cross- 
ing  the Atlantic, and then let  him compare 
that hardship even with a steerage passage at 
the present time, considering time and money 
cost. This improvement in transportation by 
which “the poor and weak ” can be carried 
from the crowded centres of population to  the 
new land is worth more to  them  than all the 
schemes of all the social reformers. An im- 
provement in surgical instruments or in an- 
mthetica really does more for those who are 
not well off than all the declamations of the 
orators and pious wishes of the reformers. 
Civil service reform would  be a greater gain 
to the laborers than innumerable factory acts 
and eight-hour laws. Free trade would be a 
greater blessing to ‘‘ the poor man ” than all 
the devicea  of all the  friends of humanity if 
they could be realized. If the economists 
could eatisfactorily solve the problem of the 
regulation of paper currency, they would do 
more for the wages clam than could be accora- 

11 
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plished by all the  artscial doctrines about 
wages which they seem to feel bound to en- 
courage. If we could get firm and good  lawe 
passed for  the management of savings-banks, 
and then  refrain  from the amendments by 
which those laws are  gradually broken down, 
we should do more for  the non-capitalist clasa 
than by volumes of laws against 6‘corpora- 
tions ” and the “ excessive power of capital.” 

We each  owe to  the other  mutual redreas 
of grievances. It has been said, in answer to 
my argument  in the last chapter about the 
Forgotten  Women and thread, that  the tax 
on thread is “only a little thing,’’ and that it 
cannot hurt  the women much, and ala0 that, 
if the women do not want to pay two cents a 
spool tax,  there is thread of an inferior qual- 
ity, which they can buy cheaper. These an- 
awem represent the bitterest  and basest social 
injustice. Every honest citizen of a free State 
OWBB it  to himself, to the community, and e 
pecidly to those who are at once weak and 
wronged, to go to their assistance and to help 
redress their wrongs. Whenever a law or EO- 

cia1 arrangement acts EO to injure m y  one, 
and that one the humblest, then  there is a duty 
on those who are stronger, or who know bet- 
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tar, to demand and fight  for redress and cor- 
rection. When generalized this means that it 
ia the  duty of All-of-us (that is, the State) to 
establish justice for all, from the least to  the 
greateat, and in all matters. Thi~, however, is 
no new doctrine. It is only the old, true, 
and indisputable function of the  State; and 
in working for a redress of wrongs and a 
correction of legislative abuses, we are only 
struggling to a fuller reahation of it-that 
is, working to improve civil government. 

We each owe it  to the other to guarantee 
rights. Rights do not  pertain to rmdta, but 
only to chances. They  pertain to the d i -  

of the strnggle for existence, not to any 
of the reeulta of i t ;  to  the pursuit of happi- 
new, not  to  the possession of happineaa. It 
cannot be said that each one has a right to 
have mme property, because if one man had 
such a right some other man or men would 
be under a corresponding obhgation to pro- 
vide  him  with some property. Each has a 
right to acquire and possess property if he 
can. I t  is plain what fallacies are developed 
when we overlook th is  distinction. Thoee fal- 
lacia run through aU socialistic schemes and 
theories. If we take  rights to pertain to re- 



164 WHAT SOCIAL CLUBBEE 

sdts, and  then say that rights  must be equal, 
we  come to say that men have a right to be 
equally happy, and EO on in all the details. 
Rights should be equal, because they pertaul 
to chances, and all ought to have equal chances 
EO far 88 chances are provided or limited by 
the action of society. This, however, wil l  not 
produce equal results, but it is right jwt be 
cause it will produce unequal mults  -that 
is, r e d t s  which shall be proportioned to  the 
merits of individuals. We each  owe it to  the 
other to guarantee  mutually the chance to 
earn, to POBB~EE, to l m .  to marry, etc.,  etc., 
against any interference which would prevent 
the exercise of those rights by a person who 
wishes to prosecute and enjoy them in peace 
for the pursuit of happiness. If we general- 
ize this, it means that All-of-us ought to guar- 
antee rights to each of UE. But our modem 
free, constitutional States are constructed en- 
tirely on the notion of rights, and we regard 
them as performing their  functions more and 
more perfectly according a8 they guarantee 
rights  in conwnance with the constantly cor- 
rected and expanded notions of rights  from 
one generation to another. Therefore, when 
we say that we owe it to each other to guar- 
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antee rights we only say that we ought to 
prosecute and improve our political science. 

If we have in mind the value of chances to 
earn, learn, posaeaa, etc., for a man of indepen- 
dent energy, we can go on one step  farther  in 
our deductions about help. The only help 
which is generally expedient, even within the 
limits of the private and personal relations of 
two persons to each other, is that which con- 
sists in helping a man to help himself. This 
always consists in opening the chances. A man 
of assured position can, by an effort which is 
of no appreciable importance to him,  give aid 
which is of incalculable value to a man who 
is all ready to make his own career if he can 
only get a chance. The truest  and deepest 
pathos in this world is not that of suffering 
but  that of brave struggling. The truest s y m -  
pathy is not compsssion, but a fellow-feeling 
with courage and fortitude in the midet of 
noble eff 01%. 

Now, the aid which helps a man to help 
himeelf is not  in  the least akin to  the aid 
which is given in charity. If alms are given, 
or if we “ make work ” for a man, or “give 
him employment,” or “ protect ” him, we sim- 
ply take a product from one and give it to 
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another. If we help a man to help himself, 
by opening the chances around him, we put 
him in a position to add to  the wealth of the 
community by  putting new powers in ope= 
tion to produce. It would  seem that  the dif- 
ference between getting something already in 
existence from the one  who has it, and pm- 
ducing a new thing by  applying new labor to 
natural materials, would be so plain a~ never 
to be forgotten;  but  the fallacy of ~ o n f ~ s i n g  
the two is one of the commonest in all mid . 
discuesions. 

We have now seen that  the current discne- 
sions about the claims and rights of .social 
classes on each other are radically erroneone 
and fdhcious, and we have seen that  an de 
y& of the general obligations which we all 
have to each other leads os to not- but an 
emphatic  repetition of old but well-acknowl- 
edged obligations to perfect our political insti- 
tutions. We have been led to restriction, not 
exteneion, of the functions of the State, but 
we have also been led to me the necessity of 
purifying and  perfecting the operation of the 
State in the functions which properly belong 
to it. If we refuse to woo@;aize any &mea 
aa existing in society when, perhaps, a claim 
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might be set up that  the wealthy, educated, 
and virtuous have acquired special righta and 
precedence,  we certainly cannot recognize any 
classes when it is  attempted  to establish such 
distinctions for the sake of imposing  burdens 
and duties on one group for the benefit of 
others. The  men who have not done their 
duty in this world never can be equal to those 
who  have  done  their duty more or lees  well. 
If words like wise and foolish, thrifty and ex- 
travagant, prudent  and negligent, have any 
meaning in language, then it must  make some 
Merence how people  behave in  this world, 
and the difEerence will appear in the position 
they acquire in the body of society, and in 
relation to  the chancea of life. They may, 
then, be ch i t i ed   i n  reference to these facts. 
Such classes always will exist; no other EO- 

cial distinctions can endure. If, then, we look 
to the origin and dellnition of these classes, we 
dull find it i m p i b l e  to deduce  any obliga- 
tions which one of them bears to the other. 
The Claes dietinctions simply result from the 
diEmnt degrees of succeea with which  men 
have availed themselves of the chances  which 
Were presented to them.  Instead of endeav- 
oring to redietribute the acquisitions which 
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have been made between the  existing claesea, 
our aim should be to h c r w e ,  multiply, d 
e x h d  t h  chances. Such  is the work of civil- 
ization. Every old error or abuse which ie 
removed opens new chances of development 
to all the new energy of society. Every im- 
provement in education, science, art, m gov- 
ernment expands the chancea of man on earth. 
Such expansion is no guarantee of equality. 
On the eontrary, if there  be  liberty, aome will 
profit by the chances eagerly and some will 
neglect them altogether. Therefore, the great- 
er  the chances the more unequal will be the 
fortune of these two sets of men. So it ought 
to be, in all justice  and right reason. The 
yearning  after equality is the  ofipring of 
envy and covetonsneq  and  there is no possi- 
ble plan for eatiafying that yearning. which 
can do aught else than  rob A to give to B ; 
consequently all en& plans nonriah some of 
the meanest vices of human  nature, waste cap 
ital, and overthrow civilization. But if we 
can expand the chances we can count on a 
general and steady growth of civilization and 
advancement of society by and through ite 
best members. In the promution of theae 
chances 'we all owe to each other @-will, 
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mutual respect, and mutual guarantees of 
liberty and security. Beyond this nothing 
can be atlirmed as a duty of one group t o  
another in a free state.< 




